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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good evening…

This item is the culmination of efforts that began w/ the preparation of the Highway CIP that was originally presented to the Board at its August 2015 mtg & more recently accepted at it’s February 2017 mtg.  The recommendations we will be making before you tonight where developed in conjunction w/ input from our Highway CIP subcommittee as well as the C/CAG TAC



Outline  
• Recap on the Highway Program 

funding discussion & the Highway CIP 
• Recommendation for future fund 

programming & allocation approach 
• Other key considerations 
• Proposed timing of next Call for 

Projects (CFP) 
• Next steps 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes

1st I’ll provide a recap  on the highway funding discussion w/ work associated w/ the Hwy CIP

Next, I’ll go over the proposed revised future approach for the process of programming & allocating Highway Program funds to projects

We’ll also talk about other key considerations, the proposed timing for the next CFP & we’ll wrap up w/ next steps



 
Background 
 • TA Strategic Plan 2014-2019 identified Highway 

Program funding shortfall, recommended 
preparation of a CIP 

• Fall 2015 – Summer 2017:  Highway CIP 
findings presented, Highway CIP 
subcommittee met to discuss findings, provide 
program guidance & policy recommendations 
for future Call for Projects (CFP) processes 

• February 2017:  Board accepted the Highway 
CIP & received a presentation on the State 
Highway System Congestion & Safety 
Performance Assessment 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The TA Strategic Plan 2014-2019 identified a funding shortfall for highway projects (that were already in the Measure A funding pipeline) & recommended that a Hwy CIP be prepared to better assess its magnitude

In August 2015, a 10 yr Highway CIP from FY2016-2025 was presented to the Board 

In the Fall of 2015, a Highway CIP subcommittee was established & met to further discuss the findings & provide guidance & policy recommendations for the Highway Program CFP process

In Feb. 2017, the Board:
 Accepted the Hwy CIP w/ updates & an accompanying narrative report, & 
As a follow up to one of the CIP policy considerations, a presentation was made on the State Hwy System Congestion & Safety Performance Assessment, which was prepared as part of a joint effort between the TA & C/CAG.  This document  helped identify areas w/ the greatest regional deficiencies or “hot spots” in San Mateo County.  



 
CIP Purpose 
 • High-level order of magnitude 

assessment of costs vs. revenues over 
a 10-year period, FY2016 to FY2025 

• Financially unconstrained 
• Not a programming document 
• Provided context for future Measure A 

investment decisions  
• Identified key issues and policy 

considerations to address 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In terms of the overall purpose:

The Highway CIP is a broad, high level, order of magnitude assessment of identified projected costs vs revenue, annually, over a 10-year period from FY2016 to FY2025….It paints a picture of identified needs at a set snapshot in time. 

It is financially unconstrained, meaning we included any project that a sponsor asked us to include as well as all of the ongoing Measure A funded projects

It is not a programming document , nor does it set priority among the projects within it. 

It provides context for investment decisions that will be made for future Highway Call for Projects

& it identifies key issues & policy considerations to address w/ future funding calls



CIP: Order of Magnitude Findings 
10-year shortfall (FYs 2016-2025) 

- Total project costs: $1,587 mil. 
- Total projected funding1: $631 mil. 
- Total Shortfall $956 mil.  

o KCA2 projected shortfall: $252 mil. 
o SR3 projected shortfall: $704 mil. 

 
Footnotes 
1) Total projected funding includes Measure A ($362m) & sponsor 

match ($268.5m) 
2) KCA = Key Congested Areas 
3) SR = Supplemental Roadways 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes

On an Order of Magnitude basis, the Highway CIP identified :
approx. $1.6 billion of project costs, 
a little more than $600 mil. in projected funding from both Measure A & what sponsors thought they might be able to contribute as match, 
& a projected shortfall approaching close to one billion dollars. 
The bulk of the shortfall is in the SR category.   
There is a greater number of projects from the SR category in the CIP (by about a 2 to 1 margin), 
the cumulative costs are higher (about twice as high), & 
there is less Measure A revenue available for SR projects than KCA projects




KCA/SR Categories  
Per the 2004 TEP, 2 highway categories: 
• Key Congested Areas (KCA) 

- Designated to receive 17.3% of revenue over life of 
Measure A 

- Specified candidate list of projects, e.g. I-280, SR1, 
SR92 & US101 

• Supplemental Roadway (SR) projects 
- Designated to receive 10.2% of revenue over life of 

Measure A 
- Partial list of candidate projects critical for 

congestion reduction; flexibility allows new projects 
not listed to be added 

- Highway projects not on the KCA list can only be 
funded as SR projects 6 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a refresher, this slide shows the difference between KCA  & SR projects

Per the TA TEP, KCA projects are designated to receive 17.3% of the sales tax revenue over the life of the Measure A, & 
The candidate list of KCA projects are specifically called out in our EP by highway corridor

SR projects are designated to receive 10.2% of the sales tax revenue over the life of the Measure A
Our EP contains a partial list of candidate projects but allows flexibility for new projects to be added to this category as conditions may change over time
Hwy projects that are not on the KCA list can only be funded as SR projects. 

KCAs SRHP focuses on the most congested corridors
SRs other projects critical for congestion reduction




New Measure A Highway Program 
Funding Status 
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remaining life of Measure A
Budgeted revenue through FY 2018 not
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide provides some context as to the current New Measure A funding picture w/ respect to its overall 25 year timeframe, broken out by the KCA & SR categories, that consists of:
Budgeted revenue that has already been committed to projects, which is represented by the dark blue shaded area 
Budgeted revenue that has yet to be committed to projects, represented by the light blue area & 
Projected revenue not yet budgeted through the remaining life of Measure A, assuming an annual escalation rate of 2.5% 




Approach for Future Funding 
Calls - Options 

 
• Status quo:  continue funding calls for all 

eligible projects; accept projects on 1st come, 
1st served basis until funds run out 

• Continue funding calls prioritizing Pipeline 
projects, w/ a small set-aside to fund planning 
& environmental work for all other projects 

• Continue funding calls prioritizing Pipeline 
projects in “hot spots” only, w/ a small set-
aside to fund planning & environmental work 
for all other projects 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Due to the high capital cost of constructing hwy projects & the order of magnitude of the projected funding shortfall, we looked at a number of different options on how best to manage the Measure A Highway Program funds moving forward, including:

The Status quo, continuing our CFP as is for all eligible projects until funds run out…which could limit the number of projects that are actually delivered w/ Measure A funds

Continuing the CFP process but prioritizing funding the delivery of projects that are already in the Measure A funding pipeline, w/ a small set aside for other projects not in the Measure A pipeline to get them started w/ planning & env. work

Or continuing the CFP process prioritizing pipeline projects located in the areas of greatest congestion & safety deficiencies or “hot spots” as identified in the San Mateo County State Hwy Performance Assessment, w/ a small set aside for other projects to get them started w/ planning & env. work




Recommendation 
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Continue funding calls prioritizing Pipeline 
projects, with a small set-aside (up to $10 mil) 
for planning & environmental work for 
other projects 

• Focuses on completing projects already 
started, given constrained revenue sources 

• Pipeline projects with greatest merit will be 
funded 

• Provides a compromise between status quo 
and focusing funding to Pipeline projects in 
“hot spots” only 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The staff recommendation is to continue our CFP process prioritizing projects that are already in the Measure A funding pipeline, with a small set-aside (up to $10 mil.) through the remaining life of Measure A, for planning & env. work for other non-pipeline projects 

This provides the following advantages:

It focuses on completing Measure A funded projects already started, given constrained revenue sources

We’ll still go through the established Highway CFP evaluation criteria where the bulk of the funding will go to the Pipeline projects of greatest merit, helping us to finish more projects that we’ve already invested in.

It provides a compromise between the status quo & focusing funding to Pipeline projects in the identified hot spot areas only




Measure A Highway Projects in 
the Project Delivery Process 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Footnotes: 
1) These projects are on an inactive list & may be subject to reprogramming 
2) The US 101 Managed Lanes Project was formerly referred to as the US 101 HOV Lane Project 
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Key Congested Area (KCA) Projects
Project Name Sponsor
US 101 Broadway Interchange Improvements Burlingame
US 101/SR 92 Interchange Area Improvements C/CAG
SR 92 Delaware Interchange Improvements C/CAG
US 101/University Avenue Interchange Improvements1 East Palo Alto
US 101/Willow Road Interchange Improvements Menlo Park
SR 1 Safety & Operational Improvements: Poplar to Wavecrest1 Half Moon Bay
SR 1 Safety & Operational Improvements: Main to Kehoe1 Half Moon Bay
SR 92 Safety & Operational Improvements: SR 1 to Pilarcitos Creek1 Half Moon Bay
US 101/Woodside Road Interchange Redwood City
SR 92/SR 82 (El Camino Real) Interchange Project San Mateo
US 101/Peninsula Avenue Interchange San Mateo

Supplemental Roadway (SR) Projects
Project Name Sponsor
US 101/Candlestick Point Interchange Brisbane
US 101 Auxiliary Lane Project C/CAG
US 101 Managed Lanes Project2 C/CAG-TA
SR 1 (Mid Coast) Congestion, Throughput and Safety Improvements County of San Mateo
SR 1 Calera Parkway Project1 Pacifica
I-380 Congestion Improvements San Bruno-South San Francisco
SR 35 Widening:  I -280 to Sneath Lane San Bruno-South San Francisco
US 101/Holly Street Interchange Improvements San Carlos
US 101/Produce Avenue Interchange South San Francisco

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows a list of highway projects that have previously received Measure A funding awards that are currently in the project delivery process …these are what we have referred to as the Pipeline Projects 

This list is also provided as an Exhibit in the accompanying staff report for this item
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Proposed Match Requirement 
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• Require a minimum funding match with 
future funding calls to better leverage 
Measure A investments 

• Options under consideration:  
- Minimum 10% match for all project phases 
- Minimum 10% match prior to env. clearance, 

minimum 20% match for PS&E, ROW & 
construction 

- New facilities (e.g. 101/Candlestick & 101/Produce) 
to include funding plan that shows match 
proportionate to need generated from new 
development 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The other key proposed policy revision for our CFP process is to require a minimum funding match to better leverage  Measure A investments. Some of our other funding programs, such as ped/bike & shuttles, already have a min. match reqmt.   Options considered included:

Requiring a minimum 10% match for all phases of work, 

Requiring a min. 10% match for project phases pertaining to planning & env. work & a 20% match for the PS&E, ROW & CONST phases of work, & 

New facilities that previously didn’t exist, such as the 101/Candlestick & 101/Produce Interchanges, should include a funding plan that shows match proportionate to the needs generated from new development.   




Recommendation 
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• Require a minimum 10% match prior to env. 
clearance, minimum 20% match for PS&E, 
ROW & construction 

• New facilities should provide match 
proportionate to need generated from new 
development for PS&E, ROW & construction 
- Leverages constrained Measure A revenue 
- Sponsors can apply for other external funds in 

addition to using local funds as match 
- New development pays its fair share to help 

mitigate for needs it generates 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The staff recommendation is to require a min. 10% match for project phases pertaining to planning & env. work & a 20% match for the PS&E, ROW & CONST phases of work.

In addition, sponsors for new facilities should provide a match proportionate to the need generated from new development for the PS&E, ROW & CONST phases of work

This option will help better leverage constrained Measure A funds

Sponsors  can apply for other external state or federal funding sources in addition to using their own local funds as match

New development should help pay its fair share to help mitigate the needs it generates.   This is typically quantified as part of the planning & ENV review process.  




Other Key Considerations 
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• Prior to programming funds for PS&E and 
ROW, sponsors need to provide a reasonable 
funding plan for construction as the cost of 
PS&E & ROW can be significant  

• Assessment on need to borrow from other 
Measure A programs &/or bond against future 
sales tax receipts will be made after funding 
recommendations are made from the next CFP  

• Enforce timely use of funds policy 
- Funds may be reprogrammed after 5 years of 

inactivity 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Design & ROW costs can be very expensive, especially for large projects, running into the tens of millions of dollars.   As part of future funding calls, sponsors requesting funds for PS&E  and/or ROW will need to provide a reasonable funding plan showing how the CONST phase will be funded.

The TA has the ability to borrow from its other funding programs & /or bond against future revenue.  An assessment as to whether it will do so will be made after applications are received & the funding recommendations are made from the next CFP

The TA, per its SRHP has a timely use of funds policy.  Projects that have no activity on their awarded Measure A funds after 5 years of receiving a funding award may be at risk of losing their funds.  

5 projects were awarded $16   mil from the 2012 CFP that are  approaching 5 years of inactivity  (Oct 2017).   Calera Parkway ($4 mil)  2-SR 1 HMB projects ($7 mil) 1 SR 92 project & 101/University Ave IC ($5 mil)




Timing of Next Funding Call 
• Measure A Highway Program funds can 

help projects be more competitive for State 
SB 1 awards scheduled for Spring 2018 

• Proposed Measure A Call for Projects: Fall 
2017 

• Measure A funding awards:  Early 2018 
• Amount of funds available now:   Approx.                      

$50 mil. + $25 mil. cost savings to leverage 
external sources 

• Work must be ready to start w/in 12 
months of funding award 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now we’ll talk about the proposed timing of the next CFP:

As many of you know, there are a number of State funding programs that will soon be released from SB1, Measure A hwy program funds can help projects be more competitive to receive some of these funding sources, such as the Solutions for Congested Corridors Program & we’ve considered this in the timing of our next CFP

We’re proposing to release the next Measure A Highway Program CFP this Fall w/ funding awards made by early 2018

We currently have approx. $50 mil. available through our FY 2018 Budget plus an approx. $25 mil in cost savings from completed projects for a total of up to $75 mil. that will be available for our next CFP, that can be used in conjunction w/ other matching funding sources from our sponsors

For the next CFP, projects must be ready to start the requested phase of work w/in 12 months of receiving a funding award.  In the past we allowed for longer windows for work to start but we’ve found that due to the complexities involved w/ the project delivery process, schedules are often delayed & the projected preliminary costs substantially increase.  We want to put our funds on the projects that are most ready to proceed now.




Next Steps 
• September 2017:  Action item on 

recommended policy revisions  
• October 2017:  Presentation on the release of 

the 2017 Highway Program Call for Projects 
• November/December 2017:  Proposed 

reprogramming of inactive projects  
• January 2018:  Information item on 

recommended project funding awards  
• February 2018: Action item for project 

funding awards 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
For next steps, we are here today to present this action item on the  proposed funding policy revisions, which are called out in the staff report

We’ll provide a presentation on the next call for projects at the     TA’ s Oct. Board mtg….there will also be a CFP workshop shortly afterward for our sponsors.  

We’ve contacted the sponsors that have projects approaching 5 years of inactivity on their funding awards.  We’ve ask them to respond by the end of October as to whether they still intend to proceed w/ their projects and if so, what their delivery plan is.  Based on preliminary discussion, there is a good chance that we may be bringing an item back to the Board in Nov or Dec to reprogram some of the funds awarded to these projects awarded funds

& We’ll go back to our Board to present the draft funding recommendations Jan 2018 & for action in Feb 2018.
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