
 

 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

 

Transportation Committee 
SBCCOG Office 

20285 Western Avenue, Suite 100 
Torrance, Ca. 90501 

 

AGENDA 
Monday, May 8, 2017 

10:30 a.m. – 11:45 a.m. 

 
10:30 a.m. Welcome / Self-Introductions  
 
10:35 a.m. Consent Calendar 

a. Minutes of April 10, 2017 meeting (Attachment A) – Approve 

 
b. Monthly Transportation Update (Attachment B) 

 

10:40 a.m.       Measure R South Bay Highway Program 

                

a. SBHP Project Progress and Risk report (Attachment C)   

  

b. Caltrans Project Permitting Improvement Strategy Update  

 

11.00 a.m.       Measure M Guidelines Development 

 

a. Guideline development coordination with other COGs in L. A. County 
 

b. Measure M Advisory Council Update 
 

c. Consider Draft SBCCOG letter to Metro re Metro’s Draft Measure M Guidelines       

(Attachment D) - Approve 

 

11:40 a.m.       Announcements / Adjournment - Next Transportation Committee meeting –  

 June 12, 2017, 10:30 a.m.  

   
 To include an item in the agenda, e-mail to: lantzsh10@gmail.com by May 26, 2017.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
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                                                                                             Attachment A 

 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

 

Transportation Committee 
April 10, 2017 

Minutes 

 
COMMITTEE CHAIR HORVATH CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 10:30AM 

 

I. Welcome / Self-Introductions  

In attendance were the following voting SBCCOG Board Members:  

Christian Horvath (Redondo Beach) 

Hany Fangary (Hermosa Beach) 

Olivia Valentine (Hawthorne) 

Kurt Weideman (Torrance) 

Jim Butts (Inglewood) 

 

Also in attendance were the following persons: 

Hon. Rodney Tanaka (Gardena) 

David Leger (SBCCOG) 

Jacki Bacharach (SBCCOG) 

Steve Lantz (SBCCOG)  

Isidro Panuco (Metro) 

Mark Dierking (Metro) 

Leslie Scott (Beach Cities Transit) 

Amy Ahdi (Beach Cities Transit) 

Josie Gutierrez (LA County Public 

Works) 

Andres Narvaez (LA County Public 

Works) 

Robert Torres (LA County Public 

Works) 

Lance Grindle (LA County Public 

Works) 

Ted Semaan (Redondo Beach Public 

Works) 

Kelly Lamare (Caltrans) 

Jimmy Shih (Caltrans) 

Greg Farr (Caltrans) 

Donald Szerlip (Metro South Bay 

Service Council) 

Orland Rodriguez (El Segundo) 

Jill Crump (Torrance) 

Stephanie Katsouleas (Manhattan 

Beach Public Works) 

 

II. Consent Calendar  

A. Minutes of March 13, 2017 meeting   

B. Monthly Transportation Update   

 

MOTION by Committee Vice Chair Weideman, seconded by Committee Member Valentine, to APPROVE the consent 

calendar. No objection. So ordered.   

 

III. Measure R South Bay Highway Program 

A. Metro/SBCCOG Measure R Cooperative Agreement Amendment #1 

 

Jacki Bacharach began by explaining that Metro and the SBCCOG have a cooperative agreement in place for 

the SBCCOG to oversee the Measure R South Bay Highway Program (SBHP)  projects for South Bay 

jurisdictions.  This agreement has been in place since 2012 and expires at the end of May.   

 

Steve Lantz added that the SBCCOG is not responsible for oversight of Caltrans projects and the responsibility 

lies with Metro.  Mr. Lantz then explained the two main changes to the cooperative agreement that are included 

in the Amendment #1, which would extend the agreement through May 2022. Mr. Lantz explained that Metro 

added an annual performance measure, called the Annual Performance Evaluation, which requires the 

SBCCOG to meet with all cities in July of each year to set project milestone accomplishments for the following 

fiscal year.  Metro has set a goal of 80% adherence for individual projects and the SBHP as a whole, with the 

objective of holding the local jurisdictions and the SBCCOG accountable for project progress.  Mr. Lantz 

informed the Committee that SBCCOG staff will continue to prepare the monthly project progress and risk 
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report for the Infrastructure Working Group and bring the report to the Committee quarterly as was done for the 

Steering Committee previously.   

 

Committee Chair Horvath asked Mr. Lantz if the reporting requirements begin when construction on a project 

begins.  Mr. Lantz explained that it begins whenever the local jurisdiction enters into the funding agreement 

with Metro for the project.  Each project receives its own funding agreement with its own unique project 

milestones determined during that time.  

 

Committee Chair Horvath followed up with a question on whether a city will be penalized for delays or issues 

outside of their control, such as Caltrans permitting issues.  Mr. Lantz said that they would not be, and that the 

milestones are mostly a goal, not a hard requirement that must be met. 

 

Jacki Bacharach added that she thought it could be good to bring delayed projects to the Transportation 

Committee monthly, until they are back on schedule or the issue has been resolved.   

 

Donald Szerlip asked what the Transportation Committee can do to help deal with the delays.  Mr. Lantz 

informed him that often times, making the elected officials in a city aware of the delays will help with the issue.  

Other causes of delay could be issues such as the need for additional funds, which can be dealt with if 

adequate notice is provided to SBCCOG staff. There were further examples given by Infrastructure Working 

Group Chair Stephanie Katsouleas, explaining that there is not one fix-all solution to help bring a project back 

on to schedule, explaining that each situation may be different from the next and require different solutions. 

 

MOTION by Committee Member Butts, seconded by Committee Vice Chair Weideman, to RECOMMEND 

BOARD APPROVAL of the Metro/SBCCOG Measure R Cooperative Agreement Amendment #1. No 

objection. So ordered.   

 

B. Discussion 

a. Quarterly Report & SBHP Project Progress and Risk Report  

This item was discussed during the discussion on the Cooperative Agreement Amendment above.  

b. Caltrans Project Improvement Strategy 

Steve Lantz provided a brief historical context on the need for this concept.  He explained that many of 

the SBHP projects have experienced lengthy delays during the Caltrans permitting process.  He added 

that the SBCCOG hired LRS Project Delivery to develop a strategy to help eliminate the delays so 

projects were no longer stopped for months at a time waiting for a permit.  Mr. Lantz described the 

Caltrans Project Improvement Strategy as an early collaborative effort between cities along the state 

highway and Caltrans.  The idea would be that cities who have projects along a state highway, such as 

Pacific Coast Highway would develop a plan for what that corridor would look like.  They would then 

bring that plan to Caltrans for their comments and questions, prior to actually needing the permit.  This 

would allow each of the cities to come back to Caltrans when the permit is needed and be given the 

permit as long as the design is consistent with what was first approved by Caltrans for the entire 

corridor.   

 

Jimmy Shih from Caltrans added that Caltrans Permitting staff has offered to meet with cities prior to 

their application to discuss what will be needed, in hopes of making the process smoother.   

 

Isidro Panuco from Metro also added that there are monthly Caltrans-Metro meetings to review 

projects and that permitting issues for local jurisdictions may be able to be added to those discussions.   

 

IV. Measure M Guidelines Development 

A. Consider Draft SBCCOG letter to Metro re Metro’s Draft Measure M Guidelines 

B. Guideline development coordination with other COGs in L.A. County 

C. Measure M Advisory Council Update 

 

Jacki Bacharach and Steve Lantz updated the Committee on the last Measure M Advisory Council meeting.  

Ms. Bacharach explained that Metro wanted the Council to serve as a communications channel for the public 

and not to provide comments of their own on the guidelines development.  Ms. Bacharach added that the 

Advisory Council did not agree with that and decided to break into three subgroups to discuss 

recommendations and provide them to Metro.  Metro staff indicated that the guidelines must be in place prior 

to the collection of the tax, meaning that there would be less than three months of development for the 
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guidelines.  Ms. Bacharach asked Metro staff during the meeting where in the ordinance it stated the 

guidelines must be completed prior to the collection of the tax.  After further inquiry, it was learned from the 

Metro legal department that there is no mention of that requirement in the ordinance, meaning the deadline to 

complete the guidelines is an artificial one.  Therefore there may end up being more time to develop the 

guidelines than originally thought if it is requested.   

 

Mr. Lantz added that the recommendations that are made by the Advisory Council will go straight to the Metro 

Board, not to Metro staff for their review first.   

 

Ms. Bacharach then reviewed the draft SBCCOG letter to Metro regarding the draft guidelines.  The 

Committee recommended some stylistic edits to the letter, but agreed with the overall points made. These 

points included the emphasis that the SBCCOG has a greater programming role in subregional programs, 

that subregional funding amounts should be certain and not up in the air, and that Measure M funds should 

be able to be used for project studies (project development) considering the broad eligible uses for Measure 

M funds.  Ms. Bacharach and Mr. Lantz will continue to work with other groups such as the Infrastructure 

Working Group and Transit Operators Working Group to gather further comments on the draft letter prior to 

the SBCCOG Board action on the letter.   

 

MOTION by Committee Member Butts, seconded by Committee Member Valentine, to RECOMMEND 

BOARD APPROVAL of a letter to Metro regarding the Measure M Guidelines that includes recommended 

edits from the Transportation Committee, Infrastructure Working Group and Transit Operators Working 

Group. No objection. So ordered.   

 

Announcements / Adjournment - Next meeting date/time – May 8, 2017 at 10:30am. 
 

MOTION by Committee Vice Chair Weideman, seconded by Committee Member Butts, TO ADJOURN THIS 

MEETING OF THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE.  No objection. So ordered.   
 

Committee Chair Horvath adjourned the meeting at 11:42 AM.  
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South Bay Cities Council of Governments           

                                                                     Attachment B                                              

 
May 8, 2017 

 

TO:    SBCCOG Transportation Committee 

 

FROM:   Steve Lantz, SBCCOG Transportation Director 

 

RE:    SBCCOG Transportation Update –May 2017 

 

Adherence to Strategic Plan: 

Goal A: Environment, Transportation and Economic Development.  Facilitate, 

implement and/or educate members and others about environmental, transportation 

and economic development programs that benefit the South Bay. 

 
FEDERAL 

 

Federal Infrastructure Bill Faces Long and Winding Road 

As of April 6, President Trump was reported to be considering borrowing as much as $300 

BILLION to fund his ambitious $1 TRILLION public-private-partnership infrastructure financing 

program. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Director Mick Mulvaney said that the 

Administration’s proposed FY 2018 budget could include $200 billion for infrastructure with the 

understanding that it would be leveraged at a 5-to-1 ratio to spur more than $1 trillion in 

infrastructure investment. The Administration’s full infrastructure proposal is not expected to be 

released until this summer or fall. 

However, it may be well into 2018 before a comprehensive infrastructure bill reaches the 

President’s desk. Any such measure would face three major roadblocks for Congress to 

determine what they want to build and how they want to pay for it.  

 

• First, because there is no consolidated Infrastructure Committee in the House or Senate, 

the bill(s) would have to be considered in more than a dozen Congressional standing 

committees that are currently responsible for each category of infrastructure: surface 

transportation, air transportation, water resources, telecommunications, and energy.  

 

• Second, specific criteria would need to be agreed upon to determine how project 

candidates will compete for massive, yet limited, funding. Current selection criteria does 

not consider cross-cutting tradeoffs between sectors.  And the different federal agencies 

that guide development of the individual investment criteria, ex. USDOT vs USEPA, 

have differing missions and competing priorities. Without clear Congressional selection 

criteria, each infrastructure sector invests its political capital and rhetorical arguments to 

garner support for their high-priority projects. 
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• The third and biggest roadblock of all will likely be finding the money for a consolidated 

long-term infrastructure bill. If Congress’ surface transportation fights between 2005 and 

2015 are any indication, where a refusal to hike the federal gas tax made it difficult to 

pass a long-term bill, it will be next to impossible to move a bill without a dedicated and 

substantial new funding source.  

 

Facing criticism that the projects should be selected before an arbitrary funding amount is 

committed, the president has established a commission to provide advice on which projects the 

administration should fund.  

 

Annual Continuing Resolution Count Begins As Federal Funding Bills Are Considered  

Congress passed its first Continuing Resolution of the federal programs on April 27th, one day 

before programs expired on April 28. The initial extension through May 5th allows the bills to be 

paid while Congress continues to deliberate on how much it will appropriate for several 

discretionary transportation programs for the balance of the current fiscal year and FY 2018. 

Republicans and Democrats are reportedly close to a deal that would combine the FY 2017 

appropriations bills into a single Omnibus funding bill. 

In March, the President proposed significant cuts to transportation programs in the Administration’s 

FY 2018 “Skinny Budget” proposal released in March.  This included cuts to the Capital Investment 

Grants program (New Starts) and completely zeroing out both the Transportation Investment 

Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant program and the Essential Air Service (EAS) 

program.  Additionally, the Administration suggested cuts to these programs for FY 2017 to offset 

an increase in Defense spending and funding for a southern border wall. 

 

STATE 

 

Governor Signs $52 Billion State Transportation Funding Plan and $900 Million Side Deal 
The California legislature sent S. B. 1 to the Governor on April 6th. The measure authorizes the 

largest gas tax increase in state history in a move projected to raise $52 billion over 10 years to 

fix the state's crumbling roads, bridges, and public transit systems. S. B. 1 will generate more 

than $5 billion per year over the next decade for road repairs and local transit projects by 

indefinitely increasing gas and diesel taxes and hiking vehicle registration fees. The state 

estimates that the increases will cost the average driver roughly $10 per month or less.   

 

S.B. 1 was passed by the required 2/3 vote after a commitment was made to pass S.B. 132, the 

bill that included more than $900 million in backroom vote-getting deals, which was sent to the 

Governor on Monday, April 10th.  The deals could not be included in S. B. 1 because Prop 54, 

passed by voters in November, requires bills to be in their final form for at least 72 hours before 

being voted on. Amending S.B. 1 would have triggered a waiting period, and legislative leaders 

wanted to approve the bill before the start of their spring recess.  

 

California truckers supported S. B. 1 after a provision was added to exempt trucks currently on 

the road from new state air-pollution regulations for as long as 18 years to give truck owners 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/State-Senate-OKs-52-billion-road-bill-11056747.php
http://cal.streetsblog.org/2017/04/04/after-years-of-inaction-a-rush-to-approve-ca-transportation-funding-bill/
http://cal.streetsblog.org/2017/04/04/after-years-of-inaction-a-rush-to-approve-ca-transportation-funding-bill/
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1
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reassurance that they’ll get to continue to use engines that meet current rules set by the California 

Air Resources Board.  

 

S. B. 1 reaffirmed the state’s commitment to fund transportation with transportation-related user 

fees, namely fuel taxes and motor vehicle fees and nearly all sources are indexed to the 

Consumer Price Index, so they don’t lose value each year. The only new tax or fee in S. B. 1 that 

isn’t indexed is an increase in the sales tax on diesel fuel, which will rise and fall along with the 

price and consumption of diesel. 

Overview of Revenue Increases in SB 1 

Funding Source 

Estimate of 

10-Year 

Revenue 

Indexed to the Consumer 

Price Index 

12-cent per gallon gas tax $24.4 billion yes 

Vehicle registration surcharge (transportation 

improvement fee) 
$16.3 billion yes 

20-cent-per-gallon diesel excise tax $7.3 billion yes 

4% increase in diesel sales tax $3.5 billion   

$100-per-year zero emission vehicle fee $0.2 billion yes 

General fund loan repayments (one time) $0.7 billion   

  

Language included in S.B. 1 sets the agenda for how the new funding will be spent, as follows: 

“It is the intent of the California Legislature that the Department of Transportation meet the 

following preliminary performance outcomes for additional state highway investments by the 

end of 2027, in accordance with applicable state and federal standards: 

98% of pavement on the state highway system in good or fair condition 

90% level of service achieved for maintenance of potholes and cracks 

90% of culverts in good or fair condition 

90% of the transportation-management system units in good condition 

500+ additional bridges are fixed” 

 

Could California’s Traffic Generate Clean Electricity? 
The California Energy Commission on April 19th agreed to allocate $2.3 million to two 

independent road projects designed to test the viability of scaling up piezoelectricity arrays 

installed beneath roadway pavement to generate electrical power from traffic, a plan that 

involves harnessing road vibrations with the intent of turning the automobile, like the sun and 

wind, into a viable source of renewable energy. 
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“Piezo” is Greek for “squeeze” or “press” and refers to using pressure to create power. 

Piezoelectricity devices that convert mechanical force into electricity are used in watches and 

lighters and are being tested for power generation on sidewalks and runways. A San Francisco 

nightclub has even leveraged the pulses of a dance floor to power its lights and music. 

But it remains to be seen whether the science can be employed on a large scale — threaded 

beneath the state’s sprawling highway system and rigged to produce significant, cost-effective 

electricity. The resulting electricity could be used to power nearby lights and signs, stored in 

batteries or sent to the grid. The premise is that the more traffic there is, and the heavier the 

vehicles are, the more power can be created. Some state estimates suggest that just 400 cars an 

hour would need to pass over the arrays to make them economically viable.  The new test 

projects will evaluate any potential harm done to the roads, while studying whether the 

technology can compete economically with solar and wind power and if the vibration and 

insertion of the devices increases the pavement maintenance more than the energy savings 

generate. 

The first demonstration is scheduled for the eastern edge of the UC Merced campus where a 200-

foot stretch of asphalt will be sowed with tiny piezoelectric generators stacked “like quarters” 

within numerous arrays beneath the pavement, where each will convert the force of passing cars 

into a small electrical charge.  

The second piezoelectric project, which will be undertaken by the company Pyro-E in San Jose, 

is expected to build upon recent demonstrations with a design that would power up to 5,000 

homes from a half-mile of highway. In addition to generating electricity, the company also 

intends to explore whether the technology could be used for data collection, recording traffic 

conditions and aiding navigation for self-driving cars. 

Caltrans-Led Program Seeks to Ease Traffic Woes In Multi-Jurisdictional Corridors 

Caltrans is leading a multi-jurisdictional program in the I-210 Corridor to reduce traffic 

congestion in the northern part of the San Gabriel Valley. The project, called Connected 

Corridors,  is one of the first wide-scale, Caltrans-led attempts at using data, software and active 

traffic management to alleviate congestion through travel corridors. The connected corridor, in 

this context, refers to the entire traffic system: the highway, roads surrounding the area, transit, 

and bicycle and pedestrian paths.  

 

The pilot program focuses on a 10-mile stretch along Interstate 210 through Pasadena and other 

cities in the San Gabriel Valley by coordinating efforts of more than 10 stakeholders, such as LA 

Metro, UC Berkeley’s Institute of Transportation Studies, local governments and transit 

agencies, who are working together to find an integrated approach — and considering innovative 

transportation technology systems — in order to ease congestion and improve efficiency. If the 

program is successful, it will be extended to the entire state — with extensions being added as 

early as 2018. Extending the program could reduce greenhouse gas emissions and create more 

reliable travel times. 
 
 

http://ccdocs.berkeley.edu/
http://ccdocs.berkeley.edu/


5 
 

 

REGION  

LA Waterfront Bike Share program expected to launch in summer 

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on April 27th approved bringing the Metro Bike 

Share program to the LA Waterfront early this summer. No start date has been announced. The 

proposal calls for 120 bikes to be placed at 11 stations along the San Pedro and Wilmington 

waterfronts, including the Fanfare Fountain, Battleship Iowa, Downtown Harbor, Crafted, Ports 

O’ Call and Banning’s Landing. Payment kiosks at each station allow riders to use either their 

Metro TAP card or credit card to pay. Costs will vary depending on the options selected. 

L.A. City Traffic Deaths Rose Sharply In 2016 Despite Mayor’s Vision Zero Program 

Traffic deaths in the City of Los Angeles rose sharply despite a high-profile Vision Zero 

campaign by Mayor Eric Garcetti and other city leaders to eliminate fatal traffic crashes, 

according to an April 3rd story in the L. A. Times. In 2016, the first full year that Garcetti’s 

Vision Zero policy was in effect in L.A., 260 people were killed in traffic crashes on city streets, 

an increase of almost 43% over the previous year. And so far in 2017, pedestrian collisions were 

up 3% compared with 2015, but fatalities involving pedestrians surged 58% over the same 

period, according to LAPD data. 

Seleta Reynolds, the L.A. Transportation Department’s general manager, attributed the rising 

number of fatalities to increased car sales and car registrations, an increase of pedestrians and 

bicyclists in neighborhoods, and the fact that the Los Angeles Police Department is issuing 

dramatically fewer speeding tickets today.  

The LAPD’s speeding enforcement is challenged by a state law that prevents officers from using 

radar to catch speeders unless a new traffic study has been performed in that area. The number of 

speeding tickets issued annually has dropped from 100,000 in 2010 to about 17,000 in 2015, 

according to police data. 

Pedestrians make up nearly half of the fatalities in traffic collisions, although they are involved 

in only 14% of total crashes, according to a city analysis of data from 2009 to 2013.  The city 

saw about 55,350 traffic collisions in 2016, which represents a 7% increase over 2015 and a 20% 

uptick from 2014. Those crashes include collisions between drivers, between drivers and 

pedestrians or bicyclists, and hit-and-run and DUI-related crashes. 

Officials spent more than a year studying collision data to pinpoint the city’s most dangerous 

corridors, and have released a plan that targets about 450 miles of roads. Those streets represent 

about 6% of L.A.’s network, but see two-thirds of the pedestrian deaths. Many are broad 

thoroughfares, including Venice Boulevard in West L.A., Sepulveda Boulevard in the San 

Fernando Valley and Temple Street in Historic Filipinotown. This year, the Transportation 

Department will focus on 40 of those corridors, making changes that could include left-turn 

arrows, higher-visibility crosswalks and speed feedback signs. On some streets, officials are 

planning broader and more costly overhauls, including widening sidewalks or adding medians to 

eliminate traffic lanes. 

https://bikeshare.metro.net/pricing/
http://visionzero.lacity.org/vision-zero-high-injury-network-prioritization/
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One potential source of funding for Vision Zero is revenue from Measure M, the half-cent sales 

tax that Los Angeles County voters approved in the fall. Los Angeles City is expected to receive 

more than $50 million annually from Measure M. City analysts have recommended spending 

two-thirds of the annual revenue on fixing the city’s broken streets. However, Councilman Mike 

Bonin called for 60% of the city’s Measure M Local Return to go toward Vision Zero. 

TRENDS 

Smartphone Ownership Growth, Broadband Penetration Growth Statistics Are Staggering 

U.S. smartphone ownership reached record levels of 77% as of November 2016, according to the 

latest data from the Pew Research Center. In 2011, just five years earlier, U.S. smartphone 

ownership was 35 percent. There were more than 18 billion internet addresses in 2016, nearly 

three for every human on earth. But by 2020, the number of discrete addresses is expected to 

grow to 50 billion as the number of Internet of Everything devices needing discrete internet 

addresses explodes. 

It’s probably no surprise that 92 percent of young adults now own smartphones. Yet 74% of 

adults age 50-64 have smartphones, up 16% from 2015. The Pew analysis also reveals that 88 

percent of Americans now use the Internet. That’s up from 52% in 2000, when the independent, 

non-profit research organization began tracking Internet usage. Just 5 percent of Americans used 

social media when Pew began tracking usage in 2005. In the ensuing 11 years, that use had risen 

to 69 percent by last November. As expected, social media usage is highest among young adults 

(18-29), 86 percent of whom use it. A large majority of those 30-49 (80%) and 50-64 (64%) use 

social media as well. Only about one-third (34%) of Americans 65 and older do so, but that’s up 

from around 10% as recently as 2010. 

The percentage of U.S. households with broadband service rose to 73% as of last November.  

The National Cable Television Association claims that 88% of the US market has access to at 

least 2 wired internet service providers and 98% of US homes have access to 2 wireless 

providers.  

Gains have been skewed toward those with higher levels of education and incomes. Although 

home broadband is present in 91 percent of those in which college graduates live, it is also 

available in 34 percent of households of Americans who haven’t graduated high school. 

Furthermore, more Americans without broadband at home relied on their smartphones for 

Internet access. Twelve percent of those responding to Pew surveys said they are “smartphone 

dependent,” up 4 points since 2013.  

Telecommunications companies have invested more than $1.5 trillion to provide fiber 

connections to American households. But private investments can’t meet all the need, 

especially in markets that are not considered economically viable. To fill the gap, 

government-mandated programs subsidize low-income customers, rural health clinics, schools 

and libraries, and rural areas with poor connectivity. Funding for these programs comes from 

the Universal Service Fund, through a fee assessed on telecommunications providers based on 

how much their subscribers pay for service. Most companies charge their customers to 

recover this cost, making it another form of public funding of broadband expansion.  

https://www.fcc.gov/general/universal-service
https://www.fcc.gov/general/contribution-methodology-administrative-filings
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More Americans Now Work Full-Time From Home Than Walk And Bike To Office Jobs 
In the United States, the past decade has been marked by booming cities and a crush of young 

workers flocking to job-rich downtowns. Yet another trend has been largely ignored. According 

to a Quartz analysis of the American Community Survey released on April 13th , a record 2.6% 

of American employees now go to their jobs without ever leaving their houses. That’s more than 

walk and bike to work combined. 

 

The data show that telecommuting has grown faster than any other way of getting to work—up 

159% since 2000. By comparison, the number of Americans who bike to work has grown by 

86% over the same period, while the number who drive or carpool has grown by only 12%.  

 

With an average annual income of nearly $80,000, people who work from home earn the highest 

wages of any major category of commuters tracked by the US census.  Though managers are the 

largest group of remote workers, as a percentage of a specific occupation, nearly 8% of 

programmers now work from home, following a staggering increase of nearly 400% since 2000. 

Nine Radical Transportation Technology Changes That May Reach The Market By 2020 

If you want to keep track of the frantic pace of transportation innovation, you probably want to 

bookmark the following eight transportation technology innovations that already have working 

prototypes from well-funded companies aiming to bring their working products and services to 

market by the early 2020s: 

1) Self-driving cars;  

2) Rolling delivery drones;  

3) Flying delivery drones;  

4) Vertical-takeoff airplanes for intracity travel;  

5) Supersonic airplane renaissance;  

6) Reusable rockets;  

7) Autonomous long-distance shipping in ships and trucks; and,  

8) The Hyperloop. 
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Project ID & 

Phases 

Funded by 

SBHP

FA Type Alphabetical by Lead Agency
FA Executed 

(MTA sig)

SBHP Funding 

Increment(s) 

Available

Budget 

(Broken into 

FY)

FA Expires
Total SBHP 

Budget

Actual Expenditures 

Reimbursed As of 

4/12/2017

% of SBHP 

Funds 

Reimbursed

FA Schedule 

Delay 

(months)

Last Report 

Submitted
Milestone Notes

City of Carson

N34 - Sepulveda Boulevard widening from 

Alameda Street to ICTF Driveway

City of El Segundo

Commuter Bikeways Study- Aviation Blvd, Douglas 

St. and El Segundo Blvd- Feasibility study to 

establish three bicycle corridors within the city 

limits, near large employers and adjacent to green 

line stations

City of El Segundo

N55 - Park Place from Nash St to Allied Way- 

Roadway extension and railroad grade separation

City of Hawthorne

Multiple intersection improvements (traffic 

lanes added) at Aviation Bl/Marine Ave

City of Hawthorne

Inglewood Ave at El Segundo Bl, Crenshaw Bl 

at Rocket Road & Crenshaw Bl at Jack 

Northrop & 120th St from Prairie Ave to 

Felton Ave - Intersection widening 

improvements & traffic signal modifications

City of Hawthorne

Hawthorne Blvd Arterial Improvements from 

120th Street to 111th Street

City of Hermosa Beach

F45 - PCH (SR-1/PCH) improvements between 

Anita St and Artesia Blvd

City of Inglewood

N6 -  Citywide Phase IV

City of Inglewood

Phase V- Communication gap closure on 

various locations, TS upgrade and arterial 

detection

City of Lawndale

N22 - Inglewood Ave from 156th St to I-405 SB 

on ramp improvements

City of Lawndale

Redondo Beach Blvd- restriping at 4 

intersections, 4 signals (new & mod), signal 

synch, off-ramp widening, class II bike lanes, 

new medians, improve access ramps and 

pavement

City of Lomita

F53 - Intersection Improvements at 

Western/PV Dr & PCH/Walnut

City of Los Angeles

(Port of LA) Vincent Thomas Bridge I-110 

Connector 

City of Los Angeles

Anaheim St from Farragut Ave to Dominguez 

Channel- Widen from 78' to 84' and restripe 

to accommodate an additional lane in each 

direction

City of Los Angeles

N31 - Review of Feas. Study on Del Amo Blvd 

from Western Ave to Vermont

Los Angeles County

N32 - Del Amo Boulevard from Normandie 

Boulevard to Vermont Ave

Los Angeles County

Various South Bay limits- 2013 CFP South Bay 

Forum systemwide operational 

improvements, coordination and timing, and 

ITS improvements

City of Manhattan Beach

F41- Seismic retrofit of Sepulveda Blvd bridge 

53-62

City of Manhattan Beach

Construct  SB right-turn lane on Aviation at 

Artersia 

City of Manhattan Beach

F43 - Sepulveda Blvd at Manhattan Beach Blvd 

intersection improvement

City of Redondo Beach

F46 - PCH arterial improvements from Anita St 

to Palos Verdes Blvd

Date: 4-6-17

Construction began 9/12/16 and is scheduled to be completed 

by 4/2017.  

March 2017

Q3 16-17

MR312.33

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 10/25/2012

7/1/2013

7/1/2015

$600,000

$3,000,000

6/30/2018

6/30/2020
$3,600,000 $2,162,596 60%

4

28

26

15

24

15

48

Yellow = latest monthly and/or quarterly report is late

Purple = FA funding within 1 year of expiration

Red = FA amendment in worksUpdated: 4/18/2017

Based on MTA Budget Request, not FA Blue = More than 24 months behind schedule

Green = Between 12 and 24 months behind schedule

Funds first available on 7/1/16

Date: 4-6-17

Construction Management and Inspection Consultant 

completed a constructability review for the project. Currently, 

changes are being coordinated with Design Consultant.  

Construction advertising set for April 2017.  

March 2017 

Q2 16-17 

$2,298,000

6/30/2023 

6/30/2024

SBHP TO 

2015-1

SBCCOG 

Feas. Study
3/4/2015 7/1/2013 $1,000,000 Q2 16-17 

Final PSR and related docs have been submitted to Caltrans for 

final approval.  Approvals pending Clatrans review of docs.  

Project Development Team meeting #6 held 2/22/17.  Per 

meeting, PSR is expected to be approved mid-March  

MR312.43 

PD, D,C

13

6/30/2016 $1,400,000 $30,294 2%
March 2017

 Q2 16-17

Date: 4-7-17

Project currently is in Design 1 phase w/target completion date 

of 8/31/17. Phase 2 will be done by same consultant w/target 

completion date of 12/31/17.  City provided consultant with 

copy of Conditional Use Permit for 10ft ROW irrevocable 

dedication, expected from property owner.  City Council 

approved 1yr extension of FA, amendment document will be 

sent to Metro shortly.   

MR312.06

D, R, C
MTA FA 10/12/2011 7/1/2011 $1,400,000

Date: 4-17-17

Plotting Base Map is being created from topographic survey and 

utility agencies' as-built information. Preparing planned utility 

pot hole location map.  

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019
$9,100,000

March 2017

Q2 16-17

Date: 4-17-17

Consultants is addressing comments from Caltrans on 100% 

Plans, which was updated to 2015 Standards and submitted on 

2/14/17.  Coordination with Gas Company and Edison for utility 

relocation is ongoing.  Plans have been finalized and agreements 

are being finalized.  All permanent highway easements have 

been received and completed.  ROW negotiations with one 

property owner's tenants still ongoing.  Tenant seems to be very 

uncooperative to discuss mitigation options during 

construction.  A business goodwill consultant has been retained 

to advise City on best approach, City Attorney's office is now 

involved as well.    This can significantly affect the project.  

$980,000
March 2017

Q2 16-17

Date: 4-17-17

Notices to utility agencies mailed out requesting record 

drawings.  Preparing base maps from topographic survey and 

documentation of rights of way.  Preparing preliminary concept 

layout of lanes for City and Caltrans. 

6/30/2020

6/30/2020 $1,500,000
March 2017

Q2 16-17

MR312.35 

PD, D, R, C
 MTA FA 1/30/2015 7/1/2015 $980,000

MR312.34 

PD, D, R, C
 MTA FA 8/17/2015 7/1/2015 $1,500,000

MR312.28 

PD, R, C
MTA FA 10/31/2014

7/1/2013 

7/1/2014

$4,550,000 

$4,550,000

MR312.52
Pending 

MTA FA

7/1/2019 

7/1/2020 

7/1/2021 

7/1/2022

$100,000 

$240,000 

$500,000 

$180,681

6/30/2024 

6/30/2025 

6/30/2026 

6/30/2027

$1,021,000

 

Project is being closed out upon completion of County's report.  6/30/2018

MR312.16 PD MTA FA 1/31/2014
7/1/2012 

7/1/2013                   

$1,000,000 

$900,000             

March 2017

Q2 16-17   

Date: 4-6-17

LA City has accepted PSR.  Consultant has been instructed to 

finalize the PSR (expected April 2017).

First funds available on 7/1/2019

6/30/2017 

6/30/2018                  
$1,900,000 $291,504 15%

MR312.56 PD MTA FA 7/2/2014 7/1/2013

MR312.50
Pending 

MTA FA

7/1/2017 

7/1/2018

$192,000 

$192,000

$100,000 $100,000 $3,278 3%

6/30/2021 

6/30/2022 

6/30/2023

MR312.51
Pending 

MTA FA

7/1/2016 

7/1/2017 

7/1/2018

$310,000 

$280,0003 

$1,708,000

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019

6/30/2019 $1,000,000

8%

MR312.12 

PD, D, C
MTA FA

MTA FA 4/30/2013
7/1/2013 

7/1/2014

$90,000 

$810,000

MR312.53

C

Pending 

MTA FA

7/1/2018 

7/1/2019

$519,632 

$519,632

MR312.15 

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 1/11/2012

7/1/2011 

7/1/2012

$100,000 

$400,000

6/30/2016 

6/30/2017
$500,000

3/15/2012
$300,000 

$3,200,000

6/30/2016 

6/30/2017
$3,500,000 $165,372

MR312.05 

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 5/16/2012 7/1/2011 $304,000 6/30/2016

MR312.54 MTA FA 10/11/2016 7/1/2016 $2,000,000 6/30/2021 $2,000,000 $346,471

MR312.61 MTA FA

$150,000 12/31/2017 $150,000

6/30/2019 $350,000MTA FA 1/6/2015 7/1/2014 $350,000

SBCCOG 

Feas. Study
6/1/2014 6/1/2014

0% March 2017
Date: 4-7-2017

PAED and PS&E are underway.

17%
March 2017

Q3 16-17

Date: 4-6-17

Two intersections have experienced delays.  1) Crenshaw/Jack 

Northrop Ave due to promixity to existing railroad track, signal 

upgrade hasn't been completed yet.  City is still trying to obtain 

necessary permits from railroad company to perform the 

updgrades. Will be completed as soon as possible once permits 

are received.  2) Inglewood Ave/El Segundo Blvd: traffic signal 

improvement project includes widening of Inglewood Ave to 

install a dedicated SB right turn pocket and to relocate 

conflicting signal poles.  Relocation of these poles and an 

underground water company vault have caused delays.  All 

conflicting utilities have been moved and due to close vicinity to 

Hawthorne High School, city is working with Contractor to 

complete project during the upcoming Spring Break (4/17-4/21) 

to minimize disruption.

First funds available on 7/1/17

$38,389
Date: 4-10-17

De-obligation letter has been received by Metro and SBCCOG.  

Project will be de-obligated.  

7/1/2011 

7/1/2012
5%

March 2017

 Q2 16-17

Date: 4-12-17

Contractor is working on the purchase orders and material 

submittals to the City for review and approval.  Construction 

most likely will begin in June 2017 due to long material lead 

time.  Amendment agreement is with Inglewood for execution 

(as of 4-11-17)

1/24/2017
7/1/2016

7/1/2017

$1,100,000

$3,300,000

6/30/2021

6/30/2022
$4,400,000

6/30/2022 

6/30/2023
$384,000

March 2017 

Q4 15-16

$304,000 $91,410 30%
March 2016 

Q2 16-17 

Date: 4-6-17

Caltrans rejected encroachment application plans for the 4th 

time.  Requested changes by Caltrans were forwarded to 

consultant for revisions.  Plans will be resubmitted to Caltrans in 

May 2017.  Amendment agreement is with Metro for final 

execution (as of 4-11-17)

$900,000 $85,377 9%

$1,039,462 Funds first available on 7/1/18

March 2017

Q2 16-17

Date: 4-6-17

Preparation of draft EIR continues.  City/Consultant team have 

maintained efforts to build upon the meeting held last month 

with the entire Caltrans technical study review team. 

MR312.57 PD

SBHP Measure R Project Progress/Risk Report

6/30/2017 $1,158,000
March 2017

Q2 16-17

Date:4-5-17

Staff and Consultant addressing comments from Regional Water 

Control Board about work and barges in the channel.  

Consultant following up with LA County Street lighting on non-

response to previous submittal.  Staff reviewed 3 proposals for 

Construction Management firms.  Interview dates and selection 

is pending on status verification of project funding.  Staff 

continues to research funding and its source for the project.  

Staff is attempting to reconcile agreements with ICTF and GATX 

dates back nearly 30yrs. Amendment may be needed.

9/7/2012 7/1/2012 $1,158,000MR312.37 C MTA FA

TO 2014-1 Q4 15-16
Date: 3-21-17

Plans are nearly complete.  City was unable to receive ROW 

from Metro on one planned route.  City is finalizing plans.  

5



Project ID & 

Phases 

Funded by 

SBHP

FA Type Alphabetical by Lead Agency
FA Executed 

(MTA sig)

SBHP Funding 

Increment(s) 

Available

Budget 

(Broken into 

FY)

FA Expires
Total SBHP 

Budget

Actual Expenditures 

Reimbursed As of 

4/12/2017

% of SBHP 

Funds 

Reimbursed

FA Schedule 

Delay 

(months)

Last Report 

Submitted
Milestone Notes

24

Yellow = latest monthly and/or quarterly report is late

Purple = FA funding within 1 year of expiration

Red = FA amendment in worksUpdated: 4/18/2017

Based on MTA Budget Request, not FA Blue = More than 24 months behind schedule

Green = Between 12 and 24 months behind schedule

SBHP Measure R Project Progress/Risk Report

6/30/2017 $1,158,000
March 2017

Q2 16-17

Date:4-5-17

Staff and Consultant addressing comments from Regional Water 

Control Board about work and barges in the channel.  

Consultant following up with LA County Street lighting on non-

response to previous submittal.  Staff reviewed 3 proposals for 

Construction Management firms.  Interview dates and selection 

is pending on status verification of project funding.  Staff 

continues to research funding and its source for the project.  

Staff is attempting to reconcile agreements with ICTF and GATX 

dates back nearly 30yrs. Amendment may be needed.

9/7/2012 7/1/2012 $1,158,000MR312.37 C MTA FA

City of Redondo Beach

F47 - PCH at Torrance Blvd intersection 

improvements

City of Redondo Beach

F48 - PCH at Palos Verdes Blvd intersection 

improvements

City of Redondo Beach

N58 - Aviation Blvd at Artesia Blvd intersection 

improvements

City of Redondo Beach

N18 - Construction of SB right-turn lane at 

Inglewood Ave and Manhattan Beach Blvd 

City of Torrance

PCH from PV Blvd to Crenshaw Ave- 

preliminary design EIR and PS&E for 

operational improvements

City of Torrance

F51 - PCH at Hawthorne Blvd intersection 

improvements

City of Torrance

P4 - 465 N. Crenshaw- Torrance Park and Ride 

City of Torrance

B7B - I-405 at 182nd St /Crenshaw Blvd 

operational improvements

City of Torrance

F50 - Pacific Coast Highway at Vista 

Montana/Anza Ave intersection improvement

City of Torrance
PCH from Calle Mayor to Janet Ln- safety 

guardrail/fencing project to prevent illegal 

mid-block pedestrian crossing and vehicle 

incursion onto PCH from frontage road on 

southside PCH

City of Torrance

PCH at Madison Ave- signal upgrades to 

provide left-turn phasing

City of Torrance
Crenshaw from Del Amo to Dominguez; 3 

Southbound turn lanes at 1) Del Amo Blvd; 2) 

extension of 208th St; 3) Transit Center Entrance. 

Signal Improvements at 2 existing and new signal 

City of Torrance

PCH/Hawthorne Park & Ride feasability study

City of Torrance

182nd St from Kingsdale Ave in R. Beach to Harbor 

Gateway Transit Center in LA City (just east of 

Vermont). Project Study to determine feasibility of 

various corridor improvements (intersection 

improvements, ITS, bicycle facilities, etc.) and 

determine Measure R eligibility

City of Torrance

Hawthorne Bl at: 182nd Street, Spencer 

Street, Emerald Street, and Lomita Blvd. PS&E 

for raodway widening to construct new 

northbound right turn lanes

Caltrans

F60 - ITS: I-405, I-110, I-105, SR-91 at freeways 

ramp/arterial signalized intersections - DCCM 

Caltrans
F38 - PAED (Phase 0) 405/110 Interchange to 

Torrance Blvd off-ramp, interchange 

improvements and construction of auxiliary 

Caltrans

B7A - PAED I-405 at 182nd St./Crenshaw 

Boulevard

Caltrans

FN1 - ITS: PCH and parallel arterials from I-105 

to I-110 connector

Caltrans

I-1405 from I-110 to I-105 and I105 from I-405 

to Crenshaw; corridor refinement studies

Caltrans

PAED/Implement an Integrated Corridor 

Management System along the SR -110 Corridor 

between Artesia Boulevard and the I-405. The 

project will integrate freeway, arterial and transit 

operations, implement a Decision Support System 

for coordinated agency operations and traveler 

information systems. 

13

17

11

10

10

10

46

33

58

55

Feb 2017
Shortage of optic fiber causing delays.  Estimated construction 

completion 6/30/17.  Amendment agreement is with Caltrans 

for execution.

March 2017 

Q3 16-17 

Date: 4-6-17

Grading is complete.  Phase 2 plans (building and site 

development/access) are being reviewed, with bidding to occur 

June 2017.

March 2017 

Q2 16-17 

Date: 4-7-17

On 3/16, Caltrans gave 5th review comments. City and Caltrans 

met on 4/6 to discuss those comments. If City can obtain 

Caltrans permit in May, project will begin construction in early 

October. Project has experienced many delays (Caltrans permit, 

County Flood Control permit, and ROW).  Flood Control permit 

received, ROW is still in works.  City will request 6mo extension 

of FA.  

$1,000,000

92%
Enviro completed. Measure R already funded Phase 0 (PAED.) 

Project currently in Phases 1 & 2 (PS&E/ROW.) Measure R will 

resume funding when Phase 4 (Construction) begins in 2016.

First funds available on 7/1/2012.

FUNDING AGREEMENT NEEDED

8% Feb 2017

Draft high level design document in progress, expected in 

4/2017.  Advertising expected in 3/2017; award in 5/2017 

Construction in 9/2017.  Once consensus is made, existing FA 

will have to be revised and amended to support new 

requirements/scope. 

96% Enivro completed. 

MR.312.45
Pending 

MTA FA
7/1/2018 $1,000,000 6/30/2023

6/30/2018 $1,200,617 $1,100,000

$700,0006/30/2017

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019
$9,000,000 $710,354

$1,700,000 $1,636,3406/30/2018

MR312.24

EA 07-29370
MTA FA 12/19/2013 7/1/2013 $1,200,617

MR312.30

Pending 

SCAG I-405 

Study

7/1/2012 $700,000

MR312.29

EA 07-30990
MTA FA 11/24/2014

7/1/2013 

7/1/2014

$7,000,000 

$2,000,000

MR312.25

EA 07-29360
MTA FA 12/19/2013 7/1/2013 $1,700,000

6/30/2016 $5,000,000 $3,401,266 68%

$810,000 First funds available on 7/1/2015

MR312.11

EA 07-29380
MTA FA 4/30/2013 7/1/2011 $5,000,000

TBD
Pending     

MTA FA
7/1/2015

$810,000 ($70K 

was used for 

PSR 2015 CFP 

application)

$300,000 First funds available on 7/1/2016

First funds are available on 7/1/15

Date: 4-6-17

Project is on hold until Metro and Caltrans execute a funding 

agreement.  Anticipated coordination with Caltrans and Metro 

tentatively scheduled for 4/2017 to discuss the division of 

responsibility for intersection improvements.  

82%
March 2017

Q3 16-17

Date: 4-6-17

Phase 1 construction is 100% complete and procurement of 

materials for Phase 2 construction has commenced.  

$2,900,000 $358,664 12%
March 2017

Q3 16-17

Date: 4-6-17

Project is on hold until West Basin recycled water line project is 

finished. Construction will be delayed until 2018. City plans to 

request extension for FA due to this delay.  

MR312.40 

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA

2%
March 2017 

Q3 16-17 

Date: 4-6-17

Design is 100% complete. Anticipated to go to bid in June 2017.

MR312.59 

PD, D, C
MTA FA 10/23/2014

7/1/2014 

7/1/2015

$100,000 

$400,000

5/29/2014 7/1/2013 $2,900,000 6/30/2018

TBD

Pending 

SBCCOG 

Feas. Study

7/1/2016 $300,000

MR312.60 

PD, D, R, C
 MTA FA 4/2/2015

7/1/2015 

7/1/2016

$1,800,000 

$1,500,000

6/30/2020  

6/30/2021
$3,300,000 $55,972

6/30/2019 

6/30/2020
$500,000 $65,085 13%

March 2017 

Q3 16-17 

Date: 4-6-17

Caltrans permit extended 6mos. Cpmstruction bids to be 

opened 4/12/17.

$150,000TBD

Pending 

SBCCOG 

Feas. Study

7/1/2015 $150,000 6/30/2020

6/30/2018 $852,000 $701,161
MR312.58

C
MTA FA 11/3/2014 7/1/2013 $852,000

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019 

6/30/2021 

6/30/2022

$15,300,000 $3,846,019 25%
March 2017

Q3 16-17

MR312.26 

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 6/24/2014

7/1/2013 

7/1/2014 

7/1/2016 

7/1/2017

$300,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000

MR312.23

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 4/18/2013

7/1/2011 

7/1/2012 

7/1/2013

$1,000,000 

$10,500,000 

$6,600,000

6/30/2016 

6/30/2017 

6/30/2018

$18,100,000 $9,203,377 51%

MR312.42 

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 5/28/2015

$8,883,242 45%
March 2017 

Q2 16-17 

Date: 4-6-17

Structure demo contract awarded 3/28, demo set to begin 

5/2017.  Borings for SI were done and SI report is being 

compiled. City revised Fact Sheet to narrow vehicle lanes and 

make room for bike refuge lanes and is currently waiting for 

Caltrans approval. SCE still in process of acquiring Caltrans 

permits for new pole relocations. Permitting issue will delay 

schedule significantly.  Construction to commence in late 2017 

(after completion of Torrance Crenshaw Blvd Rehab project).  

MR312.10

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 3/15/2012

7/1/2011 

7/1/2013 

7/1/2014

$1,300,000 

$300,000 

$18,000,000

6/30/2016 

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019

$19,600,000

MR312.09

Pending 

SBCCOG 

Feas. Study

7/1/2016 $1,300,000 6/30/2017 $1,300,000

7/1/2013 

7/1/2014 

7/1/2015                 

$125,000 

$185,000 

$4,865,000

6/30/2018 

6/30/2019 

6/30/2020

$5,175,000 $36,138 1%

March 2017

 Q2 16-17

Date: 4-7-17

City received Caltrans permit 1/5, Council approved Plans and 

Specs on 2/21.  Construction bidding will open on 4/5/17.  City 

will require additional 3 months to complete the construction 

by 9/2017.  

24%

First funds available on 7/1/2016

March 2017

 Q2 16-17

Date: 4-7-17

City met with Lawndale to discuss project and mutual 

cooperation.  City also held several meetings with property 

owner in regard to ROW.  City expects to award design and 

ROW contract by 6/30/17 with overall project completion still 

expected ahead of schedule.

MR312.20

PD, D, R, C
MTA FA 10/12/2011 7/1/2011 $847,000 6/30/2016 $847,000 $123,531 15%

March 2017 

Q2 16-17 

Date: 4-7-17

Design is still at 65%. Consultant work on ESAII will require Entry 

Permit. City working with all parties to expedite ROW 

acquisition, City received letter from ROW owner's attorney 

with more questions in response to City's acquisition offer. City 

Attorney has submitted documents in response to property 

attorney request.  Target construction award date 10/31/17, 

with construction completed by end of year.  City Council 

approved 1yr extension of FA, amendment document will be 

sent to Metro shortly.   

MR312.08

D, C
MTA FA 10/12/2011

7/1/2011 

7/1/2012

$50,000 

$270,000

6/30/2016 

6/30/2017
$320,000 $76,926

MR312.07

D, C
MTA FA 10/12/2011

7/1/2011 

7/1/2012

$58,500 

$526,500

6/30/2016 

6/30/2017
$585,000 $109,834 19%



 

 

Attachment D 

 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
 

 May 8, 2017 

 

TO:              SBCCOG Transportation Committee 

 

FROM:          Jacki Bacharach, SBCCOG Executive Director 

  Steve Lantz, SBCCOG Transportation Director  

 

SUBJECT:    Letter to Metro Board Regarding Measure M Guidelines Concerns 
 

Adherence to Strategic Plan: 

Goal A: Environment, Transportation, and Economic Development. Facilitate, implement, and/or 

educate members and others about environmental, transportation, and economic development 

programs that benefit the South Bay. Strategy 5 – Actively pursue opportunities for infrastructure 

funding for member agencies.  

BACKGROUND 

Metro staff has been consulting with stakeholders in the development of initial Measure M 

Guidelines. SBCCOG staff is participating on Metro’s Measure M Policy Advisory Committee 

(MPAC) and has been working with other transportation providers, transportation consumers, 

and councils of governments to coordinate a set of recommended changes that should be made to 

the draft guidelines when they are considered by the Metro Board. The MPAC may adopt 

consensus recommendations at its meeting on May 2nd and SBCCOG staff will provide an update 

at the meeting. 

 

Aside from the MPAC consensus-building process, SBCCOG staff circulated a draft letter to the 

SBCCOG Board of Directors that includes SBCCOG concerns and recommendations (See 

Exhibit 1). The SBCCOG draft letter of concerns has also been reviewed by the Infrastructure 

Working Group and the Transit Operators Working Group. At its April 27th meeting, the Board 

authorized the Transportation Committee to approve the draft letter for transmittal to the Metro 

Board reflecting changes that may occur between the Board meeting and the Transportation 

Committee meeting.  

 

Metro has established a May 26th deadline for comments. A subsequent letter to the Metro Board 

will be considered by the SBCCOG Board at its May 25th meeting, if necessary, to respond to 

any developments that occur between the May Transportation Committee and SBCCOG Board 

meeting. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve transmittal of the Measure M Guidelines Concerns Letter to the Metro Board of 

Directors.  

Exhibit 1:  Measure M Guidelines Concern Letter 

Exhibit 2:  Suggested Approval Process Flow Chart 

 



April 27, 2017                                            DRAFT 4.23.17   
 
Honorable John Fasana, Chairman 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

Dear Chairman Fasana: 

The South Bay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG) appreciates the opportunity to partner with 

Metro in the development of Measure M Guidelines. We support Metro’s goal of delivering Measure M 

projects efficiently and expeditiously. Several of the SBCCOG’s recommended changes focus on a 

common major theme that the draft guidelines do not recognize a central role for the COGs in 

developing and delivering the sub-regional programs that are specified in the Measure M Ordinance.  

We believe implementing the following recommendations will be integral towards meeting Metro’s 

stated goals while concurrently creating flexibility and improvements in Metro’s Sub-regional and Local 

partnerships.  Eight of our comments refer to text on specific pages in the draft guidelines. The 

remaining eight comments relate to new concerns for which we could not identify a specific page 

reference.  We request that the Guidelines be modified to capture the following priorities: 

1. (p. 10) The Guidelines allow the Metro Board to change the Sub-regional boundaries starting in 

2047. The Guidelines should require concurrence from the sub-regions. 

 

2. (p. 10) The Guidelines should add COGs to the recipients currently listed to receive any Notices of 

Public Hearing related to changes to or amendment of the Measure M Guidelines. 

 

3. (p. 14-15) The draft guidelines appear to make sub-regional capital funds subordinate.  There is 

nothing in the ordinance that supports that interpretation. Sub-regional capital funds should not be 

considered subordinate obligations that are conditionally programmed funding after Metro 

Administration, Transit Operating & Maintenance, and Local Return / Regional Rail Sub-fund needs 

are met. By definition, Multi-Year Sub-regional Programs (MSPs) are neither Local Return nor 

Regional Projects and Programs. A discrete amount of Measure M funding was included in the 

Measure M Expenditure Plan Attachment A for each sub-regional program. These commitments 

need to have the same priority for programming as the other primary funding categories listed in 

the Ordinance. COGs and lead agencies need assurance that Metro will allow projects to have the 

funding that they need to proceed from development to delivery.  In addition, Measure M MSP 

funds should receive the same consideration for bonding and borrowing as major regional capital 

projects.  

 

4. (p. 16) The Guidelines for the MSP allow lead agency project sponsors to borrow from one MSP 

Program to fund a different MSP project sub-fund that may not be available until a later year with 

the consent of the Metro Board and the “affected sub-region(s)”. Although the flexibility is 

appreciated, the Guidelines language should be changed to explicitly require consent of the 

“affected Council of Government(s)”. The Guidelines should also describe the basis and process for 

obtaining COG and Metro Board approval of the request. There should be language added that 
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ensures that Metro will not approve loans without prior COG approval and that such approval will 

not be unreasonably withheld by the COG or METRO. 

 

5. (p. 22) Sub-regional projects should be prioritized and recommended for programming in a manner 
similar to the current process used by Metro and the SBCCOG for the successful Measure R South 
Bay Highway Program (SBHP). We believe this model allows better efficiency and sub-regional 
customization than what is currently proposed in the draft guidelines – a regional approach in which 
local jurisdictions must use their Local Return funds to develop projects for consideration by Metro 
in a process similar to the current Regional Call for Projects.  With local jurisdictions being part of 
the development of projects, the SBHP process currently employed for project development ensures 
project acceptance by local jurisdictions.  
 

6. (p. 22) Sub-regions should be able to use Measure M funding for the entire life of a project - to 

develop sub-regional projects lists, for corridor planning and coordination, and for subsequent 

project development and delivery.  These early steps should all be considered pre-construction 

activities.  They allow the sub-region to ensure that projects complement each other and maximize 

mobility and/or sustainability. These funds should be available to the COG and the lead agencies to 

get the projects ready. COGs should also be allowed to use Sub-regional funds to assist lead 

agencies in preparing project applications for any applicable federal, state and regional 

transportation grant programs that are consistent with Measure M eligibility requirements. In 

addition, Sub-regional Highway Sub-funds should be eligible for the project development process for 

projects that were not included in the pre-election Mobility Matrices.  

 

7. (p. 22) Metro should hold the sub-regions accountable for complying with the ordinance but it 

should not establish criteria beyond those needed to ensure legal compliance with the ordinance. 

For example, under current Measure R regional programs and in the model proposed in the draft 

Measure M Guidelines, Metro retains the authority to unilaterally disallow or defer a project that 

has been included in a sub-regional list. While this may be appropriate for the regional programs in 

Measure R, it is not appropriate for Measure M sub-regional programs in which the allocation of 

funding and eligibility criteria should be the purview of each sub-region, not Metro especially since 

the Sub-regional program is the product of early collaboration between the lead agencies in each 

sub-region.(New)To clarify the process that we believe should be used to develop, fund, and deliver 

Sub-regional Measure M projects, we have attached a flow chart of the steps we believe 

appropriately involves Metro, lead agencies and the COGs. 

 

8. (p. 25) MSP Highway Guidelines state, “It is expected that local jurisdictions will contribute to total 

project costs.” Sub-regional projects and programs should be completely funded using the sub-

regional funding allocations in the Ordinance.  Local funding was not required in the Ordinance for 

sub-regional projects. It is unrealistic and inequitable to require Local funds for sub-regional projects 

when such uses were not called out in the Measure M Ordinance.  Sub-regional projects should not 

require a project sponsor match beyond the initial definition required for pre-construction activities. 

No additional local investments in sub-regional projects should be required during the planning, 

development, design, right-of-way, or construction phases of a sub-regional project.  

 



9. (p. 26) For projects using Measure M Highway Efficiency and Operational Improvement Sub-regional 

funds, Metro and the relevant COG should review project applications and clarify any items 

necessary with the project sponsor to determine project readiness and eligibility for pre-

construction or construction activities. Authorization to proceed should require concurrence of the 

COG and Metro Boards of Directors. (p. 27) Examples accompanying the definition of eligible 

Highway Efficiency and Operational Improvements should include Traffic Signalization / 

Communications with Motorists Improvements and Autonomous-vehicle-to-infrastructure 

communications improvements. 

 

10. (p. 37) The First/Last Mile Measure M Guidelines should include as eligible programs, strategies that 

eliminate trips or support ridesharing.  In the last sentence of the section, “information and 

technology that eases travel…”, the guidelines should also specify transportation demand 

management strategies as eligible. This would allow Measure M to be used for a broad range of 

communications technology applications and for innovative mobility approaches like smart transit 

applications, slow speed lanes, and citywide gigabit fiber to homes and businesses.  

 

11. (p. 48) The Visionary Project Seed Funding Guidelines currently limit applicants to L. A. Metro, 

Municipal Operators, and local operators. Applicants are also encouraged to identify one or more 

research partners. SBCCOG recommends that this funding category be made available to any 

organization that presents a visionary project idea (e.g.: Metro and other transit operators, COG’s, 

non-profit organizations, academic institutions, and for profit organizations). The Guidelines also 

require a minimum of a 40% local match which may dissuade visionary projects from being 

proposed and may be difficult for some of the eligible applicants to meet. The match should be no 

more than 20% and the Guidelines should allow for in-kind contributions including staff efforts by all 

partners to be counted toward the match.  

 
12. (p. 52) The Measure M Guidelines regarding Sub-Regional Equity funds should not allow Metro to 

meet its obligations using “any combination of federal, state or Metro controlled funds including, 
but not limited to, Measure M.” This flexibility being sought by Metro potentially places significant 
grant compliance requirements on sub-regions and lead agencies that were not specified in the 
Measure M Ordinance. Sub-regions may choose to leverage their Measure M funding with other 
grant sources, but such a decision should not be imposed by any unilateral Metro decision. The 
guidelines need to require the agreement of the affected COG(s) that they can accommodate the 
requirements of funds from other sources.  Borrowing or bonding against future Measure M 
revenues to fund the Sub-regional-Equity Funds should be considered in keeping with the ordinance 
directives. 

 

13. (p. 52) Sub-regional Equity projects should be developed using the sub-regional process led by the 

COGs rather than using the Metro-centric process based on “project readiness”. The Guidelines 

should not impose any special project readiness or local contribution requirements for these funds. 

In addition, consistent with the Metro Board action that created the Sub-Regional Equity program, 

these funds should be available at the same time Metro funds the West San Fernando Valley sub-

regional equity project.  

 



14. (p. 81) The Local Return Guidelines refer to using Measure M for taxi services.  References to taxis 

should be expanded to include shared-ride hailing services. 

 

15. (New) Throughout the Guidelines Metro has called for flexibility to allow innovation and the ability 

to respond to changes in future mobility options and strategies. In support of broader eligibility in 

the guidelines, the adopted Metro/SCAG First/Last Mile Strategic Plan clearly calls for this flexibility 

with the following statement, “The proliferation of personal mobility devices by all age groups, from 

skateboards to bicycles to electric mobility scooters, presents a tremendous opportunity to extend 

the reach of public transit investments. It is well known that the time it takes to walk to a station is 

the metric by which access sheds are realized. Supporting personal mobility devices that allow an 

aggregate increase in personal mobility speeds can dramatically increase regional access sheds. 

Better policies, new infrastructure and a careful look at mode integration is needed when assessing 

how best to realize the potential offered by the growing range of mobility options.”  

 

16. (New) Because innovation is occurring in real time, all sub-regional funding programs and regional 
programs (such as First/Last Mile, Active Transportation, and Visionary Seed Funding) should be 
written to allow a broad range of emerging communications technologies and mobility options that 
will improve access to transit or eliminate single-occupant trips. In addition to innovative transit and 
shared-ride programs, the guidelines should allow Measure M funding to be used for emerging and 
future transportation demand management strategies including smart city technologies, broadband 
connectivity for residences and businesses, electric-powered neighborhood vehicles and charging 
infrastructure, slow speed lanes and smart neighborhoods. Lead agencies for these innovative 
strategies should not be restricted and should be encouraged to partner with Metro, local 
jurisdictions including their transit operators, COGs/JPAs, non-profit organizations and 
public/private partnerships.  
   

In summary, the SBCCOG supports incorporating these policies into the draft Guidelines which would 

ensure that they are more equitable and would improve the prospects for efficient and timely use of the 

Measure M funds.  Please contact us if you would like additional clarification on any of the changes we 

are advocating. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
James Osborne, Chair 
South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
Councilmember, City of Lawndale  
 
c.c.: SBCCOG Board of Directors 
 L. A. Metro Board of Directors 

Phillip Washington, CEO, L. A. Metro 
COGs of Los Angeles County 
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SBCCOG’s proposed Measure M  
Sub-regional Project  

funding approval process  
 

Metro provides a five-year Measure M funding 

estimate for each sub-regional program.   

 

 

 

COG’s adopt a five-year programming plan 

for each sub-regional program within their 

respective sub-region. The plan will identify 

specific projects and phasing, allocated 

funding amounts, and project timing. 

COG adopted five-year programming plans 

are submitted for approval by Metro Board. 

Upon approval by Metro Board, project 

sponsors may apply for funding MOU’s based 

on adopted five-year sub-regional fund 

programming plans. 

COG’s update or amend their adopted five- 

year programming plans on an annual 

basis reflecting executed funding MOU’s 

and project additions or deletions and 

submit for approval by Metro Board. 

 

 
Following Metro approval of projects, lead 

agency and Metro include the relevant 

COG in all communications regarding 

project development and delivery. 


	5.8.17 Trasnportation Committee Agenda v2
	THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
	Attachment A - 4.10.17 - committee minutes v2
	THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
	Attachment B - May  2017 transportation update v3
	THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
	Attachment C - Measure R Project Project and Risk Report
	Attachment D - 5.17 SBCCOG MM guidelines transmittal memo v2
	Attachment D, Exhibit 1 - Draft Measure M Guidelines Concerns
	Attachment D, exhibit 2 - 4.17 SBCCOG funding approval process



