
South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

 

Transportation Committee 
SBCCOG Office, 20285 Western Avenue, Suite 100 

Torrance, Ca. 90501 

 
AGENDA 

Monday, December 11, 2017 

10:30 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. 

 
 
10:30 a.m. Welcome / Self-Introductions  
 

10:35 a.m. Consent Calendar – Receive and file 

 
a. November 13, 2017 Transportation Committee meeting notes (Attachment A)  

 
b. December 2017 Transportation Update (Attachment B) 

 
10:37 a. m.      SBCCOG Transportation Working Group Updates 

 
a. Transit Operators Working Group Update 

 
b.  Infrastructure Working Group Update 

 
c.  Caltrans South Bay Projects Update 

 
10:50 a. m.     Measure R South Bay Highway Program Annual Performance Evaluation Report (to be distributed at 

meeting) 
 
10:55 a. m.      Measure M Guidelines Development and Metro Policy Advisory Council Updates 

 
a. SBCCOG Multi-Year Sub-Regional Programs (SB MSP) Implementation Plan Development 

 
b. Draft Measure M MSP Administrative Procedures (Attachment C) 

  
             b.    Twenty-Eight by ‘28, Metro’s 2028 Olympics Transportation Infrastructure Acceleration Initiative 

 
c. Metro’s Early Project Delivery Strategy (third policy draft, formerly Accelerators/Decelerators) 

(Attachment D) 
 

d. Visionary Project Seed Funding Guidelines (Attachment E) 
 
11:10 a. m.     Temporary Station / Street Closures / Bus Bridge for Green Line/Crenshaw LAX Tie-In  
 
11:25 a. m. FY 2017-18 Metro Long Range Transportation Plan Update  
 
11:30 a. m.      Metro ExpressLanes Surplus Revenue Allocation Update 
 
11:35 a. m.   Announcements 
 
11:45 a. m.    Adjournment 
 

                          Next Transportation Committee meeting – January 8, 2018, 10:30 a.m.  

   
             To include an item in the agenda, e-mail to: lantzsh10@gmail.com by December 29, 2017.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
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                                                                                   Attachment A 
 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

 
Transportation Committee 

November 13, 2017 

Minutes 

 
COMMITTEE VICE CHAIR WEIDEMAN CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 10:32 AM 

 

I. Welcome / Self-Introductions  

In attendance were the following voting SBCCOG Board Members:  

Kurt Weideman, Vice Chair (Torrance) 

Hany Fangary (Hermosa Beach) 

Jim Butts (Inglewood) 

Jim Osborne (Lawndale) 

 

Non-Voting Representatives 

Donald Szerlip, Metro South Bay Sector Council  

Stephanie Katsouleas, IWG (Manhattan Beach) 

James Lee, Transit Operators (Torrance Transit) 

 

          Also in attendance were the following persons: 

David Leger (SBCCOG) 

Jacki Bacharach (SBCCOG) 

Steve Lantz (SBCCOG)  

Orlando Rodriguez (El Segundo) 

Frank Senteno (Lawndale) 

Rob Beste (Torrance) 

Leslie Scott (Beach Cities Transit) 

Ifeanyi Ihenacho (Torrance Transit) 

Mike Bohlke (Metro) 

Isidro Panuco (Metro) 

Mark Dierking (Metro) 

 

II. Consent Calendar  

A. Minutes of October 9, 2017 meeting   

B. November 2017 Transportation Update – received and filed. 

 

MOTION by Committee Member Butts, seconded by Committee Member Osborne, to APPROVE 

the Consent Calendar. No objection. So ordered.   

 

III. SBCCOG Transportation Working Group Updates 

A. Transit Operators Working Group Update 

Leslie Scott reported that there was a good Transit Operators Working Group meeting last month.  Torrance 

Transit also announced that the comprehensive analysis of their service lines is expected to be completed in 

early 2019.  

 

B. Infrastructure Working Group Update  

Steve Lantz reported that SBCCOG staff is finished with the one-on-one meetings with city staff and work will 

now begin on updating the Metro Budget Request.  Mr. Lantz also informed the Committee that the 

administrative procedures for Measure M will be completed by the end of 2017 and work on Measure M sub-

regional programs can begin in 2018. Rob Beste added that there needs to be a lot of discussion on what types 

of projects should be funded through the sub-regional programs. 

 

C. Caltrans South Bay Highway Projects Update 

Isidro Panuco reported that the I-405/Crenshaw Blvd project is in the design stage currently.  The 110/405 

auxiliary lane project will begin construction in late December or early January.  Mr. Panuco also reported that 

the ITS projects are wrapping up and added that he would like to have a presentation made to the Committee 

on those projects in the beginning of the new year.   

 

IV. Measure R South Bay Highway Program Annual Performance Evaluation Report 

The report was handed out at the meeting.  Mr. Lantz reviewed the report and noted that although some 

milestones have not met their target dates yet, there is still time to recover.  The milestones must be 

completed by June 30, 2018 to be considered a completed milestone.  The report will now be presented 
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to the Committee monthly instead of quarterly.  The report can be viewed online at: 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_October%20APE

%20Report.pdf  
 

V. Measure M Guidelines Development and Metro Policy Advisory Council Updates 

A. Metro’s Revised Major Capital Project Acceleration / Deceleration Policy  

B. Public Participation Policy 

C. Performance Metrics Policy 

 

Ms. Bacharach and Mr. Lantz provided an update on the Measure M Policy Advisory Committee (PAC).  

The PAC has been discussing policies regarding public participation and performance metrics for 

Measure M.  After much discussion, it seems to be agreed that the stakeholder groups will be consulted 

during the program development and project selection processes, but will not have a voting role in the 

process.  Regarding the performance metrics policy, the “Consumer” group has been advocating for a 
pre-selected list of performance measures that would be used county-wide.  The “Agency” groups have 
been advocating a list of performance measures of which sub-regions could then select the measures 

and methods that best fit their sub-regions.  There was also discussion as to whether or not the metrics 

should have a quantitative or qualitative ranking. After a Metro-led discussion, it was agreed upon that 

the measures would be qualitative.   

 

Committee Vice-Chair Weideman asked Mr. Lantz about the acceleration/deceleration policy that was 

presented at the previous Transportation Committee meeting.  Mr. Lantz stated that Metro staff revised 

the policy which focuses now on whether or not a project should be accelerated, not if it should be 

decelerated.  Mr. Bohlke added that the evaluation criteria would be available to Metro Board Members, 

their Deputies, and Metro Board staff.  Mr. Bohlke added that there were significant efforts made to 

ensure that the policy is a “do no harm” policy and that by accelerating one project, Metro does not 
negatively impact another.   

 

VI. FY 2017-18 Metro Long Range Transportation Plan Update 

 

Jacki Bacharach presented Metro’s 40-year financial forecast as laid out in a presentation given by 

Metro staff to the Metro Board and PAC on the Long-Range Transportation Plan update.  The forecast 

indicated Metro is planning to bond all that it can over the next 40 years, utilizing all of its capacity until 

2043, with only about $11 billion in discretionary funds to be available in the out years.  Also, several 

large, board approved projects were not included in the projections.   For more detail, the presentation 

can be viewed online at: 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_LRTP%20Baselin

e%20Financial%20Forecast.pdf  
 

Committee Member and Metro Board Member Butts also informed the Committee of Mayor Garcetti’s 28 
by 28 program, which aims to accelerate and complete 28 major transportation projects from Measure R 

and Measure M by the 2028 Olympics.   

 

VII. Green Line Extension Update 

Committee Member Fangary shared some information he received from a concerned constituent 

regarding proposed changes that would require South Bay riders to make two or more transfers in order 

to get to Downtown Los Angeles.  Mr. Lantz stated that it’s a very complex issue that gets into rider 
volume, etc.  Mark Dierking added that the concerns are somewhat premature because no changes are 

being proposed at the moment and the plan the constituent referenced wouldn’t begin for two years if 

enacted.  It was proposed to have a Metro staff member present on the proposed changes.   

 

VIII. Metro ExpressLanes Update 

Ms. Bacharach informed the Committee that she and Mr. Lantz recently met with Metro ExpressLanes 

staff.  Metro staff had proposed a study on the feasibility of using ExpressLane Net Toll Revenues from 

the 110-fwy and 10-fwy corridors to build additional ExpressLanes in other areas of the county.  State 

law requires that the excess funds (Net Toll Revenues) be re-invested in the corridor in which they are 

collected.  To circumvent state law, Metro staff suggested the funds be “loaned” to other areas with a 

promise of being repaid in the future.  Metro has previously held two calls for projects in the 110 

corridors.  To date, only 3% of those funds have been utilized.  These were major concerns for Ms. 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_October%20APE%20Report.pdf
http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_October%20APE%20Report.pdf
http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_LRTP%20Baseline%20Financial%20Forecast.pdf
http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_LRTP%20Baseline%20Financial%20Forecast.pdf
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Bacharach and Mr. Lantz and in response, they proposed a letter be sent to Metro outlining the 

SBCCOG’s willingness to help Metro while also ensuring the funds stay in the corridor as intended by 
state law. The SBCCOG is looking to collaborate with Metro Board Members and Staff to improve the 

timeliness and effectiveness of the current net roll revenue investment policies and procedures.      The 

letter (which was subsequently approved by the SBCCOG Board) can be viewed online at: 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_Draft%20ExpressLanes

%20Letter%20to%20Metro.pdf  
 
MOTION by Committee Member Butts, seconded by Committee Member Osborne, to recommend the 

SBCCOG Board of Directors APPROVE the letter with minor amendments. No objection. So ordered.   

 

IX. Announcements / Adjournment - The Next Transportation Committee is scheduled for December 

11, 2017 at 10:30am.   

 

Committee Member Butts announced that the LA Philharmonic is moving their youth program to 

Inglewood. 

 

Leslie Scott announced that the Beach Cities Health District is working with SCAG on a living streets 

design manual and concept plan for Aviation Blvd.  There will be workshops in January and April.  Fliers 

will be sent to the SBCCOG for distribution to its mailing lists.   

 

Committee Vice Chair Weideman adjourned the meeting at 11:37 am.  

 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_Draft%20ExpressLanes%20Letter%20to%20Metro.pdf
http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/HANDOUT_Draft%20ExpressLanes%20Letter%20to%20Metro.pdf
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          ATTACHMENT B 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments          
 

 

December 11, 2017 

 

TO:   SBCCOG Transportation Committee 

 

FROM:  Steve Lantz, SBCCOG Transportation Director 

 

RE:   SBCCOG Transportation Update –December 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 

 

Tax Reform Bills Could Affect Transportation and Infrastructure Funding 

Buried in the House and Senate versions of the major overhaul of the country’s tax code are 

several provisions that could have a big impact on infrastructure and on the ability of states and 

localities to pay for public works improvements.The proposed plans include major changes to 

financing roads, ports and airports, and stadiums as well as state programs related to electric 

vehicles. 

 Many of the provisions were expected to be considered in a standalone infrastructure bill that 

the Trump administration officials said they would work on after the tax overhaul. Trump’s 

original trillion dollar infrastructure proposal called for direct federal investment of $200 billion 

over ten years coupled with new tax incentives to lure $800 billion in private capital for 

infrastructure improvements. One strategy would recapture tax revenue on corporate profits that 

American companies are stashing overseas, Unless Congress shores up the trust fund before its 

current five-year authorization law expires in 2020, the American Assiociation of State Highway 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has projected federal highway spending would shrink by 40 

percent in 2021 while new HTF transit funding would dry up completely for three years. 

Fully funding the Highway Trust Fund from a dedicated funding source, rather than annually 

bailing it out with general fund revenues, could be resolved using revenue and tax bills.  

Although both the House and Senate tax reform plans include ways to tax the overseas income, 

neither includes new infrastructure spending. 

Private Activity Bonds - The House initially called for eliminating private activity bonds 

(PABs); the Senate did not. States and municipalities issue PABs, which are tax-exempt, on 

behalf of private sector or nonprofit entities to fund infrastructure projects with a “private” use of 

at least 10 percent. They have been used on a wide range of infrastructure projects around the 

country, including roads, highways, bridges, housing, hospitals, ports and airports. The 

president’s budget proposal from earlier this year called on expanding the use of PABs to 
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encourage public-private partnerships by giving P3s the same tax advantage as municipalities for 

financing the same types of projects. 

Advance Refunding Bonds – Both the House and Senate plans would ban governments from 

issuing advance refunding bonds. These bonds allow governments to refinance debt earlier than 

they would have otherwise, ultimately letting governments take advantage of lower interest rates 

years sooner. Between 2012 and 2016 states and localities advance refunded 941 tax-exempt 

municipal bonds that paid for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements, saving 

communities and ratepayers at least $1.36 billion. 

 Electric Vehicle Credits - California is one of 10 states that have set mandates that 15.4 percent 

of vehicles sold in their states must have zero emissions by 2025. The House bill would 

eliminate a $7,500 credit for people who purchase electric vehicles, which was originally part of 

the economic stimulus package championed by President Barack Obama in 2009. Automakers 

already offer 30 models of electric vehicles, the manufacturing group noted, but they only 

account for 1 percent of sales nationally. Revoking the tax credit could stymie sales further, 

experts warn. 

Sports Stadiums - Since 1986, the federal government has prohibited private entities from using 

private activity bonds to build sports stadiums. The House bill would remove the tax exemption 

for muni bonds for sports stadiums. The stadium provision is in the House bill, but not in the 

Senate tax bill. 

Alternative Fuels Tax Credits – The American Public Transportation Association has sought 

provisions to extend the alternative fuels and related infrastructure tax credits that expired on 

December 31, 2016. APTA also supports the inclusion of electric and hybrid electric vehicles 

within eligible uses. Neither the House nor the Senate bill includes the language. 

Transit Commute Benefit - The transit commute benefit provides substantial savings to both the 

employer and the employee by calculating the payments as pretax benefits. The Senate bill 

eliminates an employer's ability to deduct these expenses. This would be a disincentive for 

employers to provide this benefit that helps defray employees’ commute costs. 

Trump Seeks $44B In New Disaster Aid Funded By $1B Cut In Highway Formula Funds 

President Trump asked Congress Nov. 17 to appropriate another $44 billion in disaster aid (on 

top of $50 billion previously approved) that includes funds for storm-damaged transportation 

systems. The administration proposed offsetting that new spending by stripping $1 billion from 

normal federal-aid highway funds. 

 

White House Budget Director Mick Mulvaney submitted a budget request on November 17th that 

seeks funding to pay for damage to facilities for a number of executive departments. Added to 

earlier disaster-aid legislation that totaled more than $50 billion, this one would put the federal 

costs for this year's series of unusually severe events close to $100 billion.  

 

The White House proposed that Congress make more than $59 billion in budget cuts across 

federal agencies as offsets for the emergency costs. Of that, it proposed rescinding $1 billion of 

federal-aid highways funds that go to state departments of transportation on a formula basis to 

help pay for road and bridge projects. The proposal would take back $1 billion in prior-year 

contract authority that DOTs have not yet obligated, Because the allocations cover four years of 

planned expenditures, the White House said that states will continue to have sufficient federal 

aid balances to meet their construction plans for 2018. 

 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/omb/Letters/fy_2018_hurricanes_supp_111717.pdf
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STATE 

Calif Regulators Issue New Rules That Will Spur More Bike Lanes, Housing Near Transit 

Bike lanes, mixed-use residential and commercial construction near transit and other 

development projects might get easier to build in California after regulators on November 27th 

released a long-awaited overhaul of the state’s environmental law. 

Regulators say the proposed changes, which modify rules under the California Environmental Quality 

Act or CEQA, will help the state meet its ambitious goals to combat climate change. That law 

requires developers to disclose and minimize a project’s impact on the environment. One key section 

of the proposal modifies how developers analyze traffic. Under the current interpretation of the law, 

developers have to measure their project’s effects on car congestion calculated as vehicle delay (also 

known as  level of service of an intersection) which often stymies the installation of bike lanes 

because the removal of car lanes could add to vehicle delays. 

The new effort would force projects to estimate the number of miles cars will travel on nearby 

roads. Since bike lanes won’t increase vehicle trips, and could reduce them, regulators hope the 

new rules could ease their development. The new proposal also would apply to residential 

construction in an effort to make it easier for developers to build pedestrian or bicycle friendly 

projects if they can show their projects will limit car travel. 

Regulators are opening public comment on the CEQA overhaul in the coming weeks and will 

hold at least one public hearing before the proposal becomes final, according to a spokeswoman 

for the California Natural Resources Agency. Regulators are hoping the new rules will go into 

effect sometime in 2018. 

 

Two Gas Tax Repeal Efforts Compete To Make California's 2018 Ballot 

Californians frustrated over the state’s November 1st gas tax hike could have two options to 

eliminate it next year. Separate campaigns are working to obtain the required 365,788 California 

registered voter signatures needed to qualify repeal initiatives for the November 2018 ballot. One 

initiative, is backed by Orange County state Asm. Travis Allen, a Republican candidate for 

Governor, would simplyrepeal the increase. The other, supported by the Howard Jarvis 

Taxpayer’s Association and John Cox, also a Republican candidate for Governor, would 

eliminate the gas tax increase and require voter approval on all future proposals to raise the gas 

tax. 

The November 1st tax increase included an initial 12-cent-per-gallon gas tax increase; a diesel tax 

hike; and a new "transportation improvement fee" paid with the annual vehicle registration 

ranging from $25 to $175 per year, depending on the value of one’s vehicle  

Portland’s On-Street Parking Policy Provides Model For California TODs 

Senate Bill 35, signed by Gov. Jerry Brown in September, ended a local jurisdiction’s ability to 

set minimum parking requirements for garages in new apartment and condo buildings “within 

one-half mile of public transit” in cities that have failed to meet housing targets. While the bill 

does not preclude a developer from building new parking, there are also no provisions in the bill 

to manage on street parking availability or costs in the vicinity of the transit oriented 

developments (TODs).  

 

When Portland, Oregon eliminated on-site and nearby parking minimums in 2000, the City 

Council included provisions to regulate on-street parking pricing in the hope the new fees could 

http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-ca-housing-climate-change-goals-20170306-story.html
http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-sac-enviro-bike-lanes-20160407-story.html
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB35
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raise a lot of money for a city. In the next development cycle, 1,300 new homes were added to 

the city’s transit-rich, parking-scarce Northwest District alone. Of those, 23 percent were in 

buildings with zero on-site parking.  

 

Instead of mandating off-site parking, the City Council stuck with a plan that has tripled the price 

of an on-street parking permit, added 66 new parking meters to commercial streets, and 

generated $1.4 million a year in new revenue. Last year, that money paid to subsidize hundreds 

of local long-term transit passes and bikeshare memberships, plus fund a program that pays 

households to stop buying parking permits – for example, by selling their cars.  

REGION 

 

28 by 28: LA Metro Board Picks 28 Transportation Projects To Finish For 2028 Olympics 

The Metro Board on November 30th identified a list of the top 28 new highway and transit 

projects it needs to finish before the 2028 Olympics. The Metro board will vote on its final, 

prioritized list of 28 projects at its next meeting in January. 

 

The list includes current projects that are scheduled for completion before the games, several 

projects that will need to be accelerated and some new projects. Included in the "28 by 28" Plan 

are acceleration of the I-405 South Bay Curve highway project and the South Bay Green Line 

Extension. Other accelerated projects include a subway under the Sepulveda Pass, a light rail 

between Artesia and downtown L.A. and expansion of the ExpressLanes network. New projects 

for which funding is not yet identified include an on-demand vanpool system called Microtransit, 

and grade separation of the Blue Line at a busy downtown intersection to reduce time delays.  

 

Metro is working with private companies to fill in the funding / financing gaps. Some of the 

proposals rely on local sales taxes. However, some will require substantial federal transportation 

funding which may be difficult to secure. Current tax reform proposals may do away with an 

important incentive for public-private projects. In addition, there is federal budget uncertainty 

over federal matching funds for the final section of the Purple Line subway between Beverly 

Hills and Westwood. A spending bill passed by the House proposes to cut a grant program that 

funds the project. The Senate version keeps the funding in place. And, Congress must pass a new 

spending bill before the current one expires on Dec. 8 to keep the federal government running.  

Metro Proposes Conversion of Paper Transfers to TAP, Elimination of Tokens in 2018  

The Metro Board on November 30th approved a January 17, 2018 public hearing. The Board is 

expected to consider the four changes to TAP card fare payments at its February 22nd Board 

meeting with changes to be effective in March 2018. 

Metro has been working to eliminate tokens and interagency paper transfers since June 2015, 

when the Metro board approved a regional interagency transfer (IAT) policy that proposed 

shifting interagency transfers from paper to electronic TAP cards. In 2015, Metro analysis found 

that shifting transfers from cash to electronic media would have an adverse impact on low-

income riders. To address this, Metro approved a comprehensive marketing and outreach 

campaign including dissemination of up to 1 million TAP cards to customers. After obtaining all 

regional transfer agencies’ approval, developing, testing and implementing new software and 

building, campaign strategies for distribution of one Million TAP cards, final implementation has 

been set for Spring, 2018.  

 

https://www.scpr.org/news/2017/09/18/75660/la-metro-wants-to-hear-from-companies-on-its-lates/
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The agenda item, obliquely titled “Public Hearing for Customer Readiness Efforts for Transfer 

on 2nd boarding” includes four proposed TAP-related changes to Metro fare payment: 

• Eliminate paper interagency transfers: The interagency transfer fare will be automatically 

paid from existing Stored Value on a TAP card when boarding a second transit agency 

within 2.5 hours from the first boarding.  Interagency transfers will remain available, but 

only when the fare is paid via TAP card. 

• Eliminate day passes: Instead of paper day passes, riders would instead pay for 

subsequent same-day rides with TAP stored value, which could be added at vending 

machines and on buses.  

• Eliminate tokens: Tokens will be phased out over 13 months, starting with an initial two-

month notification campaign, after which token sales would end, followed by a year for 

riders to use up existing tokens. Existing programs that provide tokens to low-income 

riders (Immediate Needs Program, Rider Relief Program) would replace tokens with TAP 

cards. 

• Charge $2 for TAP cards systemwide: TAP cards are currently $1 at vending machines 

and on buses, and $2 elsewhere (online, by phone, at a Metro Customer Center, etc.) 

Vending machine sales account for nearly three-quarters of all TAP sales. Based on 

current sales volumes, the price hike on cards from vending machines and on buses 

would result in an annual increase of nearly $3.7 million in TAP sales revenue. Senior, 

disabled, and student TAP cards are currently free and will remain so. 

Since TAP cards have a 10-year useful life and expire ten years after they are purchased, current 

TAP card holders would not be affected for several years by the purchase price increase. 

LA Downtown Regional Connector Subway Opening Delayed to 2021 

Metro has delayed the projected opening date of  the Downtown Regional Connector subway 

project from an initial projected date of December 2020 to December 2021. Complicated 

underground utility work adjacent to downtown office buildings has created delays and 

unexpected costs. In addition to the one-year construction time delay, the current $1.75 billion 

price tag is 28% more than initially estimated.  

Metro’s Regional Connector will connect the Blue Line and Exposition Line to the East L. A. 

Line and Gold Line via a 1.9-mile light rail tunnel under downtown LA. The new tunnel will 

allow light riders on the Expo, Blue and Gold lines to travel from Azusa to Long Beach, or Santa 

Monica to East L.A., without transferring to the Red Line at Union Station or 7th/Metro. The new 

light rail subway segment will also have new stations in Little Tokyo at First and Central, at 

Second and Broadway, and at Second and Hope streets. 

TRENDS 

 

UC Davis Policy Brief Integrates Automation, Electrification, and Shared Mobility  

The University of California Davis’ Institute of Transportation Studies in April 2017 released a 

policy brief on "Land Use Planning and Transportation Policies" to summarize the actions 

planners can take to embrace three transportation revolutions – automation, shared mobility and 

electrification. The study findings highlight the interconnected land use and transportation 

impacts of the three transportation revolutions: 

Automation – Current research and modeling indicates that if automation technologies are 

deployed in an unfettered market setting, reductions in trip time and cost will likely increase 

https://3rev.ucdavis.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/3R.LandUse.Final_.pdf
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single-occupant (and potentially zero-occupant) vehicle travel, increase trip distances, and shift 

trips away from transit. Because passengers will be able to communicate, work, and even rest in 

their cars, autonomous vehicles may accelerate sprawl by increasing the distances people are 

willing to commute, 

Shared Mobility – The introduction of shared mobility services, such as ride-hailing, car-sharing, 

and bikesharing, has already started to revolutionize the way we travel. As more adoption occurs, 

these services could potentially affect vehicle ownership rates and the use of other modes of 

transportation, among other effects. Street level pick-up and drop-off design, parking, roadway 

funding models, will soon require updating as multimodal shared mobility services gain mode 

share. 

Electrification – Widespread adoption of electric vehicles may contribute to changing land use 

patterns and driving behaviors among electric vehicle users. This shift will also increase the need 

for electric vehicle charging infrastructure. 

Through the convergence of shared mobility, automation, and electrification, the study envisions 

the potential to mitigate additional sprawl associated with automation and provide rapid 

responses to enable sharing and electrification. The policy brief focuses on a suite of 

recommendations, including: 

• Price mobility to maintain roadways: New mobility pricing schemes that allow revenues 

to be generated according to vehicle miles traveled, vehicle size, and occupancy will 

allow communities to better match travel with societal costs.   

• Price open space and encourage compact communities: Planning that redoubles financial 

incentives for compact infill growth and disincentivizes urban fringe development may 

be able to offset this trend. 

• Price parking to encourage sharing: Replace current parking fees to discourage individual 

travel and encouraging sharing by replacing obsolete parking with active use zones, and 

to replace street parking with pick-up/drop-off areas that encourage shared mobility.   

Uber Wants To Bring Flying Cars To L. A. By 2020 

Uber announced on November 8th it wants to bring airborne taxi service to L. A. and Dallas by 

2020. The uberAIR battery-powered aircraft looks like a cross between a small plane and a 

helicopter, with fixed wings and rotors. It was presented at an international technology 

conference in Lisbon, Portugal. 

The firm expects its uberAIR technology to perform tens of thousands of flights each day across 

by the 2028 Olympics. The company envisions a network of small, electric aircraft to enable 

four-person flights and projects that an all-electric, 200 mph aircraft trip across the skies of Los 

Angeles will be price-competitive with an uberX trip of the same distance. A ride on uberAIR 

from Los Angeles International Airport to Staples Center in downtown Los Angeles would take 

27 minutes, compared to the typical 80 minutes by car. 

The company also announced it has joined NASA's project to expand air traffic systems, which 

scores of other companies already belong to for development of a specialized air traffic control 

system for the network and an agreement with Sandstone Properties to develop skyport 

infrastructure to serve as takeoff and landing hubs for uberAIR flights at Sandstone’s 20 

locations in the greater L.A. area. 

https://psrc.github.io/%20attachments/2014/TRB-2015-Automated-Vehicles-rev2.pdf
https://psrc.github.io/%20attachments/2014/TRB-2015-Automated-Vehicles-rev2.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/newMobility.htm
https://3rev.ucdavis.edu/policybriefs
https://3rev.ucdavis.edu/policybriefs
https://100hoursla.com/Pages/Home.aspx
http://money.cnn.com/2017/09/18/technology/future/lyft-streets-autonomous-vehicles/index.html
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The scheme still faces plenty of challenges, including certification of the new vehicle by 

authorities, pilot training and conceiving urban air traffic management systems that prevent 

collisions. 

L.A. City Approves Full LADOT Transit Electrification by 2030 

The Los Angeles City Council unanimously approved a motion on November 8th that commits 

LADOT to electrify its transit bus fleet by 2030. The motion sets a Transportation Department 

(LADOT) goal “to transition to a 100 percent zero-emission bus fleet by 2030 or earlier” and 

directs LADOT to report on the operational, fleet, and transit facilities needed to make 

electrification happen. The electrification motion incorporates some elements that would require 

the goal to: 

• Include a U.S. Employment Plan in electric bus procurement to ensure good jobs and 

workforce development 

• Prioritize electric vehicle implementation in disadvantaged communities, and ensure that 

new infrastructure does not unfairly burden disadvantaged communities. 

• Integrate renewable energy into powering electric transit vehicles 

• Use vehicles manufactured as locally as possible 

• Report on a possible accelerated transition by 2025 

http://jobstomoveamerica.org/resources/u-s-employment-plan-resources-2/
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SECTION 1 

SUBREGIONAL 5 YEAR PROGRAM PROCESS 

Step 1 Five Year Forecast 

 
*Actual funds disbursement will be based on cashflow Policy in the Guidelines. Fund estimates may be adjusted 

annually by Metro for accuracy.  

I. Metro will provide a five-year financial forecast in October of each year. 

II. The financial forecast will define estimated amounts available for programming 

for each MSP. 

III. The estimates of available funds will outline upcoming 5 year periods for each 

MSP, accounting for any prior programming amounts and lapsing of funds. 

IV. These amounts will be consistent with Attachment A groundbreaking dates 

included in the Measure M Expenditure Plan. 

• Coordination will be undertaken for swapping of MSPs funds among 

different MSP types within the subregion.   

• Subregional entities will explain the project benefits and readiness. 

• Metro must concur with any fund swap. 

V. The 5 year estimates will need to conform to Cash Flow procedures Pg. 15 of the 

Measure M Guidelines and the related administrative procedures.  

VI. Only Metro provided MSP funding estimates are valid.  

 

Step 2 Preliminary List Of Projects & Five-Year Plan 

 
 

** Coordination with Metro staff is required to ensure project eligibility in each category.   

 

This is a program development stage for the MSP 5 year plan(s).  Resources to support this are 

allowed in the Guidelines as follows. 

Pursuant to the Measure M Guidelines, “Resources to support the steps listed in Table IX can 

be drawn from MSP, not to exceed 0.5% of the amounts for any single year determined in 

Step 1 of Table IX.  Any additional resources to support the steps in Table IX must be drawn 

from resources under the control of the subregion or its constituent cities.”   

Note: “Any single year” refers to the basis for the calculation.  An aggregate can be made 

available at any time during the five year period of up to 5 single year increments.     



Terms of the amounts and timing of the 0.5% funding will be determined in a funding 

agreement between Metro and the subregional entity/project sponsor.  To receive 0.5% 

Measure M funding for planning activities, the subregional entity must notify the designated 

Metro MSP contact in writing, identify the MSP program, and provide the proposed scope of 

work, amount requested, basis for estimated cost (including firms or persons that will be 

compensated), subregional capital projects that are subject of the planning activities, and a 

representation that the requestor has approval of all entities in the subregion that are eligible 

to receive MSP funding. If the request is accepted, Metro will move forward with the 

preparation of a funding agreement and notice to proceed. For questions, [an email contact 

will be inserted here.] 

I. 5 year plans based on project readiness will be developed utilizing existing 

information provided by the project sponsors, as provided by the subregions for 

each MSP type.  

II. The subregional entity will develop a 5 year list of projects to include MSP 

requested funding amounts, project timing/schedules, and other actions 

anticipated to deliver a final project.  Subregional entity will also provide project 

readiness information for each project included in the 5 year plan, as detailed in 

Section 5 of these procedures. Note: The funding agreement will require a 

representation from the subregional entity/project sponsor that all entities 

within the subregion eligible for MSP funding have agreed to the composition of 

projects in the plan, either directly, or through their participation in a council of 

governments or comparable subregional entity that represents the subregion. 

III. In order to ensure Metro concurrence of any 5 year list of projects, subregional 

entities should seek Metro staff review for eligibility and program nexus during 

this development stage.     
IV. Projects will be sequenced based on available funds and project schedule.   

V. The 5 year plans should identify projects to be funded, including annual 

expenditures and funding by fiscal year (July to June).  All funding sources should 

be identified, including all non-MSP funding, as well as other funds (see the 

financial expenses and funding sources tables in the “Project Financial Plan”), 

and the annual funding amounts must be sufficient to fund the identified 

expenses for all projects. If funds required are in excess of available funds, Metro 

may ask the subregional entity to prioritize or delay certain projects. The project 

sponsors are expected to submit reasonable expenditure estimates based on 

credible project readiness documentation. Metro will request that project 

expenditures are removed from the plan, and will not program funds for the 

project, if in Metro’s estimation, the estimates are not likely to be met. Project 

sponsors should submit expenditures to be funded by the MSP revenues based 

solely on the five-year forecast (as this is the amount that Metro will program).  

VI. Nexus for each MSP project must be developed and align with the MSP program 

type, Board approved definitions and related Guidelines, as part of the plan. 

a. Projects submitted as part of the Mobility Matrix are eligible, but may be 

reconsidered by the lead agency 



b. Definition for each proposed project will be developed by the project 

sponsor in sufficient detail to establish a nexus with the MSP category.  

The nexus definition is required for each project and will assist in 

evaluating the project and its applicability to the MSP program which will 

potentially fund the proposed project. The project nexus should align 

with the approved guideline definition (set forth in Sections IX-XIII of 

Guidelines, and supplemented in additional administrative procedures).   

 Examples include:  

 Project will close the Class II gap on Arterial X.  This project will 

allow for seamless connectivity from Point A to B on Arterial X.  

This project is an eligible Active Transportation project; or 

 Project will improve traffic flow on the corridor by synchronizing 

Arterial A, an eligible Highway efficiency and Operational 

Improvements project. 

 0.5% support resource needs must also have nexus – which depends on 

MSP program type 

VII. Public outreach will be conducted concurrently while developing that 5 year 

project funding plan. See Public Participation Section 4 for details about 

outreach requirements.   

Step 3  Subregional Entity Adoption 

 

I. Metro Staff and the subregional entity will review the proposed project(s) 

submitted.  Proposed projects will be reviewed for nexus to program and 

funding eligibility consistent with the definition adopted by the Metro board in 

the Measure M guidelines. 
II. The subregional entity will adopt the proposed 5-year program of projects. 

III. The subregional entity will forward the adopted proposed list of projects to 

Metro. 

 

Step 4 Metro Board Approval 

 



I. Metro staff will use the information from step 1-3 to prepare a recommendation 

to adopt a subregional program for Board approval.  

II. Metro staff will provide concurrence of eligible projects and may request 

supplemental information to verify program nexus and funding eligibility prior to 

requesting Metro Board approval. 

III. Staff will request Metro Board approval for funding of the requested 5 year 

program amounts and the initiation of Funding Agreements for the projects 

identified in the approval request.  

IV. After Metro Board approval, Metro staff will begin executing funding 

agreements with lead agencies.  

IV. Project funding agreements will comprise project specific (as opposed to 

program-level) approvals.  Funds requested for a project must not exceed 

available Measure M funds shown in the five-year forecast.  If funds required are 

in excess of available funds, Metro may ask the subregional entity to prioritize or 

delay certain projects. Project sponsors which seek MSP project funding – 

project sponsor is defined as the entity developing and delivering the capital 

project – will develop a scope of work which will detail the following: 

a) Need for project development if using 0.5% program 

development funds option 

b) Specific project location/physical limits 

c) Detailed project description including MSP Program/Project 

Nexus 

d) Detailed funding plan – what phases of the project will be funded 

and by what funds.  

• All funds must be committed. 

• Supplemental fund requirements will be triggered if the  

  project sponsor cannot fully fund the project Pg. 25  

  Measure M guidelines.  

e) Final Jurisdictional Support/Community or Council actions (e.g., 

resolution) 

f) Schedule list of completed phases and phases funded by Measure 

M.  

V. There will be reporting and audit requirements of the projects once an 

agreement is executed. 

Step 5 Annual Update  

 

I. Project sponsors seeking Measure M funds for new projects not included in the 5 year 

MSP plan approved in step 3 will follow all the steps outlined in Step 2. 



II. Project sponsors seeking to amend the 1) scope, 2) request additional funding or 3) 

cease work on a project will provide a letter to Metro detailing the request and provide 

sufficient justification to review the proposed change. Project deletions are strongly 

discouraged where funds have been partially expended.  Metro will require additional 

detailed information as to why a project cannot be completed prior to any substitutions.  

Funding agreements may include reimbursements for project expenses, loss of 10% 

retention or other penalties. 

III. Metro will provide concurrence of eligible new project and modifications to existing 

projects consistent with the project definitions or program nexus.  

IV. The subregional entity will adopt the updated 5 year plan which will include the new 

projects and requested modifications from the new or revised projects.    

• Considerations/Question: will we continue to move the 5 year window. 

For example, if we are in FY17/18 the 5 year window for each MSP end in 

FY23/24.  They will continue to ask for a revised 5 year window as every 

new fiscal year begins. Could we implement a 5 year window/plan and 

have them stick to it. At the 4 year mark we can establish a new 5 year 

window.  

V. Metro Board will approve the amended 5 year MSP plan. 

VI. Metro staff will commence executing amendment or funding agreements for projects.  

Step 6 Communication  

 

I. Metro and the project sponsor will communicate via the reporting requirements 

included in the funding agreement.   
II. If the project sponsor would like to change their project scope, schedule or funding, the 

project sponsor will consult with both Metro and the subregional entity.  
III. Must meet minimum audit requirements of those for Local Return 
IV. All reports, expenditures, agreements and related project requirements are subject to 

audit and will require all appropriate documentation (such as contractor invoices, 

timesheets, receipts, etc). 



SECTION 2. 

FUNDING AGREEMENT & REQUIREMENTS 

Supplemental Funds Requirement  

I. Supplemental funds are funds other than MSP or Local Return funds that are needed to 

fully fund a project.  Supplemental funds can include Metro in kind resources, such as 

additional technical support, Metro sponsorship or other Metro staff resources.   

II. Metro will send notice to project sponsor(s) if required or requested supplemental 

funds will trigger additional policy implications.  

III. The policies that will apply include, but are not limited to policies listed on p. 37-38 in 

the Guidelines (Secion XII), and may include policies adopted subsequent to this 

administrative procedures. 

Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) 

Metro may enter into a "letter of no prejudice" with a subregional entity, where Metro will 

agree to consider reimbursing a subregional entity with MSP funds for any local funds 

expended prior to the execution of a funding agreement. The reimbursement can apply to 

funding from either the 0.5% program or MSP.    

LONP procedures  - - as applicable to 0.5% program 

I. A scope of work must be developed by the subregional “entity” requesting funds for 

the 0.5% portion of the MSP program which will receive funding based on the Five 

Year Forecast.  The scope of work will detail the following 

 

• Identified task which are related specifically to the MSP (i.e., Active 

Transportation, Highways, Goods Movement, etc.) 

 Task will be directly attributed to work required to develop 

MSP related program.  

 Funds are not available for non-MSP administrative 

purposes 

 All tasks must be attributed to a capital program being 

funded by Measure M MSP. 

• Total Resources estimated to complete the program tasks (staff/consultant 

services); not to exceed the 5 year estimate. 

 A staffing plan will be required, identifying staff required 

for the delivery of the capital project.  

• Schedule for the length of the tasks to be performed to deliver the capital 

program.  

II. Scope of work will be reviewed by Metro to ensure the proposed work aligns with 

the MSP and can be attributed directly to the capital development of a project. 

III. Subregional entities are responsible for discrepancies generated for all contractual 

arrangements pursued under an LONP. 



If the above steps are not performed prior to the execution of the LONP they will be performed 

prior to executing the funding agreement.   

 

LONP procedures  - - as applicable to project funds 

LONP requests will be considered for project expenditures on a case by case basis. 

LONP Project Funding Agreement Provisions: 

I. A letter of no prejudice is only intended to be an interim arrangement between Metro 

and the subregional entity requesting funds for eligible uses.  

II. For each LONP and the identified scope of work approved by Metro, a funding 

agreement will need to be executed in order that the subregional entity can be 

reimbursed for any costs.  Additional, case specific provisions may be included. 

III. The funding agreement will include reporting requirements. 

IV. The funding agreement will be audited intermittently and at the end of the period of 

performance. 

V. The subregional entity will be responsible for any charges found as ineligible.   Metro 

determination of eligible expenditures shall be final. 

 

Lapsing Rules 

Pursuant to the Measure M Guidelines, the principles of “Timely Use of Funds” apply to MSP 

funds.  Readiness is also required to be able to access funds.  Because of these priorities, all 

MSP funding is subject to lapse if not expended in a timely fashion, pursuant to the signed 

funding agreement (see p. XX in the attached MOU template).   

As indicated in the attached template (section #), the funds will lapse after 3 years.  The lapsed 

funds will not be deducted from the MSP or subregional total, but the near term available 

funding will be redistributed at the discretion of Metro based on cashflow.  The first 

consideration for distribution of the available funding will be any outstanding LONP requests, 

for eligible program or project expenditures.  Metro must consider all demands on the MSP 

cashflow, including the need for debt service, to determine the best discretionary use of the 

lapsed funding. 

 

Payment 

Payment will be issued once an invoice is approved by Metro staff, to help ensure that the 

submitted expense is within the approved scope of work attached to the project funding 

agreement.  As noted above, Metro shall determine which expenditures qualify as eligible for 

payment, and that determination shall be final. 

Once the invoice has been approved by Metro, the payment will be issued within 30 days.   



SECTION 3. 

SUBREGIONAL QUALITATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Subregional entities will apply qualitative performance measures from the following list of 

performance measures. The subregional entities will articulate the benefits of the 5 Year 

Plans including a description of how the projects will achieve the thematic goals established 

by the Measure M MSP Administrative Procedures.  

If a subregion wishes to adopt a quantitative metric, Metro will advise the subregion on 

best practices for metrics appropriate to their MSP.  The Policy Advisory Council will 

periodically review the application of performance metrics in the evaluation of MSP projects 

and program outcomes. 

 

Subregional Qualitative Performance Measures 

Theme 
Provide responses to how the project achieves the 
following outcomes, if any: 

Mobility 

 Relieve congestion 

 Increase travel by transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes 

 Improve travel times 

 Improve effectiveness & reliability for core riders 

Economic Vitality 

 Increase economic output 

 Support job creation & retention 

 Support goods movement 

 Reduce household transportation costs 

 Extend useful life of facilities 

Accessibility 

 Improve transportation options 

 Improve service to transit dependent, low-income, and 
disadvantaged populations 

 Improve first-last mile connections to transit 

Safety 
 Reduce incidents  

 Improve personal safety 

Sustainability & 
Quality of Life 

 Improve environmental quality 

 Improve public health 

 Improve quality of life 



SECTION 4.  

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Each COG will be responsible for developing a Public Participation Element that will cover how interest 
groups are addressed, identify the processes/procedures involved in the engagement effort and key 
components of the MSP plan. These are presented as questions that must be answered in advance of, 
and included within, the MSP 5-Year Plan “Public Participation Element.”  
 
How these questions are addressed is not prescribed, recognizing the flexibility that may be pursued 
differently among subregions in developing their elements For example, subregions may elect to utilize, 
or build upon, successful existing public participation processes that the subregion currently has in place 
to connect with its community. On the other hand, a subregion may elect to develop a brand new 
approach tailored to an MSP category generating keen public interest.  
 
This Public Participation Element must be included in the MSP 5-Year Plan adopted by the COG Board 
and subsequently adopted by the Metro Board, per the MSP Administrative Procedures (see p. 4, Step 2, 
VII).  
 
The MSP 5-Year Plan Public Participation Element needs to answer these questions.  
1. Who has an interest in MSP development (by program)? Outline relevant and impacted interests. At a 
minimum, the public participation element must address the interests of:  

 COGs  

 Cities, County and other local jurisdictions  

 Communities (where projects are located or significantly influencing)  

 Stakeholders (may well vary by MSP focus, but could include advocacy organizations, non-profits 
representing community interests, business interests, potential service providers and/or funders 
for the MSP program or project, etc.)  

 
2. What process/procedures will be followed to meaningfully involve these groups?  

A. Define who takes the lead for developing/implementing public information and community outreach 
processes and/or procedures.  

 Design and implementation should address forums for participation, frequency, and feedback to 
COG/subregional Board as input for decisions related to (3) below.  

 
B. How are the processes/procedures documented and communicated?  

 If a COG/subregion believes a prior public outreach process adequately addresses public 
participation elements as framed by these questions, that justification must be clearly 
documented.  

 The final, proposed Public Participation Element shall be approved for incorporation into the 5-
year MSP at a duly noticed COG public hearing.  



 
3. How will the range of interests outlined in (1) above be engaged in development of the following MSP 
Plan components?  Subregions shall consult with stakeholders in the development of a Public 
Participation element. 
 
A. Identification of candidate projects  
B. Selection of candidate projects  
C. Review and approval of overall 5-Year Program  
D. Implementation of projects within the Program  
 
4. What is the timing of the Public Participation Element?  
 
A. Public participation should be initiated at the outset of the MSP planning process for all projects 
considered for MSP programming to be truly relevant.  

 

B. To ensure that a public participation element will be in place and implemented in the development of 
the first 5-year program, each COG/subregion must address the Public Participation questions and 
submit them formally as a prerequisite for receiving the 0.5% planning funding. This formal submission 
is recommended via a standard template that will be provided by Metro (see attached, TBD).  

 

C. The template for the first round of MSP program public participation may outline an intended 
approach that would be fleshed out over an appropriate period of time-- but importantly, would be 
activated as part of the project identification and selection process accompanying the first submitted 5-
year program. Note that the 0.5% MSP planning funds can be used to develop public participation 
processes appropriate to that program.  

 
D. Each 5-year program adopted by the COG/subregional Board would include a description of the 
established public participation element, and how it has been applied in developing the MSP program, 
and its recommendations.  
 

Finally, the Public Participation Element must reference if, and to what extent, the subregion 

addresses performance measurement as part of the MSP 5-Year Plan, per the Measure M 

Administrative Procedures section on performance measurement (see Section 3). 

 

  



 

SECTION 5.  

PROJECT READINESS 

 
“Project Readiness” is essential in determining whether a project is ready for funding. It is important 

that project sponsors provide accurate and complete information for evaluating project readiness to 

avoid future funding delay. 

Provide any/all evidence that project funding will result in timely development and completion of 

the project including the following information: 

 Describe how the schedule provided is realistic to enable project completion based on the years 
funding is requested in the submitted Project Financial Plan, and is consistent with any and all 
regulations and policies for fund use, including but not limited to Metro/State/Federal lapsing 
policies. 
 

 List all owners of the right-of-way where the project is to be constructed. What are the existing 
uses of the right-of-way? Are there any future plans that might affect the project? Have the 
owners been contacted? If so, are they willing to sell the property?  
 

 If the project requires the use of Metro-owned right-of-way, the project applicant is responsible 
for coordinating with Metro’s Real Estate Department and ensuring consistency with Metro’s 
Right-of-Way policy if the project is either adjacent to, or encroaches upon, Metro property or 
requires a formal permission for its use from Metro. The cost of any alterations to the Metro 
right-of-way to make it usable for a project, including relocations or removal of existing 
structures, or meeting other Metro conditions for use of the property will be the responsibility 
of the project sponsor. 
 

 Identify all other agencies or organizations that are active participants in this project. Indicate 
how and when their involvement is required in order to implement this project.  
 

 “Letters of support” by others should be included with the application package (not mailed 
separately to Metro’s CEO). 
 

 Identify if there are any adjacent jurisdictions, agencies, property owners, etc., who would be 
impacted by the proposed project. Please list and describe outreach efforts, dates, participants 
and any results/issues that could impact the project’s schedule.  Also, please identify if right-of-
way condemnation would be necessary. 
 

 Indicate the proposed project schedule below by filling in estimated or already completed dates 
for the project activity milestones.  
 



 

 

Activity  Date 

Feasibility Study  .......................................................................    

Project Study Report  ................................................................    

Operational Plan  ......................................................................    

Start of Environmental Documentation  ...................................    

Community Meetings or Other Forums (please list) ................    

   

   

   

Draft Environmental Document  ...............................................    

Final Environmental Document  ...............................................    

Governing Board Approval  .......................................................    

(please provide name of governing board entities below)   

   

   

   

Begin Plans, Specifications, and Estimate  ................................    

Completion of Plans, Specifications, and Estimates  ................    

Start of Right-of-Way Acquisition .............................................     

Right-of-Way Certification*  .....................................................    

Utility Relocation  ......................................................................    

Ready to Advertise*  .................................................................    

Start of Construction (Contract Award)  ...................................    

Project Completion ...................................................................    

Other .........................................................................................    

*The right-of-way phase is complicated so applicants should be realistic about the length of time, 

particularly if condemnation will be necessary. 



SECTION 6.  

PROJECT FINANCIAL PLAN 

 

Complete and attach the financial plan for the project. Enter all amounts in nominal, or year-of-
expenditure dollars and include any assumed inflation rates. Clearly identify all funding sources 
as either COMMITTED or UNCOMMITTED. Project applicants should note that if their application 
is awarded funding, all Local Match funding will be escalated accordingly and considered 
committed. All figures must reflect whole dollars. 

 

A person duly authorized to sign for the organization (city manager, general manager, executive 
director, or high-ranking officer) must sign below: 
 

I certify that all sources of grant funding have been identified in Project Financial Plan. 

 

I certify that this project is not the full responsibility of a developer. 

 

 

 

_________________________________________  __________________ 

Signature        Date 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Title       

 



   

 PROJECT FINANCIAL PLAN

LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

1. PROJECT FINANCIAL EXPENSES

NOTE: INDICATE ALL AMOUNTS IN WHOLE DOLLARS FROM CURRENT FISCAL YEAR.  

PROJECT EXPENSES *  Prior Years

FY FY FY FY FY

TOTAL

CAPITAL EXPENSES:

1      Design and PS&E . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2      Right-of-Way Acquisition or Lease . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3      Utilities Relocation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4      Equipment Purchase or Lease (e.g., computers) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5      Vehicle Purchase or Lease . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6      Construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7      Construction Engineering . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

OPERATING EXPENSES:

8      Administration/Management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9      Operating Costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10      Maintenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

11      Marketing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

OTHER EXPENSES (Specify):

12  

13

14

15

16

17

18 TOTAL PROJECT EXPENSES

 * List only expenses to be incurred in the completion of the Scope of Services of the project for which you are applying for funding.  Expense categories are not applicable for all projects. 

PLEASE INDICATE THE AMOUNT AND YEARS IF YOU HAVE INCURRED COSTS IN THE EARLIER YEARS OR IF YOU WILL REQUIRE ADDITIONAL FUNDING IN LATER YEARS FOR THIS PROJECT.



 

 

Indicate if 

Committed or 

Uncommitted

Prior 

Years
FY FY FY FY FY

TOTAL

19 Federal Monetary (Specify):

20    Local Match to Federal Monetary

21 Federal Monetary (Specify):

22    Local Match to Federal Monetary

23 State Monetary (Specify):

24     Local Match to State Monetary

25 State Monetary (Specify):

26     Local Match to State Monetary

27 Local Monetary (Specify):

   

28 In-Kind (Specify):

29 Other (Specify):

30

31

 * List only funding for expenses to be incurred in the completion of the Scope of Work of the project for which you are applying for funding, being sure to include all sources of grant funding. 

PROJECT FINANCIAL PLAN

2. PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES

TOTAL EXISTING FUNDING SOURCES 

NOTE: INDICATE ALL AMOUNTS IN WHOLE DOLLARS FROM CURRENT FISCAL YEAR.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

ALL EXISTING PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES *
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ATTACHMENT A 
Proposed Metro Board Policy:  Early Project Delivery Strategy 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 
[date] 
 
TITLE 
 This Policy shall be referred to as the Early Project Delivery Strategy. 
 
PURPOSE 
 This Policy establishes clear, uniformly applied criteria to determine if a Measure M Project can be 

delivered faster than scheduled in the Measure M Expenditure Plan.  A comprehensive policy 
allows for rigorous and expeditious analyses and determinations.  It provides for transparency and 
financial accountability.  Projects can be accelerated as long as others are not negatively impacted, 
pursuant to the Measure M Ordinance. 

 

PROCESS 
1. Identify multiple inputs that suggest a potential for acceleration.  A screening tool will then be 

utilized to assist in identifying the inputs that potentially have occurred and whether an initial 
assessment of the propensity for acceleration is warranted.   

2. If warranted, staff will then conduct an analysis to confirm the ability to accelerate a project 
schedule, determine the extent to which a project could be accelerated and what would be the 
impacts of that action. 

3. The Board of Directors will review the staff analysis and may: (a) give direction to subsequently 
provide notice and take action pursuant to controlling law; (b) decline to find for early project 
delivery; or (c) direct staff to undertake further analysis. 

GENERALLY 
 Multiple acceleration inputs are typically needed to result in accelerating a project schedule. 

 A project’s funding, schedule, scope or legal/regulatory environment are integral to the 
acceleration inputs.  

 Acceleration inputs considered may also indirectly relate to the project if they are demonstrated to 
substantially advance system performance or adopted policies of the Board. 

 Acceleration inputs are intended to be transportation mode-neutral, unless otherwise indicated 
(e.g., mode-specific funding revenues or fees). 

 Funding considerations must be consistent with all applicable local, state, and/or federal rules and 
regulations; and Board-adopted debt policy. 

 
DEFINITION 
 Accelerator:  a single strategic input that could partially support facilitating early delivery of a 

Measure M project. 
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STRATEGIC INPUTS FOR EARLY PROJECT DELIVERY

 Accelerator Points 
Funding 

(30 points) 
1. New Revenue.  Has new, committed funding become available at an 

amount greater than 25% of the total project construction cost? 
15 

A. Is this funding discretionary? 2 

B. Is this funding somehow conditional to the project or time-
sensitive? 

5 

C. Is funding cash flow available sooner as a result of a delayed 
project? 

3 

D. Are confirmed surplus funds available from another project in 
the same subregion, based on a final Life of Project budget? 

2 

E. Would there be cost savings of at least 25% based on the time 
value of money resulting from this funding accelerator? 

3 

Partnerships 
(30 points) 

2. Regional Responsibility.  Have one or more of the local jurisdictions 
within which the project is located substantially advanced or committed 
to advancing the implementation of one or more Metro Board adopted 
goals and policies that support the integration of transportation and 
land use for which Metro is reliant upon its local partners to achieve? 

6 

3. Process Streamlining.  Have all responsible local agencies streamlined 
permitting processes and executed or committed to executing necessary 
memoranda of agreements prior to awarding of the project construction 
contract? 

3 
5 

4. Additional Support.  Is the local jurisdiction and/or other local partner 
contributing at least 10% more than the required 3% contribution or 5% 
of the project cost within that jurisdiction from other sources? 

5 

5. Value Capture.  Is a local improvement, financing district or other value 
capture financing tool existing or will be established within three years 
of the groundbreaking date for the purpose of funding at least 10% of 
the project cost within the jurisdiction in which the financing tool is 
established? 

5 

6. Advance Funding.  Is there a proposal by a local jurisdiction or other 
party to advance funding, which would deliver all or a functional 
segment of the project 10% faster earlier? 

5 

7. Impact Fees.  Is there a program to collect a fee in-lieu of providing 
required parking and/or local traffic mitigation fees/improvements, with 
revenues allocated to transit passes and other transportation demand 
management (TDM) strategies that are directly dependent on and in 
support of Metro’s project, or a goods movement impact fee program 
to fund improvements, in conformance with California and federal laws? 

3 
4 

8. Is there a goods movement impact fee program to fund improvements 
in conformance with California and federal laws? 

3 
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 Accelerator Points 
Process 

(25 points) 
9. Streamlined Review.  Is this project currently undergoing or can commit 

to a streamlined planning and environmental review process that does 
not exceed three years in duration? 

5 

10. Clearance Complete.  Has this project concluded the planning and 
environmental review process, needing no more than a refresh of the 
environmental document(s), not exceeding one year in duration to 
complete (Operation Shovel Ready)? 

10 

11. Phased Completion.  Can this project be designed to phase 
improvements to achieve early action, incremental benefits? 

8 

12. Property Availability.  Has at least 75% of the required right-of-way and 
site acquisitions been completed or is anticipated to be completed 
within one year? 

2 

Innovations 
(15 points) 

13. Alternative Solutions.  Is there an equal or superior, less costly 
improvement to accomplish the capacity and performance intended by 
the transportation project? 

3 

14. Technological Innovations.  Are there technological innovations that will 
reduce the planned capital and/or operating cost of the project? 

3 

15. Consolidated Delivery.  Is there an opportunity to combine two or more 
projects/segments to achieve economy of scale and minimize impacts 
of multiple back-to-back construction over a long period of time such 
that the combined project construction cost is reduced by at least 25%? 

3 

16. Delivery Method.  Is this project the subject of a public-private 
partnership proposal or other unsolicited proposal that can reduce the 
estimated construction cost by a minimum of 10% or accelerate the 
delivery date by at least 5 years? 

6 

PROPENSITY FOR EARLY PROJECT DELIVERY

High: 67-100 Automatically advances to staff analysis and Board consideration 
Medium: 34-66 Advances to staff review, which determines whether Board consideration is 

warranted 
Low: 0-33 Does not advance to staff review nor Board consideration 
Exception: N/A Project acceleration can unambiguously be demonstrated by an exceptional 

condition regardless of scoring (e.g., unexpected full funding from outside 
source) 

 

MEASURE M PROJECT EVALUATION READINESS TOOL (M-PERT)
 M-PERT is an evaluation tool only—not a determinative decision tool. 

 Required initial screening step (unless exceptional condition, per above). 

 All Measure M projects ordered as listed in the Expenditure Plan are included. 

 The above acceleration strategic inputs are set forth as “yes” or “no” questions to answer. 
 A score given to each input to measure its relative strength in impacting project timing; a “yes” 

answer returns the possible score for that input, as listed above. 
 An overall score given as a low, medium and high indicator for acceleration. 

 An accounting of evaluations conducted is logged and reported. 
 The M-PERT tool is for use by Metro staff, Board Directors and their deputy staff. 
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MAINTAINING PROJECT SCHEDULES:  HOW TO HELP METRO DELIVER PROJECTS 

 Responsibilities 
Funding 

 
 Protect all funding sources allocated to the project, per Metro’s financial plan. 

 Keep the project within the budgeted cost identified in the Measure M 
Expenditure Plan. 

Partnerships 
 

 Request design features that have a rational nexus to potential project impacts. 

 Minimize permitting requirements and ensure that ministerial actions are a staff-
level decision, done timely. 

 Establish and maintain an effective, genuine public and stakeholder engagement 
process. 

Process 
 

 Select a Locally Preferred Alternative that can be constructed within budget or 
augmented with reasonably expected, new outside funding sources that are 
needed to achieve desired community goals and compatibility.  

 Pursue constructive conflict resolution, creativity and solutions that are in rough 
proportionality to the problem to avoid litigation delays. 

 Thoroughly address environmental issues and avoid project design features that 
trigger costly mitigation measures. 

Innovations 
 

 Rely upon current, proven technology for the project design, rather than await 
speculative innovations. 

 Seek any necessary regulatory reform and streamlining to allow the rapid 
deployment of any available state-of-the-art, proven technologies that can 
increase capacity, reduce travel times or improve safety, which can help keep the 
project on time and at or below budget. 

 
DISCLOSURE AND RECOVERY PLAN 
 A disclosure and recovery plan shall be prepared for a project at risk for delay. 

ANNUAL REPORTING AND EVALUATION 
 The CEO shall report annually on activities and actions pertaining to this Policy, including projects 

being considered for early project delivery, the number of screening inquiries conducted for each 
project using M-PERT and projects under or being considered for a Disclosure and Recovery Plan. 

 



VISIONARY PROJECT SEED FUNDING 
Measure M makes $20 million available over 40 years (FY2018‐FY2057) to be used for 
“Visionary Project Seed Funding.” This document provides a set of guidelines for how that funding will 
be distributed.  
 
SUMMARY 
Metro’s Visionary Project Seed Funding will be leveraged to help spark and develop innovative concepts 
to be tested in Los Angeles County. The Seed Funding will be utilized as a tool to generate and develop 
concepts into actionable projects that can be implemented in the future, in addition to aiding in 
identifying potential funding streaming for implementation. Due to the limited amount of funding 
available and the aim to develop truly visionary projects, the funding will not be used for 
implementation.  
 
To enable this program, Metro will enter into a contractual agreement with a consultant(s) to provide 
direct research and staff support to a grantee. Metro will solicit competitive applications for technical 
assistance awards. Eligible applicants will submit project concepts and/or problem statements for 
consideration for the award, which will be evaluated on a defined set of metrics. Consultants will be 
evaluated based on their ability to deliver on a broad range of projects. Consultants may consist of 
professionals from private companies, educational, and/or non-profit institutions. 
 
The selected grantee will work with Metro and the contracted consultant to develop an innovation 
project plan for the duration of the term. The consultant will provide direct day-to-day support from an 
imbedded fellow who will work within the agency to help with general agency operations as well as 
conduct preliminary research to feed into the agreed upon innovation plan. At the conclusion of the pre-
negotiated term, the consultant will be expected to deliver upon the agreed technical assistance plan.  
 
Consultant contracts and grantee awards will be overseen by Metro.  
 
AVAILABLE FUNDING 
$500,000 available annually, with the option to renew.  
 
SELECTION OF CONSULTANT 
Every three years, subject to reevaluation by the CEO, LA Metro will competitively solicit a technical 
assistance consultant for the purposes of this program. The contract will be made available for up to 
$1.8 million per three year contract. The Visionary Project Seed Funding will be applied for $1.5 million 
of the contract. The selected grantee will be required to cover 20 percent of the contract total annually.   
 
Consultants will be selected based on their demonstrated expertise in transportation planning, 
engineering, and/or public policy academic research and their access to sufficient resources to deliver 
the contents of the contract.   
 
SELECTION OF PARTNER AGENCIES 
 
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
LA Metro, Municipal Operators, Local Operators, Council of Governments are all eligible for 
consideration for this award. Eligible applicants may partner with private sector vendors, non-profits, or 
academic institutions. Private vendors need a public sector partner to be able to apply. Vendors who 
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submit unsolicited proposals that are particularly well suited for Visionary Seed funding will be directed 
to this opportunity.  
 
ELIGIBLE PROJECTS 
Eligible applicants are asked to develop a technical assistance problem statement detailing a specific 
project concept or a problem statement that could benefit from technical assistance. Applicants will be 
expected to provide a clear narrative on the challenge/goal that their agency is facing and to develop a 
preliminary outline for out the agency would leverage the solicited technical assistance for improved 
outcomes.  
 
Eligibility of defined projects is broad. Examples of potential categories the proposed technical 
assistance could address include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

 Safety or security improvements 

 Substantial improvements in travel time and customer experience 

 Major reductions in emissions or other environmental externalities 

 Improvements in access for disadvantaged populations 

 Connectivity to major trip generators 

 Use of new and innovative technology solutions, beyond transit solutions 

 Reduction of project costs compared to conventional delivery methods 
 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
In selecting the grantee for the Visionary Project Program, a selected LA Metro team of reviewers will 
evaluate the following criteria: 
 

1. IMPACT AND OUTCOMES. Applicants are expected to identify goals that their technical 
assistance program seeks to achieve for Los Angeles County.  

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION. Applicants will be evaluated based on the clarity of the problem 
identification that they are seeking to solve by means of the Visionary Project Seed Funding. 
High scoring applications will thoughtfully develop a problem statement and methodology for 
exploration during the Visionary Project Program term.  

3. TEAM CAPACITY AND COMMITMENT. Applicants will be expected to detail the team and its 
capacity to facilitate and manage the project during the three-year term.  

 
COST SHARING OR MATCHING 
The grant funded share of this project is 50 percent. Agencies experiencing fiscal hardship may propose 
alternative approaches for achieving their 50 percent contribution. Additionally, agencies may choose to 
provide a cost share match above 50 percent to expand the scope of their Visionary Project. Grant terms 
will be adjusted based on the project that is selected.  
 
RESERVE/CARRYOVER REQUIREMENTS 
Metro’s goal will be to spend or allocate these funds in a timely manner. However, Metro may reserve 
or carryover some or all of its allocation to the next fiscal year if necessary. Metro will begin the process 
of procuring a vendor and developing a notice of funding availability upon approval by the CEO.  
 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 



Metro will provide annual reports to the Measure M Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee 
describing how uses of Measure M Visionary Project Seed funds are contributing to accomplishing the 
program objectives. 
 
AUDIT REQUIREMENTS 
Use of these funds will be subject to audit and oversight as determined by Measure M and all other 
applicable state and local laws. Metro will retain all documents and records related to this program and 
the use of funds for a period of three years after the year in which the funds 
are expended. 
 
REVISIONS TO PROGRAM GUIDELINES 
These program guidelines may be revised by the Metro Board of Directors. 
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