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BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESCLUTION NO. 2006-38

in the Matter of: ) RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENT 1
} (FORMAL) TO THE 2007 FTIP.

2007 )

Federal Transportation }

Improvement Program ]

WHEREAS, the Coungil of Fresno County Governments (COFCG) is & designated Regionat Transportation Planming Agency (RTPA} and a Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPQ), pursuant to State and Federal designation; and

WHEREAS, the 2007 Federal Transportation Improvement Program has been prepared to comply with Federal and State requirements foriocal projects;
and

WHEREAS, the Federal Transportation improvement Program has been prepared through a cooperative process between fhe Federat Highway
Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Adminisiration (FTA), the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans), principat elected officials of general purpose local
governments and their staffs, and public owner operators of mass transportation services acting through the COFCG forum and generat public involvement, and

WHEREAS, this Amencment (1) Revises schedules, phases and funding amounts of projects cumently programmed in the 2007 FTIP i order to achieve
financial constraint and to accommodate ‘ocal agency requests (2) Revises project descriptions and makes other minor changes as warranied {3} Revises the schadule
and funding amounts of currently programmed projects (4} Revises Appendixes.

WHEREAS, the program listing is consistentwith: 1) the amended 2004 Regional Transportation Plan; 2) the State Transpartation Improvement
Program, and 3) the July 2006 Air Quality Conformity Determination; and

WHEREAS, the Federat Transportation lmprovement Program contains the MPO's certification of the transportation planning process assuring that all federal
reqiiremenis have been fulfilied; and

WHEREAS, projects submitted in the TIP must be financially constrained and the financizt plan affirms that funding is available; and

WHEREAS, the COFCG process for TI project selection is currently serving as the MPC's formal Project Selection Process as required under SAFETEA-LU
and is consistent with the outlined guidance; and

WHEREAS, the proposed projects are determined to be exempt from the conformity determination requirement per 40 CFR 93,126

WHEREAS, the amendment has baen circulated and reviewed by the Gouncil of Fresne County Govenments’ member agencies representing their technical

and management staffs; representatives of other govemmental agencies, including State and Federal; representatives of special interest groups; representatives of the
private business sector; and residents of Fresno County; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on Qclober 26, 2006 to consider Amendment 1 to the Federal Transporiation Improvement Program.

NOW THERFORE BE T RESOLVED, that the Council of Fresna County Governments hereby amends the 2007 Federal Transportation Improvement
Program for Fresno.

BE IT FURTHER RESOCLVED, that the approval of this resolution constitutes a recommendation for funding approval by the Counclt of Fresno County
Governments this 26th day of October, 2006.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

Signed:
ATTEST: Trnidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman
1 heraby certify that the foregolng is @ true copy of a resolution of the
Council of Fresne County Governments duly adepted at a regular
meeting thereof held on the 26th day of October, 2006.

Signed:

Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director






Council of Fresno County Governments
2007 Federal Transportation Improvement Program

Formal Amendment #1
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Financial Summary Form

2007 FSTIP

MPO:

(Doltars x $1,000)
Programmed 2006107 2007/08 2008109 TOTAL
State Highway Account Funds (State & State FHWA Funds)
SHOPP {State Cash) $1.342 $683 516,095 518,121
SHOPP AC) 310,349 $5,260 $19,255 334,864
SHOPP Prior $566 $0 $0 $566
STIP Int (state Cash) $0 50 $12C $120
STIP Int 30 530 5123 $153
STIP Regional $8,380 5115 $216 38,691
STIP Prior $1,500 $0 30 $1,500
STIPTE $781 31,616 $763 33,160
AB 3080 30 $135 3¢ 3135
Local Assistance
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality $10.543 511,184 511,411 $33,138
Regiona Surface Transporation Program 59,639 $10,5812 510,698 $30,749
Highway Bridge Program 5841 30 $0 $841
Highway Safety improvement Program (HES) $2,954 30 50 32,954
Safe Routes to Schoel Program 0 30 30 30

Raflway - Highway Crossings

{Other Federal Highway Programs

Federal Lands Highway Program’

High Prigrity Projects Program

High Priority Projects Program Adv. Con. Conversion
Demonstration - TEAZS

Coordinated Border infrastructure Program
Recreational Trails Program

National Cooridor Infrastructure Improvement Program
Ferry Boat Discretionary

Nationat Scenic Byways Program

Projects of National and Regional Signifcance
Emergency Relief Program

Other (Describe)

tFederal Transit Administration Funds

5303 - Metropolitan: Planning Program

5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program

5308 - Clean Fuel Formula Program

5309 - Bus and Bus Facility Grants

5309 - Capital Investment Grants "New Starts”

5310 - Formula Program for Eldery & Persons with Disabilities
5341 - Other Than Urbanized Area Formula Program
5311 © - Public Transporiation on Indian Reservations
5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Frogram
5317 - New Freedom Program

5320 - Transit in the Parks

Non-Title 23/Fedaral Transit Funds (Describe]

Other State Funds

$1,000 $2,000 $0 $3,000
30 $C $C $0

$6,945 $182 $2,8C0 $9,837
$240 $2,060 52,108 $4.408
526,123 30 $8,800 $34,923
30 50 50 $¢

30 $0 3C 30

30 30 30 $0

56 $C 30 30

30 50 $0 30

$0 30 $0 $0

$50 $50 $50 $150
30 $0 Fi 30

30 30 $0 30
$10.009 $10,752 $11.506 $32.267
30 $0 30 50
$2.180 $1,360 $96C $4,480
30 30 30 3¢

30 30 $0 30
$1.426 $1,038 $1,099 33,564
3¢ 30 30 %0

30 %0 $C 30

$0 30 30 %0

30 $C 30 $0

Traffic Congestion Refief Program $0 30 3G $0
Cther {Describe) 30 50 $0 $0
L.ocal Funds
High #riority Projects Program/ Advanced Censtruction $3.640 $48 30 $0
Local city/county/agency $7,078 $5.319 57,412 30
Measure C 546,531 51,150 30 3G
Total programmed $151,878 357,505 $93,417 $227,721

1. Federal Lands Highway Program includes
Indian Reservation Roads
NPS Parkway and Park Roads
F&WS Refuge Roads
FPublic Lands Program
Forest Highways
Publc Land Highways Discretionary

10/4/2006



Financial Summary Form

2007 FSTIP
MPO:

{Dollars x $1,000)

Revenug 2008507 2007/08 2008/09
State Highway Account Funds (Stae & State FHWA Funds)
SHOPP (State Cash) 51,342 $683 $16,096 $18.121
SHOPP (AC} $10,349 35,2680 518,255 $34,864
SHOPE Prior 5566 0 $0 5566
STIP Int (state Cash) 30 $0 $120 $129
STIP int 50 330 $123 $1563
STIP Regional $8,360 $115 216 58,691
STIP Prior 31,500 30 $0 $1.500
STIP TE 37581 $1.616 3763 $3,160
AB 3090 30 3135 $0 $135
tLocal Assistance
Caongestion Mitigation and Air Quality 510,694 $11,33¢ $11,450 333,474
Regional Surface Transportation Program $8,539 510,512 $10.693 $30,748
Highway Bridge Program $841 30 50 $841
Highway Safety impravement Program (HES) $2.954 0 30 52,854
Safe Routes to School Program 30 $0 30 $0
Railway - Highway Crossings $1,000 $2,000 0 $3,000
Other Federal Highway Programs
Federal Lands Highway Program’ 50 $0 3G $0
High Priority Projects Program $6,945 $192 32,800 $9,837
High Priority Projects Program Adv. Con. Converston 5240 52,060 32,108 54 408
emonsiration - TEAZ1 326,123 50 $8.800 $34,923
Coordinated Border infrastructure Program 30 50 30 30
Recreational Tralls Program $0 $0 30 $0
National Gooridor Infrastructure improvement Program 50 30 50 50
Ferry Boat Discretionary 50 50 30 50
National Scenic Byways Program 30 50 30, 50
Projects of National and Regional Significance 30 50 30 30
Emergency Relief Program $50 350 $50 $150
Othver (Describe} 30 $0 50 $0
|Federal Transit Administration Funds
5303 - Metropolitan Planning Program 30 3C 3G 30
5307 - Urbanized Area Farmula Program $10,009 $10,752 §11,508 $32,267
5308 - Clean Fuel Formula Program %0 30 $0 $0
5309 - Bus and Bus Facllity Grants $2,160 $1,360 $960 $4,480
5308 - Capital Investment Grants "New Staris” 30 50 $0 S0
5310 - Formula Program for Elderly & Persons with Disabllities 30 30 30 30
5311 - Other Than Urbanized Area Formula Program $1.426 51,038 $1.089 53,564
5311 © - Public Transporation on Indian Reservations $0 30 3C $0
5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 30 $0 30 30
5317 - New Freedom Program 3G $0 $0 30
5320 - Transit in the Parks 30 30 $0 30
iNon-Title 23/Federal Transit Funds {Describe)
Other State Funds
Traffic Congestion Relief Program 50 30 30 50
Other (Describe) 50 30 50 30
Local Funds
High Priofity Proiects Program/! Advanced Construction 33,840 $48 $0 50
Local cityfcounty/agency $7,079 $8,319 $7.412 36
Measure C $46,531 $1,150 30 30
Total programmed $152,129 $57 651 $93,456 $228,057

1. Federal Lands Highway Program includes
Indian Reservation Roads
NPS Parkway and Fark Roads
F&WS Refuge Roads
Fublic Lands Program
Forest Highways
Public Land Highways Discretionary

101472006



Financial Summary Form

2007 FSTIP

MPO:

(Dollars x $1,000)

Revenue Vs, Programmed 2006/07 2007108 2008/09 TOTAL
State Highway Account Funds (Stete & Slate FHWA Funds)
SHOPP (State Cash) $0 30 50 30
SHOPP (AC) 30 $0 30 30
SHOPP Prigr 30 $0 30 $0
STIP int {state Cash) $0 30 $0 30
STIP Int 30 3G 30 30
STIP Regional $0 $0 3Q §0
STIP Prior $0 $0 30 Y
STIP TE 30 $0 50 30
AB 3080 S0 50 FO $0
Local Assistance _
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality $151 5146 $39 $336
Regional Surface Transportation Program 50 30 50 30
rhighway Bridge Program 30 30 30 50
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HES) 3C 30 §0 30
Safe Routes 1o Schoot Program $0 30 30 5Q
Raiiway - Highway Crossings $0 30 30 30
Other Federal Highway Programs
Federal Lands Highway Program’ 30 50 30 $0
High Priority Projects Program 3¢ 50 30 30
High Priority Projects Program Adv. Con. Conversion 0 3C 30 30
Demonstraticn - TEAZ1 30 30 0 50
Coordinated Border infrastructure Program 30 $0 $0 30
Recreationat Trails Program 30 30 50 30
HNational Cooridor infrastructure improvemernt Program §C $0 $C $0
Ferry Boat Discretionary 30 30 30 50
National Scenic Byways Program 30 30 30 30
Projects of National and Regional Significance 30 30 30 $0
Emergency Relief Program $0 30 30 30
Other (Describe) 30 30 30 30
Federal Transit Administration Funds
5303 - Metropoltan Planning Program 0 i1 $C 30
5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Frogram 50 30 30 30
5308 - Ciean Fuel Formisla Program 30 30 $0 50
830% - Bus and Bus Faclity Grants 50 30 0 50
5309 - Capitat Investment Grants "New Stans” 30 30 $0 30
5310 - Formula Program for Elderiy & Persoas with Disabilities $0 50 30 $0
5311 - Other Than Urbanized Area Formula Program 50 50 50 $0
5311 ® - Public Transportation on indian Reservations 30 30 $0 30
5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 30 $0 30 30
5317 - New Freedom Program 30 50 0 $0
5320 -« Transit in the Parks $0 30 50 $0
Non-Title 23/Federal Transit Funds (Describe)
Other State Funds
Traffic Congestion Relief Program 50 $0 $0 $0
Other (Describe) $0 50 $0 $¢
{.ocal Funds 30 50 $0
High Priority Projects Program/ Advanced Construction
l.ocal city/countyfagency 30 30 30 %0
Measure C 0 $0 $C 50
Total programmed $151 $146 $3% $336

1. Federal L.ands Highway Program includes
indian Reservation Roads
NPS Parkway and Park Roads
FRWS Refuge Roads
Public Lands Progsam
Forest Highways
Pubiic Land Highways Discretionary

101472006



Appendix L

Formal Comments and Responses

A 30-day public review and interagency consultation period was completed for the 2007
FTIP in May and June 2006. A public hearing was held at our regularly scheduled Board
meeting on June 22, 2006. No comments were received. On July 20, 2006, the Fresno
Council of Governments approved the 2007 FTIP.

General Comments:

Letter 1:

Responses to Comments made by the California Department of Transportation
dated June 28, 2006

Comment 1. ROW Allocation - see memo from Abhijit Bagde to MPO FTIP
Coordinators regarding the ROW Allocation Plan dated 6/12/06 - these amounts need to
be included in the 2007 FTIP.

Noted.

Comment 2. CMAQ General Comments - see attached (guidance)
Noted.

Comment 3. 2004 Carryover STIP - Prior Year STIP Unallocated 05/06 STIP - time
extensions, pending etc. Reference e-mail from Abhijit Bagde to MPO FTIP
Coordinators dated 5/11/06, and 5/25/06. These categories should be shown separately
under STIP in the Financial Summary Tables. E-mail also provides information on
programming these projects.

Noted.

Comment 4, FTA 5307 Program - the total listed in the Financial Summary Sheet is
$12,512, while the total programmed based on the federal share of the projects listed in
the FTIP detail is $9,853. It appears the total in the Financial Summary Sheet is for total
funds and not just the federal share.

FTIP detail and Financial Summary Sheet have been fixed to coordinate.

Comment 5. Financial Summary Sheet does not include totals for 5309, yet the
individual projects include 5309 projects programmed in the triennial period.
Financial Summary Sheet fixed to include the totals for 5309.



Comment 6. Financial Summary sheet does not include total for FTA Section 5311
Program, vet the individual projects include 5311 projects programmed in the triennial
period.

Financial Summary Sheet fixed to include the totals for 5311.

Comment 7. STIP Components must be shown separately such as STIP Prior, STIP AB
3090.

Noted.

Comment 8. STIP Interregional projects appear to be missing. See authorized STIP for
details and e-mails referenced above.

Discussion and review by local Caltrans representatives on local and interregional
projects has taken place. All projects are included.

Comment 9. Interregional Program - seems to be missing Intercity Rail Project approved
in April CTC meeting - project PPNO 2041 - Fresno Pocket Track, Yig Garden siding
funding for 06-07 should be included.

These projects have either been cancelled or put on hold.

Comment 10. Is the RSTP amount shown in the Financial Summary the revenue
amounts less the exchange amount?

The Financial Summary has been fixed to show the correct RSTP amount.

Comment 11. Financial Summary Form - will need to show Enhancements as STIP
Enhancement.

Noted.

"Comment 12. Purchase of vehicles is shown both as Preliminary Engineering and as
Construction. Why?

Phases have been changed to reflect construction; this is accurate.

Comment 13. CMAQ Total programmed in the Financial Summary Sheets shows
$10,673 for FY 06-07 while the individual project detail for CMAQ projects sums to
approximately $9,857 for FY 06-07 - why is there a difference? The same occurs for FY
07-08 and 08-09. For FY 07-08 and 08-09, the amount programmed based on the
individual projects exceeds the CMAQ revenue for the same period, appearing as if
CMAQ has been over programmed slightly in 07-08 (307,000) and $1,753,000 in 08-09.
Please reconcile.

The funding has been fixed to reconcile with the Funding Summary Sheet.

Comment 14. RSTP - same comment as above - please reconcile the individual project
listing to the financial summary sheets.
The funding has been fixed to reconcile with the Funding Summary Sheet.

Comment 15. AC Conversion - please make sure you provide a backup list of all projects
contained in the lump sum conversion.



See Appendix J for these new details.
Specific Project Concerns/Questions:

Comment 1. HPP Project - AC Conversion - You are showing PE, RW, and CON under
2 separate years for this project, based on the funding for HPP or Demo. Are these two
distinct phases or contracts? Is it possible to split the project into separate phases?

This has been separated into two projects.

Comment 2. FRE021510 - Passenger amenities - what are these and are they an
allowable cost?

The general description of “passenger amenities” has been changed to list out the
amenities. The cost is allowable. The new description reads as follows: “Passenger
shelters/structures, benches, trash receptacles and lighting; On-street signs; Bus
stop repairs; and miscellaneous amenities to benefit transit passengers.”

Comment 3. STIP Interregional Program - need to include Project PPNO 1530Y -
Kingsburg-Selma 6-lane, replacement planting - funding in 08/09.
Noted.

Comment 4. STIP Interregional Program - need to include Tree Planting, Rt. 41 - PPNO
1477 funding in 08/09.
Noted.

Comment 5. Project FRE041405 - why is Construction shown in 06/07 to purchase
vehicles, then PE is shown in the 3 following years?
Noted. All have been changed to CON.

Comment 6. Project FRE021501 for various planning project, etc., and FRE021502 are
both for various planning projects using 5307 funds - what is the difference?

See Below:

FRE021501 Various Planning Project/ COFCG Staff/Annual Planning oO&M
Expenses and Special Projects.

FRE021502 Various Planning Projects/FAX Staff/Annual Planning O & M
Expenses and Special Projects.

Comment 7. Project FRE021510 - for passenger amenities FTA 5307 funds - what are
these (need to verify these are allowable costs)
See 2.

Comment 8. Interregional Rail projects seem to be missing from the IRR projects detail?
See 9 above.

Comment 9. Project FRE041101- PPM - why is both construction and PE shown?
Noted.



Comment 10. Project FRE070116 CMAQ - please check the percentage for the match - it
appears to be approximately 98% federally funded.
Noted and fixed.

Comment 11. Project FRE021501 - FTA Section 5307 Program - Description: various
planning project/FAX and COFCG staff/annual planning O&M expenses and special
projects. Project FRE012502 - Section 5307 program has the same description. What is
the difference between these two projects? Are these lump sums for similar projects -
they overlap years.

See 6.

Comment 12, Project FRE041109 - Listed under STIP/Regional Choice. There are no
state funds on this project - why is it included under the STIP program? Should this be
under the same program as the other HPP project?

Noted and moved to Measure C.

Comment 13, Project FRE0411101 - STIP/Regional Choice. This project is showing
both PE and Construction for PPM funds. If the construction funds are AB 3090 funds,
they should be shown separately on the Financial Summary Tables.

-Also specify AB 3090 funds in the project.

-May want to show AB 3090 as a separate project.

Various Planning Project/ COFCG Staff/Annual Planning O & M Expenses and Special
Projects

Noted.

Comment 14. Project FRE071802 - Transportation Enhancement Activities Program.
This project is showing local TEA funds. Local or Regional TEA funds are no longer

" available. According to the Local Assistance Website/AB 1012 reports, Fresno has a

negative balance for regional TEA. This project is not shown in the approved STIP as

using STIP TE funds. Fresno does have a STIP TE Reserve. If this project will be

funded using those funds, they cannot be programmed in the FTIP until CTC action has

taken place.

TE projects fixed to match the latest guidance received.

Comment 15. Transportation Enhancement Activities Program - it appears as if several
new projects are included in the programming document. Are these projects part of the
TE Reserve? If so, they cannot be programmed until a CTC action/allocation takes place.
See discussion from latest CFPG meeting

TE projects fixed to match the latest guidance received.

Please be sure that you have programmed "place holder" projects for Planning of Bridge
Preventative Maintenance Program and the Statewide Scour Plan for Local Agencies. No
dollars will be programmed, just the projects.

Please refer to the Assumptions and Guidance for 2007 FTIP/FSTIP for additional
information and instructions for programming.

Noted.



Letter 2:

Responses to Comments Made by the Federal Highway Administration on July, 10
2006

Comment 1. Please submit the lists of projects associated with all lump sum listings in
the FTIP along with the final 2007 FTIP.

Lump sum listings included in final 2007 FTIP package.

Comment 2. As a reminder, effective October 1, 2006, FHWA will not approve any AC
authorizations or conversions (E-76s) that are not included in the FSTIP. FHWA-FTA’s
June 27, 2005 Fiscal Constraint Guidance and FHWA’s May 10, 1996, Advance
Construction Guidance both state that advance construction projects must be included in
the STIP (1) in the year the project is authorized for advance construction and (2) the year
the project is converted from advance construction to federal funding.

Noted.

Comment 3. Thank you for including the completed and obligated project information in
Appendix F, and the TCM documentation in Appendix L.
Noted.

Comment 4. Project listings could more clearly identify projects as AQ exempt or non-
exempt.

CTIPS form lists the exempt codes. Appendix G lists the projects exempt from air
quality. Appendix H lists the non-exempt projects.
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Agenda ltem

- DATE: April 25, 2006
TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Alan Weaver, Director %éﬂ’k %"k__ .
Department of Public Works and Planning

SUBJECT: Establishment of Land Buffer Task Force
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Consider and approve proposed criteria for Land Buffer Task Force membership

- participation and direct staff to coordinate with the Council of Fresno County
Governments to initiate the establishment of a Task Force to assess the issue of land
buffers between existing incorporated cities within Fresno County.

This item was continued from your Board’s hearing of February 28, 2006 to allow staff the
opportunity to address issues raised by your Board regarding the proposed formation, staffing
and participation of the recommended Land Buffer Task Force (Task Force). If approved, staff
would proceed to place the above request on the agenda of the Council of Fresno County
Governments (COG) for consideration by its Execitive Board, made up of the mayors of Fresno
County’s 15 cities and Supervisor Judy Case. The request of COG would be to seek
authorization for their staff to coordinate, manage and provide primary report preparatio‘n support
in coordination with County staff for the Task Force with the purpose of assessing the possibility

of land buffers (greenbelt, open space, agricuitural easements) between the metropohtan areas
(cities) of the County.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no net County cost associated with this recommended action. Any fiscal considerations

from COG would be brought to your Board for further consideration. County staff participation
will occur in the course of their normal duties.

REGIONAL JOBS INITIATIVE IMPACT:

The recommended action would not affect the efforts of the Regional Jobs Initiative.

AINISTRATIVE OFFICE REVIEW,

Page of .
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BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Board first considered this item on January 31, 2006. At that hearing, it was recommended
that your Board authorize the Council of Fresno County Governments (COG) staff take the lead
in staffing and managing the task force. This recommendation was made in order to achieve the
maximum coordination and participation of cities. Staff noted that County Planning staff would
participate on the task force and offer input with regard to land use, zoning and development
standards and that County staff could also assist in the preparation of future reports to the
Board. Staff also recommended that your Board identify any groups or individuals that it feels
should be included in this effort. Upon consideration your Board expressed concemns that there
needed to be opportunity for community participation, that the County should be leading this
effort, and that a wide range of interest need be represented on the committee. Staff indicated
that the intended role of COG was to provide staff support in managing the committee and a
forum for maximum city participation. Your Board then directed staff to return on February 28,

2006, with information regarding the composition, tasks, functions and relationships of the task
force as well as potential participants.

At the February 28, 2006 hearing, your Board considered an Agenda ltem which outlined the
work tasks and relationship between the COG task force and the Board of Supervisors. Staff
described the proposal in that the task force would meet as an independent and self-directed
body charged with research, analysis, and making recommendations to the COG, County, and
cities on establishment, implementation, and funding of urban buffers. Based on the task force’s
direction, COG staff would take the lead in preparing reports for review with County staff's
technical assistance and concurrence, provide the noticed public forum for review, comment,
and dissemination of task force work products (through regularly scheduled COG Technical,
Policy, and Board meetings) in which the COG would review recommendations and provide
comments. Staff also noted that the COG cannot approve implementing actions or direct local
agencies on land use considerations, but that your Board will be presented with
recommendations for consideration. Your Board could then direct County staff to incorporate all
recommendations into the appropriate policy documents as appropriate. Staff has attached
Exhibit "A” to outline the work tasks and relationship between the COG task force and the Board
of Supervisors (this exhibit was also attached to the February 28" Agenda ltem). Based upon

this discussion, your Board was in agreement with the proposed functions of the task force and
the County relationship with COG.

At that hearing, staff also recommended that your Board identify task force participants. Staff
noted the groups identified by your Board at the January 31* hearing as potential participants
(Land Conservation Committee, County Agricultural Commissioner and County Geologist), as
well as two groups that have expressed interest (Sierra and Foothill Citizen Alliance, and the
League of Women Voters}), and a number of other potential groups, including the San Joaquin
River Parkway, Tree Fresno, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District, American Farmiland
Trust, the Economic Development Corporation serving Fresno County, the Fresno County Farm
Bureau, the Building Industry Association, affected irrigation districts, representatives of the
Regional Jobs Initiative, Fresno Business Council, and/or Chamber of Commerce. Staff noted
that the COG could also appoint City participants (voluntary participation by Cities) and may add
additional public or community representatives. At the February 28" hearing, the Board noted
an additional potential participant to be included in the Task Force, the Keamey Research
Station adjacent to the City of Parlier. Staff notes that since the last Board hearing, a member of
the general public, Holly King, has also expressed interest in participating in the Task Force.

The letters/staterents from groups and individuals expressing interest in participating are
attached as Exhibit "B,
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Upon consideration, your Board directed staff to return with a list of criteria outlining the
composition of the Task Force pariicipants. Your Board specified that the Task Force should not
exceed 15 members and that staff identify criteria for membership. However, based on the
number of groups that have either expressed interest in participating, or could potentially be
interested, and the wide variety of interests held by the groups, staff recommends that the group
of participants be allowed to be a maximum of 32 members. Staff recommends that the most
equitable method for inciuding participants is to recommend that one member from each agency
and community group be eligible/appointed to the task force. These members would be
representative of the diverse groups outlined by staff below (including a member from the
County Land Conservation Committee, the County Agricultural Commissioner and a -
representative of the Department of Public Works and Planning, rather than the County
Geologist). Staff notes that consideration should be given to the fact that the primary intent of
the Task Force, at least at this point, is to address the issue of land buffers between the
metropolitan areas (cities) of the County. Understanding this primary goal of the Task Force .
may have an influence on the number of groups and individuals willing to participate,

With regard to the process by which the task force members are appointed, staff recommends
that each agency/group conduct individual selection processes that will result in the nomination
of one member to the Task Force. With regard to the selection process of the general public,

interested members of the public should submit a written statement which can be reviewed by
the staff and Task Force committee members for selection.

Staff has also included in the list of potential participants, two members of the Board of
Supervisors.

The list of participants includes certain lrrigation Districts, of which there are 10 in Fresno

- County: However, it is-anticipated that due-to the nature-of the task force, the impending growth
areas, the intent to address the metropolitan areas, and the isolated nature of some County
communities, it is anticipated that the most likely affected irrigation districts will be the Fresno,

Consolidated and Alta hrigation Districts. It is anticipated that there would be one member from
each of the three Districts.

The list of participants also includes representation of the most likely affected cities as indicated
below in the Objectives Section which include the Cities of Fresno, Clovis, Sanger, Selma,
Fowler, Kingsburg, Reedley and Parlier.

By allowing a maximum of 32 members, up to four members of the general public that are not
affiliated with a group would be able to participate. Staff notes that not all groups listed may
choose to participate, but it is anticipated that participation would be strong. Staff recommends
that regardless of overall participation by all groups, each group shoulid not be permitted more
than one participant so as to maintain equilibrium among the various interests reflected by the
groups. To clarify, below is a list of the agencies that may be interested in participating.

State — one member
Keamey Research and Extension Center
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County — three members

Land Conservation Committee,
County Agricultural Commissioner
Public Works and Planning staff

Board of Supervisors — two members

Other Groups/Agencies — 11 members

*Sierra and Foothili Citizen Alliance

*The League of Women Voters

San Joaquin River Parkway

Tree Fresno ,
The Fresno Metropolitan Fiood Control District
The Economic Development Corporation serving Fresno County
The Fresno County Farm Bureau

The Building Industry Association

Fresno Business Council

Fresno County Chamber of Commerce
Regicnal Jobs Initiative

General Public — four members
*Holly King

Open

Open

Cpen

frrigation Districts — three members
**Fresno lrrigation District
**Consolidate Irmigation District
**Alta hrigation District
Orange Cove hrigation District
Hills Valley Irrigation District
Riverdale hrigation District
Laguna Irrigation District
Tranquillity Irrigation District
James lrrigation District
Central California Irrigation District
MIFE
Cities eighf members
Fresno
Clovis
ptt Sanger
&' —" Selma
Fowler
Kingsburg
Reedley
Parlier

*Have Expressed Interest.
**Most likely to be affected by pending land buffer proposals.
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It should be noted staff suggests in the event that all groups listed do not choose to participate,
then additional members of the public can be appointed. As an alternative to additional general
public appointees, any position not filled by an interest group can remain vacant in the event that

said groups may want to appoint someone later in the process of developing the proposed land
buffer standards.

Objectives/Priorities of Task Force

Assuming there is adequate participation identified by the various above named groups, staff -
believes that prior to any appointments or action on the part of the Task Force, the objectives of
the Task Force should be very clearly identified so that the appointed members understand their
role and responsibilities toward completion of the project. In addition, clearly defining the
objectives would keep the Task Force effort focused.

Objectives

The basic objectives of the Task Force should be to:

Identify funding and management mechanisms necessary to purchase/hold the identified
land-buffer areas in perpetuity for land-buffer/greenbelt purposes; and

« Develop implementation policies for the Boards consideration and adoption to preserve
those identified geographical areas. o

« The Task Force should also, with participation of the affected cities, designate
subcommittees to identify potential areas between the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan Area and
“the Cities of Sanger and Kerman, between the Cities of Reedley, Parlier and Selma, and
between the Cities of Fresno, Selma, Fowler, and Kingsburg for land-buffer or transition

areas to maintain identity between the cities (land buffers can be maintained as agricultural,
natural open space, park/trail uses); Lt

To summarize, based on the number of potential participants, it is recommended that the Board
authorize no more than one representative from the groups listed above, one member from each
of the three most affected irrigation districts, plus one member from each affected City. Staff
further recommends that the Board approve the objectives stated above.

QTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES:

A copy of this Agenda ltem was provided to each of the groups listed as potential participants,
each of the 15 cities and COG.

G 360Devs&PIMADMINABOARD\Board Items\2006104-25-06\Greenbelt task force_Al.doc



EXHIBIT “A”

Greenbelt Task Force — Propoéal

TASK FORCE:

Meets as an independent and self-directed body charged with research, analysis, and
making recommendations to the COG, County, and cities on establishment,
implementation, and funding of urban buffers.

May add additional members,

Produce draft or interim report(s), including alternatives, conclusions, and
recommendations.

Receives and considers comments from public, Board of Supervisor, Cities, COG, and
others during public review period.

Produce final REPORT, including policy recommendations.

COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

* & & »

Request the COG Board to administer and provide regional forum for TASK FORCE.
Recommend TASK FORCE participants.

Review and provide comments on draft reports or other interim work products.

Land Use policy decisions and actions will remain the responsibility of the Board of
Supervisors and/or affected Cities.

COG BOARD:

As requested by County, approve development and administration of Task Force under its
auspices as a forum for discussion of regional issues.

Appoint City participants (voluntary participation by Cities) and may add additional public or
community representatives.

Provide noticed public forum for review; comment, and dissemination of TASK FORCE
work products (through regularly scheduled COG Technical, Palicy, and Board meetings).

Act as a sounding board for TASK FORCE recommendations and may provide comments
to TASK FORCE.

Accepts TASK FORCE final REPORT as an information iter.
Cannot approve implementing actions or direct local agencies on land use considerations.

COG STAFF:

Provide administrative staff support to TASK FORCE for meetin
etc.

Release draft REPORT(s) for public review and comment through the COG process,
including COG Advisory Committees.

gs, research, coordination,

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS and CITIES:

-

-

Consider and adopt, or adopt revised, TASK FORCE recommendations.
Directs staff 1o incorporate recommendations into policy docurmnents as appropriate,

Pursue implementation of buffers (generally as individually-negotiated actions between
County-City or City-City).




COUNTY STAFF:

» Provide technical and planning staff support o TASK FORCE.
« Bring TASK FORCE information and action items to Board of Supervisors agenda.
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B - EXHIBITB

SIERRA and FOOTHILL CITIZENS ALLIANCE

February 08, 2006

The Honorable Phil Larson, Chairman
Fresno County Board of Supervisors’
Room 300, Half of Records

- 2281 Tulare Streat.
Fresno, CA 93721

Re: Proposed Open Space (Greenbel Buffer) Task Force

Dear Supervisor Larson,

Feb. 88 2005 97:24Pn P2

P.O.BOX 405
PRATHER
CALIFORNIA
93651-0405
559-855.5653

lam Writing 10 you today, on behalf of the Sierra and Foothill Citizens Alliance, to :
encourage the Board of Supervisors to expand the scope of the proposed Open Space

(Urban Greenbelt Buffer) Task Force.

As 1 understand, the scope of the proposed Task Force is primarily 1o be geared towards
“urban” buffers. But consideration must also be given to the creation of county regional
parks between the urban areas and the foothill/mountain communities. The suggested
regional parks will be sorely needed as the population of the Fresno area inevitably
becomes more densely im pacted over the not to distant future. The creation of these
parks must be considered sooner than later as the avallability of open foothill land

diminishes and the cost of acquisition escalates.

Farmiand Preservation must also be a prime consideration of the Task Force
deliberations. As you are acutely aware the San Joaquin Valley is one of the finest and

The proposed task force presents 4 rare, once in a life time opportunity to provide
future generations with the benefit of this generation's foresight in creating open space,
‘urban/rural® interfaces and preserving farmland. The decisions and policies we have an
opportunity to effect today will ultimately provide a future “quality of life” rarely
obtainable. The Board of Supen {sors must be prescient enough see the need for open
space throughout the codnty and ace on it. The job will involve a lot of hard work but

we must do it now or He opportunity will be forever lost,

, Gary L. Temple, President
“Sierra and Foothill Citizens Alliance

Cc: Supervisors Anderson, Case, Perea and Waterston

EDUCATION - REPRESENTATION . WATER RESOURCES

LAND USE
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Kettler, William

From: Gorman, Lynn

Sent: Friday, Aprit 07, 2006 8:28 AM
To: Ketller, William

Subject: FW: Open Space Task Force

From: Holly King [mailto:hollyk@greatvalley.org]
Sent: Friday, April 07, 2006 12:07 AM

To: Gorman, Lynn ,

Subject: Open Space Task Force

‘Dear Ms, Gorman:

It is my understanding that on the 25th of April, one of the agenda items for the Board of Supervisors
will be the Open Space Task Force (aka Buffer Task Force). Unfortunately, I will be in North Carolina
and unable to attend. Therefore, via this email, I would like to express my interest and desire to serve on

the Open Space Task Force. My background and experience I believe supports my interest in servmg on
the Task Force includes:

*respect for process and stakeholder inclusion through my work in developing successful and
strategic farmland conservation models in my current employment,

*research and work with buffers, greenbelts, and community separators related to the above item,
*significant exposure to agricultural land use issues specifically, and land usé issues in general,

throughmy - empioyment and as part owner of an almond orchard in Kern County on the ag-
urban edge,

*an understanding of the economics of agnculture asa farmer and,
*my understanding of agricultural issues from 20 years in agricultural finance.

I would appreciate the Board considering me for participation on the Task Yorce.
Thank you,

Holly A. King
559-269-3310 cell

4/10/2006
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BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION NO. 2006-36

in the Matter of: ) RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT
) FOR THE CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL BLUEPRINT ) REGIONAL BLUEPRINT
PLANNING PROGRAM PLANNING PROGRAM
)

WHEREAS, the Council of Fresno County Governments (Fresno COG) is the designated Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and the
designated Council of Governments (COG) for the Fresno County Region; and

WHEREAS, Fresno COG is authorized to manage the regional blueprint planning grant and to
collaborate with the stakeholders; and

WHERAS, the California Regional Blueprint Planning Program is a voluntary, competitive grant
program to conduct comprehensive scenario planning that results in consensus by regional leaders, local
governments and stakeholders on a preferred growth scenario that achieves the objectives for a twenty-year
planning horizon; and

WHEREAS, scenario planning enables public officials and other participants to evaluate future land
use patterns and their potential impacts on the region’s transportation system, housing supply, jobs-housing
proximity and balance, environment, and natural resources; and

WHEREAS, the California Regional Blueprint Planning Grant Program is designed to support
refated statutory requirements, programs, and guidefines that address the need for integrated planning,
including the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, the State's planning priorities, “alternative planning
scenario”, and the Congestion Management Program; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE [T RESCOLVED, Fresno COG supports the California Regional Blueprint
Planning Program as it will contribute to the vision of improved quality of life within California by addressing

future growth through the integration of transportation, housing, land use, environmental resources, other
infrastructure and services

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the Council of Fresno County
Governments this 26th day of October, 2006.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Signed:
ATTEST: Trinidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a
resolution of the Council of Fresno County
Governments duly adopted at a regular meeting
thereof held on the 26th day of October, 2006.

Signed:

Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director
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Central Valley Office Sacramento Office

530 East Shaw Avenue Wells Fargo Center

; Suite | 14 400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
T Fresno, CA 93710 Sacramento, CA 95814

& Governiment Affairs,

STEVE SAMUELIAN

TO: Barbara Goodwin, Fresno COG

FROM: Steve Samuelian, California Consulting, LLC RECE“{ED
REGARDING: Review of 2006 and Preview of 2007 Legislative Agenda SEP 0 ) 2006
DATE: August 31,2006 PRESNG 606

Thank you for the opportunity to represent Fresno COG during the 2006 Legislative
Session in Sacramento. Our collective effort was very successful this year in the State
Capitol, This memorandum will serve as both a summary of 2006 activities and will
outline recommendations for the upcoming 2007 Legislative year.

2006 Activities

Bringing/Arranging for Speakers at COG meetings:

e We were able to bring Business Transportation and Housing Undersecretary
Barry Sedlick to a COG monthly meeting to give an update on various state issues
including but not limited to “Goods Movement.”

e We were able to arrange for a visit to the COG office from State Department of
Transportation Director Will Kempton. Mr. Kempton held a roundtable
discussion with many COG members and leaders from around Fresno County.

¢ We participated and assisted COG in arranging for a visit from Assemblyman
Juan Arambula. Mr. Arambula spoke at a COG monthly meeting and addressed
various issues.

¢ We arranged for a visit from Assemblywoman Parra’s Legislative Director Mr.

Tom Higgins to give the COG Board an update on Ms. Parra’s Transportation
related legislation. '

Sacramento One Voice 2006 Trip

Fresno COG's first Sacramento “One Voice” visit was very productive. A large
delegation of Valley leaders aitended over the course of three days and we arranged
for meetings with more than 35 key leaders in State Government. The delegation was
able to meet with Senior Staff from the Governor’s Office, the Valley State
Legislative delegation, Secretary McPeak, Transportatien Commission Director

Barna, the Senate Republican Leader, Assembly Budget Chairman, and several other
key leaders in Sacramento.

Phone (559) 244-0801 FAX (559) 244-0804 E-Mail Ca-Consuiting@sbeglobalnet



1. Issues Pursued

COG identified seven major issues for the 2006 Legislative Session. Those issues are
as follows: (1) SB 1024 Perata Bond; (2) Governor’s Transportation Bond; (3)

Speaker’s Bond; (4) Restoring Prop. 42; (5) State Route 180; (6) Goods Movement in
California; (7) San Joaguin Valley Partnership.

2. Format

We met with more than 35 key leaders during our “One Voice” visit. We used one
single room as a central point for all of our meetings. We recommend using the same
or similar format for the meetings and again meeting with the key leaders in
Sacramento. We recommend again having a 3 day visit and utilizing the same or
similar beginning and ending times (8:30 a.m. briefings in morning and ending at 5
p.m.). We also recommend two meal oriented events during the visit. The first event
would be a lunch or dinner with a key individual, i.e., Speaker Nunez, the Governor,
etc. The second event would be a dinner or lunch with all of the Valley Legislators
from both the Senate and the Assembly. We recommend including all legislators
from Modesto through Bakersfield in order to give our “One Voice” visit more of a
regional approach. This could be billed as a “Salute to Our Valley Legislators” lunch
or dinner. The event would honor them for their service to our region. Certainly,
much of what we are lobbying for is regional issue in nature, i.e., Highway 99, San

Joaquin Valley Partnership, etc. We will also include designated times for lunches
during the schedule.

3. Materials

The materials supplied by COG staff were excellent. The binders served their purpose
and were done well.

4, Presentations ... . ...

We recommend continuing to use the same presentation style at each meeting. This
approach worked well and should be used again.

Our timing coincided with the exact days when the Infrastructure Bond package was
on the table for debate. We will again attempt to determine the best and most
productive days for the delegation to visit. Our initial suggestion is some time in the

late February to late March time frame when bills are in Committee and key decisions
are about to be made in the Legislature.

6. Hotel/Logistics

We believe the same hotel should be utilized. The location is perfect and the logistics
seemed to all flow well for the 3 day visit.

7. Delegation



We had a good sized delegation attend the first annual Sacramento “One Voice”
program. It would be nice to increase the attendance level for the 2007 trip. Often
times, the larger the delegation, the more influence it wields.

8. Summary of “One Voice”

The feedback we received was positive from members of the delegation. Please let
me know your feedback, guidance and counsel on our first visit. We are always open
1o helpful suggestions on how we can improve our 2% “One Voice” visit. Our #1
goal was to obtain the inclusion of the $1 billion for State Route 99 in the
Infrastructure Bond without counting it against the 60/40 split. Afier intense efforts
and many meetings and discussions Highway 99 was included in the Infrastructure
Bond for $1 billion with no strings and it was the only Highway named by name in
the entire bond. The Valley State Legislative Delegation both in the Assembly and
ihe Senate deserves tremendous credit on a job well done on this issue.

9. Supgested Topics for 2007 “One Voice™ Visit
We are seeking direction from the COG Senior Staff and Policy Board for topics to
target for our lobbying in 2007. The following are some suggested topics (not in any
particular order of preference) that will certainly be major state issues in 2007:
¢ Transportation Bond (if it passes) Allocation of Funding
State Route 180
Surface Level Water Storage
Prop. 42
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley
Goods Movement

*» & & & @

2007 Legislative Goals

In addition to the six major issues above, I would also suggest that Fresno COG
explore three other areas for 2007. The areas are as follows:

1. Grants

Our firm maintains an experienced full time grant writer. We have written and had
approved over $11 million of grants in 2006. If there are transportation related
grants available for COG, [ believe we should be asked to explore those options and
report back to you.

- 2. Budget Bills

If there is a particular project that Fresno COG would like to see funded through the
legislative process please let me know. Although these Budget Bills are always
challenging, we should explore projects that could be funded through a Budget Bill or
a Budget Trailer Bill. Budget bill language should be vetted and discussed as early as
September or October to be ready for the January session.

3. Policy Bill

If there is a law/policy that Fresno COG would like to see changed please let me
know and we will explore a legislative bill. Policy bill language should be vetted and
discussed as early as September or October to be ready for the January session. This
will also require obtaining an Author and possibly several Co-Authors.




San Joaguin Valley Partnership

Our firm became aware that funding for the Partnership was in serious jeopardy.

Afier the Senate Budget Sub-Committee reduced funding we alerted COG and began
to engage in discussions about strategy to save the funding. Subsequently, the Budget
Joint Conference Committee eliminated Partnership funding. At this time, our firm
became fully engaged in the issue and with the assistance and coordination of Fresno
COG we proposed a trip to Sacramento. The goal of the trip was to influence the Big
5 and put the $5 million for the Partnership back in the Budget. The trip concept was
approved and we began arranging the trip. The Valley State Legislative delegation
performed superbly and did an outstanding job in relaying our message to the Big 3.

1. Diverse Delegation

A large delegation of more than twenty Valley leaders from as far north as Modesto
and as far south as Tulare County attended this one day lobbying effort. The

delegation was composed of elected officials, business leaders, and other key
community leaders.

2. Meetings

The delegation met with 15 top leaders in the State Capitol in one day. The day of
meetings was both productive and effective. We met with many key leaders
including the Governor, Secretary McPeak, the Speaker Pro-Tem, the Senate
Republican Leader, and others. We held a lunch in the Governor’s Office that was
attended by the Governor personally and Secretary McPeak as well as the Governor’s
Legislative Secretary Mr. Richard Costigan. We also met with most of our Valley
legislative delegation. The entire Valley State Legislative delegation gave a united
and effective effort to restore this funding for the Partnership. They deserve credit for
pushing this issue and getting the funding restored.

3. Results

Our timing was excellent and a few days after the meetings we were informed that the
$5 million for the Partnership had been put back in the budget. In fact, on a post
budget conference call the Governor’s Spokesperson from the Department of Finance
praised the Valley delegation that lobbied in Sacramento on the one day trip and said

it was fair to say the funding would not have been restored without that trip and those
meetings.

Summary

During 2006, our firm had a constant presence in Sacramento on behalf of Fresno
COG. Our weekly trips and regular meetings with Valley Legislators and Staff kept
Fresno COG informed of the latest activities in Sacramento. We also kept Legislative
offices informed about the issues important to Fresno COG. Additionally, I was able
to personally attend and report to you and the Board at many of the monthly COG
Policy Board meetings. Qur two major goals of the 2006 session were to (1) get the
$1 billion for Highway 99 in the Infrastructure Bond; and (2) restore the $5 million
for the San Joaquin Valley Partnership in the Budget. With the help of Fresno COG,



and of course our excellent Valley State Legislative delegation, both of the above
stated goals were accomplished.

Please let me know if you have any questions or suggestions. We look forward to
working with you in 2007.
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Transportation
CALIFORNIA
BUILDING FOR THE FUTURE WWW., TRANSPORTATIONCA.COM
CONTACT: Doug Aadland  Transportation California Chairman (851) 203-8457
Mark Watts Transportation California Exec. Director (916) 813-1107
Frank Moretti TRIP research director (202) 262-0714 (cell)

TRIP office (202) 466-6706

FOR RELEASE MONDAY, OCTOBER 2
Editors: This is a companion release to news from a TRIP report released today.
Urban pavement conditions and extra vehicle operating costs for all urban regions with 500,000+
residents are listed in TRIP’s appendices A and B. The report is available at www.iripnet.org

CALIFORNIA’S BUMPY ROADS PUT STATE
AT TOP OF WORST ROADS LIST... AGAIN

Transportation California says State is finally
making headway in addressing problems

SACRAMENTO, October 2, 2006 — California motorists are footing the bill as five of the state’s
metropolitan regions rank in the Top Ten urban areas with the roughest pavements in the
nation.

in a report released today, TRIP, a national transportation research group, found that
among large urban regions {500,000+ population), the areas with the greatest share of major
roads and highways with pavemenis in poor condition are: San Jose, Los Angeles, San
Francisco-Oakland, Kansas City, New Orleans {pre-Katrina), San Diego, Sacramento, St. Louis,
Omaha and New York City.

TRIP found that a quarter of the nation’s major metropolitan roads — interstates,
freeways and other critical local routes — have pavements in poor condition, resulting in rough
rides. By contrast, in California cities on the top 10 list. one-half to two-thirds of pavements are
rated poor.

These poor roads create additional vehicle operating costs (accelerated vehicle
deterioration, additiona! maintenance needs and increased fuel consumption). In California’s
biggest urban areas, poor roads cost the average motorist more than $600 a year, and
approximately $700 a year in the San Jose and Los Angeles areas. That compares with a $383
national average. Five California urban areas ranked in the top six costliest: San Jose, Los
Angeles, San Francisco-Oakland, Kansas City, San Diego, Sacramento, New Orleans (pre-
Katrina), Oklahoma City, Omaha and St. Louis.

- more -



California’s Bumpy Roads/add-1

*Our failure to keep up our transportation system has hurt motorists directly in the
pocketbook and weakened our economy,” says Mark Watts, executive director of Transportation
California, the state’s leading education and advocacy group for transportation. “It is critical that
we follow through on the steps that have been taken over the past two years to overcome
decades of neglect. The longer we wait, the more costly it will be to shape up our roads.”

Watts says the State has made considerabie strides by fully funding Proposition 42 (the
sales tax on gasoline, which had previously been diverted to the General Fund) in the last two
State budgets, and now by putting two measures on the November ballot to significantly
improve roads and bridges.

“California has begun to overcome the slumiord mentality that has allowed the
disintegration of our transportation infrastructure,” Watts says. Proposition 1A, which directs a
substantial amount of funding to local streets and roads, would provide better protection so that
the sales tax on gasoline would be harder to divert away from transportation. Proposition 1B
would allow the state to issue bonds for $19.9 billion in transportation programs over the next 10
years.

According to the TRIP report, the continuing increase in urban traffic is putting significant
wear and tear on the nation’s urban roads. Overall travel on urban roads increased by 38
percent from 1990 to 2004; urban travel by large commercial trucks grew at an even faster rate,
increasing by 51 percent from 1990 to 2004. Large trucks place significant stress on road
surfaces. Overall vehicle travel is expected to increase by approximately 33 percent by the year
2020 and the level of heavy truck travel nationally is projected to increase by approximately 39
percent by 2020.

With current funding, TRIP says pavement conditions are likely to worsen. A U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT) report to Congress indicates that through 2022 the nation
will fall short of the cost of maintaining current urban pavement conditions by $76 billion and will
fall short of making significant repairs by $138 billion. Maintaining urban roads in their current
condition would require increasing current funding for road repairs by 40 percent and it would
take a 73 percent increase to significantly improve urban pavement conditions.

“Smoother roads are ahead for us in California if we continue in the direction with full
Proposition 42 funding, renewed investment in maintenance and rehabilitation, and focused
projects to address the state’'s vigorous growth in goods movement and traffic congestion — both
of which exact a toll on our roads,” Wattts predicts.

- more -

Next: A chart of conditions on California’s major urban roadways.



California’s Bumpy Roads/add-2

California Urban Areas
500,000 and Greater Additional
Vehicle
Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Operating
Poor Mediocre Fair Good Costs
San Jose 66% 26% 6% 2% $705
Los Angeles 65% 26% 6% 3% $693
San Francisco-Oakland 58% 28% 10% 3% $654
San Diego 54% 30% 6% 10% $618
Sacramenio 50% 39% A% 7% $608
Riverside-San
Bernardino 40% 44% 12% 4% $551
Oxnard-Ventura 37% 52% 10% 1% $549
Fresno 31% 33% 22% 13% $462

For additional TRIP report findings, see www tripnet.org

Transportation California is a collaboration of business, labor and government organizations interested in

promoting sound transportation policies.

For more information: www iransporiationca. com







Rough Ride In The City

Metro areas with the Roughest Rides
and Strategies to Make our Roads
Smoother

October 2006

TRIP
1726 M Street, NW, Suite 401
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: (202) 466-6706
Fax: (202) 785-4722
www.tripnet.org

U Founded in 1971, TRIP ® of Washington, DC is a nonprofit organization that researches, evaluates
| and distributes economic and technical data on highway transportation issues. TRIP is supported by
i insurance companies, equipment manufacturers, distributors and suppliers; businesses involved in

| highway engineering, construction and finance; labor unions; and organizations concerned with an
efficient and safe highway transportation network.




Executive Summary

The nation's major urban roadways — highways and major streets that are the main
routes for commuters and commerce — are a critical link in the nation’s transportation

system. These major arterial routes carry 73 percent of the 1.8 trillion miles driven
annually in urban America.

From commuters heading to work and children riding the school bus, to people
driving to stores, church or the doctor's office, Americans depend on good roads in their
communities. But there problems exist on our nation’s major urban streets and highways.
Continued increases in travel by cars and trucks are putting significant wear and tear on
these already aging and overburdened city roads.

In this report, TRIP examines the condition of major roads in the nation's most
populous urban areas, recent trends in urban travel, and the latest developments in
repairing and building roads to last longer. An urbanized area includes the major city in
a region and its neighboring or surrounding suburban areas. Pavement condition data are
based on the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) 2004 annual survey of state
transportation officials on the condition of major state and locally maintained roads,
based on a uniform pavement rating index, (latest data available). The pavement rating
index measures the level of smoothness of pavement surfaces, providing information on
the ride quality provided by road and highway surfaces. Although there may be some
variance in how transportation officials gather pavement condition data and apply this
index, the FHWA survey is the only national source of pavement condition ratings based
on a consistent criteria. The major findings of the TRIP report are:

The condition of the nation's most critical metropolitan area roads and
highways is getting worse, increasing the cost motorists are paying to maintain their
vehicles as a result of driving on roads and highways with pavements in poor
condition. These roads are maintained by local and state governments.

» Approximately one out of four (26 percent) of the nation’s major
metropolitan roads — Interstates, freeways and other principal arterial
routes — have pavements that are in substandard condition and provide an
unacceptably rough ride to motorists. Pavement conditions on the nation’s
major urban roads and highways have worsened since 1999, when 23
percent were in substandard or poor condition.

» The percentage of the nation’s major urban roads and highways with
pavements in good condition, providing motorists a smooth drive,
decreased from 33 percent in 1999 to 32 percent in 2004.



The ten urban regions with at least 500,000 people, which includes the city
and its surrounding suburbs, with the greatest share of major roads and
highways with pavements that are in substandard condition and provide a
rough ride are: San Jose - 66 %, Los Angeles — 65 %, San Francisco —
Oakland — 58 %, Kansas City — 58 %, New Orleans (pre-Katrina) - 56 %,

San Diego — 54 %, Sacramento — 50 %, St. Louis ~ 46 %, Omaha — 46 %
and New York City — 45 %.

The average urban motorist in the U.S. is paying $383 annually in
additional vehicle operating costs as a result of driving on roads in need of
repair. Driving on roads in disrepair increases consumer costs by
accelerating vehicle deterioration, increasing the frequency of needed
maintenance and increasing fuel consumption.

The ten urban regions with at least 500,000 people, which includes the city
and its suburbs, where motorists pay the most annually in additional
vehicle maintenance because of roads in poor condition are: San Jose —
$7053, Los Angeles - $693, San Francisco — Oakland -- $654, Kansas City
-- $651, San Diego -- $618, Sacramento -- $608, New Orleans (pre-

Katrina) -- $603, Oklahoma City -- $568, Omaha -- $560 and St. Louis --
$559.

While a desirable goal for state and local governments is to maintain 75
percent of its roads in good condition, only three of the nation's urban
areas of 500,000 people or more — Atlanta, Orlando and Phoenix -
achieve this goal. In fact, only 13 major urban areas have at least 50
percent of their major roads in good condition.

Significant increases in travel in the years ahead will put additional stress on
roads and make it even more costly to improve and maintain them.

Overall travel on urban roads increased by 38 percent from 1990 to 2004.
Urban travel by large commercial trucks grew at an even faster rate,
increasing by 51 percent from 1990 to 2004. Large trucks place
significant stress on road surfaces.

Vehicle travel is expected to increase approximately 33 percent by 2020,
and the level of heavy truck travel nationally is anticipated to increase by

approximately 39 percent by 2020, putting greater stress on our nation’s
urban roadways. :



A 2004 U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) study prepared for
Congress found that urban road and highway pavement conditions are likely to
worsen at current funding levels. Significant inflation in the cost of highway
construction materials may further increase the cost of needed road and highway
repairs. Current federal highway revenues will be unable to fully fund the federal
highway program by 2009.

.

All levels of government are spending $11.2 billion annually in preserving
the physical condition of urban roads and highways. The DOT study
estimates that the annual investment needed to maintain urban roads and
highways in their current condition is $15.6 billion annually. Needed
annual investment to improve the condition of urban roads and highways
is $19.3 billion annually.

The DOT study found that keeping urban roadways in their current
condition would require a 40 percent increase in annual funding.
Improving the physical condition of urban roadways would require a 73
percent increase in annual funding.

Through 2022, the U.S. faces a $76 billion shortfall in the cost to maintain
urban roadways in their current condition and a $138 billion shortfall in
the cost to make significant improvements to urban roadways, according
to the study.

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that from June 2005 to June
2006, the price of materials used for road and highway construction in the
U.S. increased by 16 percent. This significant increase in highway
construction costs was spurred by increases in the cost for asphalt,
concrete and diesel fuel.

The current $10.2 billion balance in the highway account of the Federal
Highway Trust Fund, which funds numerous road, bridge and highway
improvements, is expected to decrease to $2.4 billion by the year 2008 and
will have a $2.3 billion deficit in 2009, based on revenue projections by
the U.S. Treasury.

Paved surfaces have five stages in their life cycle from initial design to
pavement disintegration and failure. Pavements deteriorate because of a
combination of traffic loads, moisture and climate,

-

The five life cycle stages of a paved surface are design, construction,
initial deterioration, visible deterioration and pavement disintegration and
failure.



e The Jevel of quality of the design and construction of a roadway surface,
including the design of the base surface, the thickness of the paved surface
and the effectiveness of the drainage system, will have a significant impact
on a roadway surface’s longevity.

o Road surfaces still in good condition experience some initial deterioration,
which, if not repaired, will lead to visible deterioration, inciuding
potholes. 1f a road surface is not repaired at this stage, it will lead to
pavement disintegration and failure, which will require costly
reconstruction to return it to good condition.

¢ Pavement deterioration is caused by the volume of traffic carried by a
surface, particularly by large trucks, the extent to which moisture from
rain or snow works its way into road surfaces, and a region’s climate,
which may result in numerous freeze-thaw cycles.

Transportation agencies, particularly at the state level, are adopting a
pavement preservation approach that emphasizes making early initial repairs to
pavement surfaces while they are still in good condition and the use of higher-

quality paving materials to reduce the cost of keeping roads smooth by delaying the
need for costly reconstruction.

* Preventive pavement maintenance treatments include sealing a road
surface to prevent moisture from entering cracks in the pavement,
applying thin pavement overlays, correcting small surface irregularities
and improving surface drainage and friction.

e A preventive maintenance approach to keeping pavements in good
condition has been found to reduce overall pavement life cycle costs by
approximately one-third over a 25-year period.

e Initial pavement preservation can only be done on road surfaces that are
structurally sound. Roads that have significant deterioration must be
maintained with surface repairs until it is affordable to reconstruct the
road, at which time a pavement preservation strategy can be adopted.

o The use of thicker pavements and more durable designs and materials for
a particular roadway are being used to increase the lifespan of road and
highway surfaces and delay the need for significant repairs. These new
pavements include high performance concrete pavements and improved
hot mix asphalt pavements.

¢ Thirty-six state departments of transportation responded in a 2005 survey
that they require the use of improved pavement materials on all state
projects and another 12 states reported that they require improved
pavement materials on high-volume roads and highways.



* Local governments, which maintain many critical local roads and
highways, still lag behind state governments in the use of improved
pavement materials. Only 20 states responding to the same 2005 survey
said that local governments required the use of improved pavement
material on some projects.

s If inadequate maintenance allows potholes to form, using patching
materials that are more durable and less susceptible to moisture
significantly increases the life span of a minor road repair.

Adequate funding would allow transportation agencies to follow these
recommendations for insuring a smooth drive:

¢ Implement and adequately fund a pavement preservation program that
postpones the need for significant rehabilitation by performing initial
maintenance on road surfaces while they are still in good condition.

e When critical routes are constructed or reconstructed, consider using
pavement materials and designs that will provide a longer-lasting surface.

* Resurface roads in a timely fashion using pavement materials that are
designed to be the most durable, given local climate and the level and mix
of traffic on the road.

e Maintain an aggressive pothole repair program that uses the best patching
material available, based on the severity of the pothole and the volume of
traffic carried by a road or highway.

¢ Invest adequately to insure that 75 percent of local road surfaces are in
good condition.



Introduction

The nation's urban and suburban road system is the backbone of our
transportation system, allowing Americans the freedom to pursue their chosen lifestyles
and providing for the tremendous movement of goods and services upon which our
modern lives depend.

From commuters heading to work and children riding the bus to school, to people
driving 1o stores, church or the doctor's office, Americans depend on smooth roads and
highways in their communities. |

But the tremendous pounding that urban roadways take daily from cars and trucks
has taken a toll. From coast to coast, major streets and freeways in most U.S.
communities are showing significant signs of distress. The result of this increasing
stress, coupled with other factors, continued pounding is that one-quarter of urban streets
and highways have rough pavements that provide a ride that many Americans find
unacceptable. And one result of driving on these rough roads and highways is that the
cost to own and maintain a vehicle increases because cars and trucks wear out more
quickly, require more maintenance and consume more fuel.

This report looks at the level of smoothness of the major roads in the nation’s
metropolitan areas of at least 500,000 people, and the costs to motorists of driving on
roads that have pavements in poor condition. Data on pavement conditions were
obtained from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), which annually gathers
data on the condition of the nation's major roads. These data are submitted annually to

the FHWA by state departments of transportation. Although the data are gathered by the



states, the urban roads and highways, for which condition data are provided in this report,
may be maintained by state or local governments.

This report also looks at the current level of annual investment being made in
maintaining urban pavements, the amount needed annually to keep urban roads in their
current condition, and the amount needed annually to improve their condition. The
report concludes with a series of recommendations for improving the condition of the

nation's urban and suburban roads.

Travel on Urban Roads

One simple measure of the nation's economic growth is the tremendous volume of
cars, trucks and buses that take to our streets on a daily basis as the nation's growing
populace conducts their daily lives. Travel by large commercial trucks increased by 51
percent from 1990 to 2004.! Overall vehicle travel increased by 38 percent from 1990 to
2004.2 While this growing traffic is a reflection of increased population and economic

growth, it has resulted in a significant increase in wear and tear on our urban roads.



Chart 1. The Increase in travel by all vehicles and by large commercial trucks from 199¢ to 2004 (1
= 100 percent of 1996 total)

All Travel Large Trucks

|E1990 ® 2004 |

Source: TRIP analysis of FHWA data

Wear and tear on urban roads is expected to continue to increase at a substantial
rate, making it even more difficult to keep urban roads in good condition in the future.
Overall vehicle travel is expected to increase by approximately 33 percent by the year
2020 and the level of heavy truck travel nationally is anticipated to increase by

approximately 39 percent by the year 2020, according to FHWA projections.’

The Life Cycle of Pavements

Paved roadway surfaces are considered to have five stages in their lifecycle. Each
of these stages has a significant impact on the smoothness of the road surface.” The first
stage is the initial design of the roadway, including the road’s dimensions, type of

materials, thickness of base and top surfaces, and the drainage system for the road, all of



which have a significant impact on the quality and durability of the pavement surface.
The second stage is the actual construction or reconstruction of the road or highway
surface. The quality of the construction process has a significant impact on the longevity
of the pavement surface. The third stage is the first few years in use when a roadway
surface starts to experience some initial deterioration as a result of traffic volume, rain,
snow, solar radiation and temperature changes. At this stage, a road surface appears to
still be in good condition and generally provides a smooth ride to moforists.

The fourth stage begins when the rate of deterioration accelerates and visible signs
of distress such as potholes and cracking occur. If roads are not repaired at stage four,
they will then fall into stage five — disintegration and failure — at which point they will
need costly reconstruction to return to a smooth surface.

Chart 2. The five stages in the lifecycle of a paved roadway surface

Stage 1 Design

Stage 2 Construction

Stage 3 Initial Deterioration
Stage 4 _ Visible Deterioration
Stage 5 Disintegration and Failure

Source: At The Crossroads: Preserving our Highway Investment, 2005. U.S. Department of
Transportation/Federal Highway Administration

Most drivers first notice that a road is deteriorating when they are jarred by
driving over a surface that is rutted or uneven or when the pavement has cracked and a
pothole has formed. But these visible signs of pavement distress are usually the final

stage in a process of deterioration.



Pavement failure can be caused by a combination of traffic loads and moisture.
Moisture from rain or snow often works its way into road surfaces and the materials that
form the road’s foundation. Heavy traffic, particularly from heavier vehicles, puts stress
on the road surface, increasing the likelihood that cracks or potholes may form. This
process is enhanced during periods of freezing and thawing, which peak in the late-winter
and early spring, increasing the likelihood of pavement failure. Road surfaces at
intersections are even more prone to deterioration because the slow-moving or frequently
stopping and starting traffic, particularly of heavy vehicles, occur at these sites,

subjecting the pavement to higher levels of stress.

Metropolitan Pavement Conditions

Every year the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) gathers data on the
condition of the nation's major roads. These include condition data for roads that are
maintained by federal, state or Jocal governments. For this report, TRIP included
condition data for all urban arterial routes, which include all Interstates and limited-
access freeways, as well as other major city streets and routes within an urban area. Most
routes that have at least four-lanes are arterial routes, although some key two-lane roads
are also classified as arterial routes. Urban pavement conditions were rated by states
mostly using the International Roughness Index (IRI), although some roads were also
rated by the Present Serviceability Rating (PSR). While there may be some variance in
how transportation officials apply these indices, the FHWA data are the only national

source of pavement condition ratings based on a consistent criteria.
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Using this information, TRIP then breaks down the condition of a region’s roads
and highways into poor, mediocre, fair or good condition. The FHWA has found that a
road surface with an IRI below 95 provides a good ride quality, a road with an IR] from
95 to 170 provides an acceptable ride quality and that a road with an IRI above 170
provides an unacceptable ride quaiity.s Based on the PSR scale, road surfaces rated 3.5
or higher are in good condition, a rating of 3.1 to 3.4 indicates a road is in fair condition,
roads between 2.6 to 3.0 are rated in mediocre condition, and roadways that receive a
PSR rating of 2.5 or less are in poor condition. The FHWA finding is based on a study
that measured driver reactions to various road conditions to determine what level of road
roughness was unacceptable to most drivers.® The actual scale used to rate the condition

of the road and highway pavements are indicated in the following chart.

Chart 3. Pavement conditions, based on IRI or PSR rating.

IRI PSR
Substandard (poor) Above 170 2.5 or less
Mediocre 120-170 2.6-3.0
Fair 95-119 3.1-34
Good 0-94 3.5 or higher

Source: TRIP, based on FHWA data

An analysis of 2004 pavement data, which is the latest available, found that 26
percent of the nation’s major urban roads — Interstates, freeways and other major routes —
have pavements that are in substandard (poor) condition. These are roads and highways

that provide an unacceptable ride and are in need of resurfacing or more significant
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repairs. TRIP's analysis of federal highway data also found that 42 percent of these

major urban réutes provided an acceptable ride quality and were in either mediocre or fair
condition. The remaining 32 percent of major urban highways and roads were found 1o
provide good ride quality.

TRIP also analyzed FHWA urban pavement data from 1999 to 2004 to determine
trends in urban pavement conditions. An analysis of this data indicates that the share of
the nation’s urban pavements that are in poor condition did not change in 2004,
remaining at 26 percent. But the share of the nation’s urban pavements that are in poor
condition has increased from 23 percent in 1999 to 26 percent in 2004.” The percentage
of the nation’s major urban roads and highways with pavements in good condition
decreased from 33 percent in 1999 to 32 percent in 2004.8

Chart 4. Percentage of major urban roads and highways with pavements in substandard
condition, 1999 to 2004,

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Source: TRIP analysis of Federal Highway Administration data

The FHWA data allowed TRIP to determine how many miles of major roads in
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each urban area have pavements in poor, mediocre, fair or good condition. Drivers on
roads rated as poor are likely to notice that they are driving on a rougher surface, which
puts more stress on their vehicles. Roads rated as poor may have cracked or broken
pavements. These roads often show significant signs of pavement wear and deterioration
and may also have significant distress in their underlying foundation. Road or highway
surfaces rated poor provide an unacceptable ride quality and are in need of resurfacing
and some need to be reconstructed to correct problems in the underlying road deck.
Roads rated as being in either mediocre or fair condition may also show some signs of
deterioration and may be noticeably inferior to those of new pavements, but can still be
improved to good condition, with cost-effective resurfacing or other surface treatments,
which will extend the roads’ service life.

A desirable goal for state and local agencies that are responsible for road
maintenance is to keep 75 percent of their major roads in good condition.” Only three of
the nation’s largest urban areas - Atlanta, Orlando and Phoenix - achieve this goa!.m

* Although road deterioration is often accelerated by freeze-thaw cycles, found
most often in the nation’s northern states, the urban areas with the highest share of poor
pavement conditions in the nation actually include urban areas from a variety of regions.
The 10 major urban areas with the highest percentage of major streets and highways that
provide poor ride quality are San Jose, Los Angeles, San Francisco — Qakland, Kansas

City, New Orleans (pre-Katrina), San Diego, Sacramento, St. Louis, Omaha and New

York City."!
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Chart 5. Urban areas (population 500,000 or more) with highest share of major roads and highways
with pavements providiag an unacceptable ride quality

URBANAREA | PERCENTAGE .
Sadose [ 66
Los Angeles S B A
‘San Francisco - Oakland C58
Ransas Clty o - S —
“New Ox;!ea'ns'_:_:__ T N .5 T 56
San Diego — ...._j:_:.:.:_ 54 ;
Sacramento . . . b 50
StLows | 46
Omaha = S 46
Now Yok City.__r_-j E

Source: TRIP analysis of Federal Highway Administration data
A listing of each urban area’s road conditions and additional vehicle operating

costs per driver can be found in appendices A and B.

The Cost to Motorists of Deteriorated Roads

When road surfaces deteriorate motorists are taxed in the form of additional
operating costs, which are incurred by driving on roads that provide a poor ride quality.
Additional vehicle operating costs have been calculated in the Highway Development
and Management Model (HDM), which is recognized by the U.S. DOT, and in more than

100 other countries, as the definitive analysis of the impact of road conditions on vehicle
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operating costs. The HDM report is based on numerous studies that have measured the
impact of various factors, including road conditions, on vehicle operating costs.

The HDM report found that road deterioration increases ownership, repair, fuel
and tire costs. The report found that deteriorated roads accelerate the depreciation of
vehicles and the need for repairs because the stress on the vehicle increases in proportion
to the level of roughness of the pavement surface. Similarly, tire wear and fuel
consumption increases as roads deteriorate since there is less efficient transfer of power
to the drive train and additional friction between the road and the tires."?

TRIP’s additional vehicle operating cost estimate is based on taking the average
pumber of miles driven annually by a region’s driver, calculating current vehicle
operating costs based on the AAA’s 2006 vehicle operating costs and then using the
HDM model to estimate the additional vehicle operating costs being paid by drivers as a
result of substandard roads.”” Additional research on the impact of road conditions on
fuel consumption by the Texas Transportation Institute (TTT) is also factored into the
TRIP methodology.™

TRIP estimates that driving on roads in need of repair costs the average urban
driver $383 annually in extra vehicle operating costs.”” Individual driver operating costs
may be somewhat higher or Jower depending on the type of vehicle driven, as larger
vehicles tend to have greater increases in operating costs due to substandard roads, and
the amount of travel by an individual driver.

San Jose area drivers incur the greatest annual extra vehicle operating costs due to

driving on rough roads. The other urban regions where drivers pay the most because of
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rough roads are Los Angeles, San Francisco-Oakland, Kansas City, San Diego,

Sacramento, New Orleans (pre-Katrina), Oklahoma City, Omaha and St. Louis.

Chart 6. Urban Areas (population of 500,000 or more) with highest annual additional vehicle
operating cost per motorists as result of driving on roads with unacceptable ride quality

URBAN AREA: . | ADDITIONAL
-~ | OPERATING COSTS
: ' PER DRIVER "~

San Francisco - Oakland - ;‘: B 5654
Kansas City T sest
Sacramento - 1 %608
New Orleans = poo 8603
Oklahoma City .| . 8568
Omaa | s
StLows | 859

Source: TRIP analysis based on Federal Highway Administration data

Strategies for Smooth Roads

Improving the smoothness of the nation’s highways and roads is a key priority for
transportation agencies. Significant progress has been made over the last decade in
pavement materials, the design of roadway surfaces and in the maintenance of
pavements.

Increasingly, state and local transportation agencies are using improved pavement

materials and construction practices to increase the long-term durability of pavements.
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Transportation agencies also are putting more emphasis on providing earlier maintenance
of pavement surfaces to extend their service life and delay the need for costly and traffic-
delaying reconstruction.  While these techniques may result in a higher initial cost, it is
likely that this approach to pavement management will result in smoother pavements and
lower long-term costs.

A solid, stable and consistent foundation below the surface of a road or highway
is critical in maintaining a smooth driving surface.'® When constructing or reconstructing
a roadway, it is critical that the pavement’s sub-base be adequate to support the roadway
surface upon which cars and trucks will be driving. If a roadway’s foundation is
deficient, it will reduce pavement smoothness and increase the rate of pavement
deterioration.

Once a new pavement has been built, some transportation agencies are putting
greater emphasis on doing early, preventative maintenance on these pavements to extend
the lifespan of roadway surfaces and to delay the need for more significant pavement
rehabilitation. These initial surface treatments include sealing a road surface to prevent
moisture from entering cracks in the pavement, or applying thin pavement overlays,
which improve ride quality, correct small surface irregularities and improve surface
drainage and friction. For pavement preservation strategies to be effective, they must be
applied while the pavement surface is still in good condition, with no apparent
deterioration.

The timing of the maintenance and rehabilitation of road surfaces is critical,
affecting the cost-eftectiveness of the repairs and ultimately the overall quality of a

regional road network. It is estimated that a preventive maintenance program can

17



reduce the life cycle costs of a pavement surface by about one-third over a 25-year
period.!” The preventive maintenance approach may require several applications of
minor sealing or resurfacing to a pavement surface over its lifetime, but reduces costs by
delaying the need for more costly reconstruction.

A recent U.S. Department of Transportation report recommended that
transportation agencies adopt a pavement preservation strategy for the maintenance of the
nation’s roads and highways.'® Instead of a reactive approach to roadway pavement
maintenance that provides repairs to the road surfaces in the worst condition, the report
recommends using a proactive approach that provides initial maintenance to pavements
still in good condition, to significantly delay the need for costly reconstruction.

The U.S. DOT report noted that preventive maintenance can only be performed
on road surfaces that are structurally sound. All other road and highway surfaces first
need to be reconstructed before a preventive maintenance approach will be effective. The
report recommends that transportation agencies implement a preventive maintenance
program for roads and highways that are structurally sound and in good condition. The
report suggests that transportation agencies should continue to make surface repairs to
roads and highways that are not structurally sound to maintain them in reasonable
condition until there is adequate funding for the reconstruction of these roads, at which
point transportation agencies can then implement a preventive maintenance program for

these improved roads.”
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Improved Pavement Materials

Since the late 1980s, significant research has gone into developing pavement
materials and construction practices that will provide a road surface that is more durable
and can better withstand various climates and traffic loads. These pavements have been
found to last longer, require less maintenance and have a lower life cycle cost.?’ A
variety of pavement designs and materials since then have been developed that can be
tailored to the individual requirements of various sections of roads and highways,
including high performance concrete pavements and improved hot mix asphalt
pavements. Some pavement designs now call for thicker bottom layers, which resist
bottom-up cracking and provide a sturdier base for the top layer of pavement, which can
be resurfaced periodically.

Increasingly, states are specifying new pavement designs and materials to achieve
more durable road surfaces. In 2003, 36 state departments of transportation responded
in a survey that they require the use of improved pavement materials on all state projects
and another 12 states reported that they require improved pavement materials on high-
volume roads and highways.?' Local governments, which maintain many critical local
roads and highways, still lag behind state governments in the use of improved pavement
materials. Only 20 states responding to the same 2005 survey said that local

governments required the use of improved pavement material on some projects.”
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The Best Way to Repair Potholes

When a road or highway deteriorates to the point where potholes form, care
should be taken to insure that the repair will last as long as possible, which will delay the
need to again divert traffic while the road is repaired. Some pothole repairs quickly
show signs of cracking or fail completely, creating the need for repeated repairs, causing
continued traffic delays.

The FHWA studied a variety of pothole repair techniques to determine the best
practice. The study was based on assessing 1,250 pothole patches at eight locations
under varying weather conditions over a four-year period. The study found that 56
percent of the repairs were still functioning by the end of the study period.” The report
also found that the most critical issue in pothole repair is the quality of the materials used
to fill in the pothole. "The cost of patching the same potholes over and over because of
~ poor-quality patching material quickly offsets any savings from the purchase of less
expensive mix," the FHWA report concluded.™ Higher grades of pothole patching
material typically have aggregate mixes that are less susceptible to moisture damage and
are more durable. More durable pothole patching materials are more expensive than
other patching materials.

Other key variables impacting the effectiveness of pothole repair include adequate
compaction of pothole fill material following the repair, the preparation of the site for
repair by removing loose material and underlying moisture, the subsequent levels of

precipitation at the location, and the amount of and vehicle mix of traffic on the road.
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Funding Level Required to Improve Urban Road Smoothness

The U.S. Congress requires the U.S. Department of Transportation to provide a
semi-annual comprehensive report on the condition, use and funding needs of the
pation’s surface transportation program. The most recent report, the 2004 Status of the
Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions and Performance, found that
current levels of investment by all levels of government in maintaining the physical
condition of urban roads is inadequate.

The DOT report estimated the current level of investment in preserving urban
roads and highways and calculated what level of annual investment would be required
through 2022 to either maintain physical conditions at their current level or to improve
physical conditions.

| The report found that all levels of government spent $11.2 biltion in 2004 to
preserve the physical condition of urban arterial and collector roads and highways, which
includes all Interstates, freeways and major roads.”® The DOT estimates that the annual
investment needed to maintain urban arterial and collector roads and highways in their
current condition is $15.6 billion annually, and that the needed annual investment in
urban arterial and collector roads and highways to improve conditions is $19.3 billion
annually.”® An annual investment of $19.3 billion, adjusted in future years to account for
inflation, would allow all economically justifiable improvements to be done by 2022 to
improve the physical condition of urban roads and highways, including providing future

repairs that become necessary because of future deterioration.?’

21



Chart 7. Current annual funding, annual funding needed to maintain conditions and needed annual
funding to improve conditions of urban roads, highways and bridges (in billions)

Current Maintain improve

Source: TRIP analysis of 2004 Status of the Nation’s Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions
and Performance, U.S. Department of Transportation

Thus, at the current level of investment in urban roads, overall pavement
‘conditions can be expected to get worse, unless funding is increased, based on the
findings of the 2004 U.S. DOT report to Congress. Keeping urban roadway conditions in
their current condition would require a 40 percent increase in funding and making
progress in improving the physical condition of urban roadways would require a 73
percent increase in funding, the 2004 U.S. DOT report found.?® Through 2022, the U.S.
faces a $76 billion shortfall in the cost to maintain urban roadways in their current
condition and a $138 billion shortfall in the cost to make significant improvements to
urban roadways;.29

The shortfall in needed future revenue to repair the nation’s urban roads and

highways may be further increased by the tremendous increase recently in the costs of
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roadway materials. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that from June 2005 to
June 2006, the price of materials used for road and highway construction in the U.S.
increased by 16 percent. This significant increase in highway construction costs was
spurred by increases in the cost for asphalt, concrete and diesel fuel.

A further challenge to improving the condition of the nation’s roads is the
declining balance in the highway account of the Federal Highway Trust Fund. The
Federal Highway Trust Fund, which is the source of funding for numerous road and
highway improvement projects, is funded largely by revenues from the federal tax on
motor fuels. Based on the current projections of the U.S. Treasury, revenues into the
highway account of the Highway Trust Fund will be unable to fully fund the federal
highway program, beginning in 2006. The current $10.2 billion balance in the highway
account of the Federal Highway Trust Fund is expected to decrease to $2.4 billion by the

year 2008 and will have a $2.3 billion deficit in 2009, based on revenue projections by

the U.S. Treasury.3 !

Recommendations for Smoother Urban Roads

Increasing the smoothness of urban roadé, thus reducing the additional vehicle
operating costs paid by motorists for driving on deteriorated roads, requires that
transportation agencies pursue an aggressive program of constructing and reconstructing
roads to high smoothness standards, conducting maintenance before roadways reach
unacceptable condition and using the best practices for repairing damaged pavements.

TRIP offers the following recommendations for providing a smooth drive.
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Appendix A

500 K and Greater — Percentage

Parcentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Poor Mediccre Fair Good
Akron, OH 7% 17% 31% 35%
Albany 28% 26% 16% 30%
Albuquerque 34% 27% 15% 24%
Alieniown, PA 19% 35% 28% 18%
Atlania 0% 4% 8% 88%
Austin 21% 21% 18% 39%
Baltimore 44%, 23% 12% 21%
Birmingham 15% 34% 29% 22%
Boston 43% 30% 15% 12%
Bridgeport, CT 18% 30% 15% 37%
Buffalo 20% 35% 12% 33%
Charlotie 7% 19% 16% 58%
Chicago 18% 23% 18% 41%
Cincinnati 12% 27% 15% 46%
Cleveland 23% 31% 17% 29%
Columbus, OH 9% 22% 7% 53%
Dallas-Fort Worth 28% 34% 21% 16%
Dayton, OH 12% 16% 16% 55%
Denver-Aurgra 21% 24% 21% 33%
Detroit 33% 39% 6% 22%
Ei Paso, TX 24% 40% 23% 14%
Fresnc, CA 31% 33% 22% 13%
Grand Rapids 27% 25% 17% 32%
Hartford 19% 36% 20% 25%
Honolulu 22% 47% 17% 13%
Houston 27% 29% 20% 24%
‘ndianapclis 37% 26% 9% 28%
Jacksonvile, FL 7% 13% 11% 659%
Kansas City 58% 22% 10% 10%
Las Vegas 8% 20% 25% 47%
Los Angeles 65% 26% 6% 3%
Louigville, KY 12% 41% 25% 22%
Memphis 18% 26% 16% 39%
Miami 6% 18% 14% E1%
Milwaukee 18% 31% 18% 33%
Minneapolis-St. Paul 20% 34% 20% 26%
Nashvilie T% 23% 15% 55%
New Haven, CT 1% 35% 4% 39%
New Crieans 56% 17% 12% 18%
New York 45% 26% 14% 15%
Qklahoma City 43% 26% 12% 19%
Omaha 46% 29% 12% 13%
Qrlando 2% 10% 9% 80%
Oxnard-Ventura, CA 37% 52% 10% 1%
Philadelphia 40% 32% 16% 13%
Phoenix-Mesa 2% 8% 14% 76%
Pitisburgh 24% 36% 22% 18%
Portland, OR 10% 30% 18% 42%
Providence, Rl 28% 30% 19% 22%
Raleigh, NC 7% 16% 20% 57%
Richmond 22% 36% 23% 15%
Riverside-San Bernardino, CA 40% 44% 2% 4%
Rochester 32% 23% 14% 32%
Sacramento 50% 3%9% 4% 7%
Satt Lake City 2% 27% 35% 37%
San Antonic 30% 30% 11% 30%
San Diego 54% 30% 6% 10%
San Francisco-Cakland 58% 28% 10% 3%
San Jose 66% 26% 6% 2%
Sarasota, FL 4% 27% 11% 58%
Seattle 17% 18% 15% 50%
Springfield, I 13% 268% 18% 43%
Springfield, MA 18% B2% 8% 12%
St. Louis 48% 21% 13% 19%
Tampa-St. Petersburg 3% 11% 14% 72%
Toledo, OH 14% 9% 20% 47%
Tugson, AZ 24% 43% 14% 18%
Tulsa 3% 30% 14% 19%
Virginia Beach 23% 27% 26% 24%
Washington, DC 34% 31% 14% 22%




Appendix B
500 K and Greater
Additional Vehicle Operating Costs

Akron, OH $ 292
Albany 3 401
Albuquergue $ 480
Allentown, PA $ 360
Atlanta ] 3B
Austin 3 340
Baltimore $ 534
Birmingham $ 338
Boston 3 522
Bridgeport, CT 3 328
Buffalo $ 351
Charlotte $ 182
Chicago $ 298
{Cincinnatt % 256
(leveland $ 374
Coiumbus, OH $ 207
Dallas-Fort Waorth ] 452
Dayton, OH 3 219
Denver-Aurora 3 344
Detroit $ 474
£l Paso, TX 3 438
Fresno, CA 3 462
Grang Rapids 3 389
Hartford $ 349
Honohlulu $ 385
Houston $ 420
Indianapolis $ 485
Jacksonville, FL. $ 151
Kansas Gity 3 651
Las Vegas 1 202
Los Angeles 3 603
Louisville, KY 3 334
Memphis (TN-MS-AR) $ 320
Miami $ 167
Milwaukee $ 341
Minneapolis-St. Paul 5 382
Nashville $ 197
New Haven, CT $ 264
New QOrleans 3 803
New York $ 531
Qklahoma City % 568
Omaha $ 560
Orlando $ 74
Oxnard-Ventura, CA 5 549
Philadelphia $ 508
Phoenix-Mesa 3 82
Pittsburgh $ 396
Portland, OR 3 245
Providence, R $ 415
Raleigh, NC $ 178
Richmond 3 395
Riverside-San Bernardino, CA $ 551
Rochester $ 418
Sacramento ] 608
Salt Lake City $ 193
San Antortio $ 437
San Diego $ 618
San Francisco-Oakland $ 554
San Jose $ 708
Sarasota, FL $ 174
Seattle 3 261
Springfield, 1L $ 267
Springfield, MA $ 402
St Louis 3 559
Tampa-St. Petersburg $ 108
Toledo, OH $ 253
Tucson, AZ $ 416
Tulisa $ 527
Virginia Beach § 379
Washington, BC $ 461







