,PORT TO SHASTA COUNTY Ri.A

MEETING ITEM
SUBJECT DATE NUMBER
Adopt the 2003/04 Overall Work Program 04/22/03 6
RECOMMENDATION
It 1s recommended that the Agency:
1. Authorize the Chairman to sign the Certifications and Assurances for
Federal Transit Administration Assistance Programs;
2. Adopt Resolution No. 03-02, certifying compliance with Federal Joint Urban
Transportation Planning regulations; and
3. Adopt the 2003/04 Overall Work Program.
SUMMARY

The 2003/2004 Overall Work Program (OWP) is required for Metropolitan Planning.
Organizations (MPO) to receive State and Federal planning funds. The OWP has
been developed in cooperation with the Cities, RABA, Caltrans and Shasta County
and incorporates all comments received from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the Federal Trangit Administration (FTA), Caltrans District 2 and
Caltrans Headquarterg. Adoption of the OWP requires certifications that work is
prerformed consistent with Federal requirements. {(OWP page 48)

DISCUSSION

State and Federal regulations governing the metropolitan transportation planning

process reguire the development of an annual budget by each Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) called the Overall Work Program (OWP). The QWP
defines the tasks to be accomplished, the type and amount of funding, and the
participants in the transportation planning process. The 2003/04 Overall Work
Program has been prepared after receiving and incorporating input from the
Cities, County, RABA and Caltrans, and has been reviewed by the funding
agencies, which include the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), TFederal
Transit Administratien (FTA) and Caltrans. Funding Agency comments and
responses have been included in the final draft. Federal law requires that the
OWP also contain certifications, including one stating that none of the funds
received are used for lobbying purposes.

The 2003/04 OWP includes funding to prepare, monitor and implement all the
planning documents and processes that are reguired. This includes the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), the Regional Transportation Improvement Program
{RTIP), bike and aviation plans, unmet transit needs, and the Federal
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). This OWP includes funds to comply
with the Air Quality Conformity rules that go into effect if Shasta County is
designated & Federal Non Attainment Area. Implementing the adopted Public
Involvement Plan is incorporated into this budget.

These processes and plans are considered the “core”, or, basic functions of the
RTPA. They are prepared by Agency staff under the directicn of the Executive
Officer. Other local agencies participate as stakeholders, by attending
meetings, providing data and commenting on the work done by staff. This Owp
funds these core RTPA functions 100% from Federal Planning funds and TDA
regsources.
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Nen-core requests from local agencies were funded in accordance with the
Agency’s adopted policy 5-1. This policy determines priorities if regquests
exceed funding. This policy addresses how competing projects are evaluated,
accountability measures and required deliverables.

The OWP includes two speclal projects using carry-over funding: A Regional
Traffic Impact Fee Analysis and a Transportation Planning Study for the West
Cottonwood unincorporated area, both projects will be produced with consultant
assistance,

Tetal funding for the Work Program is $1,104,846. A breakdown of the funding is
presented in the following table:

Funded by,
INCLUDED IN TOTALS Reserve
FHWA PL TDA FTA |INKIND/RES| TOTAL |CONSULTANT|F.ASSETS|F.ASSETS
RTPA $ 527,482 |$ 222165 nfa | 30,000 |$ 779,647 [$ 283,000 |$ 10,000(% 30,000
County $ 33,317 |$ 894 na |$ 4317 |$ 38528 |$ - $ 19,000
Redding $ 125,853 |% 788 nfa $ 15517 |$ 142,158 |$ - $ 30,000
Shasta Lake |$ 35,412 |$ - nfa |$ 4,588 [$ 40,000 |$ 40,000 |$ -
Anderson $ 34,735 |$ 879 nfa |[$ 3621 |$ 39235 |$ 18,187 |$ -
RABA nfa $ 367 |$57,791 [$ 7,420 |$ 65278 |$ - $ -
TOTALS $ 756,799 {$225,0093 |$57,791 |$ 65,163 |$ 1,104,846|$ 351,187 |$ 59,000{$ 30,000

OTHER AGENCY INVCLVEMENT

Funding agencies are the Federzl Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and Caltrans. Participating agencies are Shasta County,
Redding, Anderson, Shasta Lake, Redding Area Bus Authority, and Caltrans. This
item was presented at the TAC meeting of April 8, 2003, TAC recommends approval
of the OWP.

FINANCING

Total funding for the Work Program is $1,104,846. This amount is made up of
$756,79% in Federal Highway funds, $225,093 in TDA funds, $57,791 in Federal
Transit funds, $30,000 from prior year reserves, and 35,163 in “In Kind” local
matching commitments. Section III of the OWP contains a financial summary.

f JM,LL/Q— 74//%0//@/

Daniel J. Kova 1ch Executive Qfficer

TLH/jac

Attachment: A) 2003-2004 Overall Work Program (OWP)
B) Response to FTA Comments by Paul Page
C) Response to Caltrans District 2 Comments by Scott White
D) Response to FHWA Comments by Sue Kiser
E) 2003-2004 Budgel By Element and Funding Source
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Paul Page

Federal Transit Administration
201 Mission Street

Room 2210

San Francisco, CA 94105-1839

Subject: Response to Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Comments by Paul Page '

Dear Mr. Page:

Thank you for the notes based upon your review of the Shasta
County RTPA, FY 2003/2004 Draft OWP. Based on our review, we
offer the following responses to your comments/suggestions:

l. Is there a consolidated table showing FTA Section 5303
disbursements by city/town? See page 46.

Response: Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA) is a joint
exercise of powers agreement (JPA), specifically designed to
coordinate efforts to provide public transportation service in
Shasta County through a single public agency. RABA serves the
Cities of Anderson, Shasta Lake, Redding and Shasta County in
its service area. The 5303 disbursements are provided solely
to RABA for the benefit of the planning efforts for the entire
service area. '

2, How does *“Public Information and Participation” include
non-English speaking citizens? Where are MPO meetings
typically held? Doas the SCRTPA newsletter have non-
Engligh versions?
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Response:

<ents

The table below indicates

of Shasta County,

a demographic snapshot

Shasta
Anderson{Lake Redding | County TOTALS
Category Number | Number | Number | Number Percent
Total Population| 9,022 9,008 80,865 | 64,361 | 163,256 |100.00%
White 7,805 7,911 71,727 | 58,383 | 145,826 |89.32%
Black 56 65 851 253 1,225 |[0.75%
American Indian 373 399 1,802 1,954 4,528 [2.77%
Asian 160 32 2,386 470 3,048 [1.87%
Hispanic 659 557 4,393 3,389 8,998 |5.51%

Per 2000 Census

At present, it appears that based upon the above census data
(and prior comments at Agency meetings), the need for multiple
language displays is not apparent at this time.

The below is from our Public Participation Procedures:

As additional ways to inform the traditionally underserved become
known and available, they will be incorporated into this
procedure. For instance, we will c¢onsider technigues and
strategies to identify the transportation underserved including:
notices 1in non-English language newspapers; and fliers and
notices on public involvement opportunities distributed to senior

citizen centers, minority neighborhoods .and wurban - housing
projecta. '

MPO meetings rotate between the County, the Cities and the Shasta
Senior Nutrition Program office.

At this time we do not provide the newsletter in non-English
versions. We do make provisions for the blind. We are very open
to your suggestions to improve our approach.

3. Wwhat is the planning effort that SCRTPA is specifically
undertaking to address environmental justice and
transportation equity cuestions involving significant
population groups within the region, such asg Indian
Americans? Are any studies planned in this regard using
the 2000 census release?

Response: From page 14 in 0304 OWP:

Environmental Justice/Title VI

“"The SCRTPA sStaff currently participates
Welfare to Work program.

in Shasta County's
The Department of Social Services has
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identified those areas containing program participants that
currently have a transportation barrier. Through this process a
menu of responses will be developed to address the wvarious
transportation barriers.

Native Americans are involved in the update of the RTP and are
consulted for projects that may need to be included in any
programming documents prepared by the RTPA,

The Public Involvement strategy of the SCRTPA is to reach out to
those not traditionally involved in the planning process. The
website and newsletter produced by the SCRTPA is intended to
bridge the gap between those intimately involved in the process
to the general public.”

The unmet needs process is a focused effort by the MPO to
understand the needs of the transit user community and those with

special transit needs.

It is expected that the working group needed to update the RTP
would contain a cross-section of diversity from the region.

Census data will also be used for socio-economic demographics in
the region. '

From page 16 of the OWP:

Congultation with Local Officials

“Public involvement is a major work task in the 2003/04 Overall
Work Program. A continuing effort is made to maintain the RTPA
website with current and accurate information and to continue to
pbroduce a gqguarterly newsletter that is distributed to a mailing
list of 400 addresses that includes all of our local, state and
federal partners. Special attempts to include the traditionally

under-served and under-represented groups will be made. This
would include meetings with tribal representatives from the Pit
River Tribal Council and Redding Rancheria. The recently

published desk guide titled "Environmental Justice in
Transportation Planning and Investments,” will be used to improve
the RTPA practices.”

Currently the RTPA is working on a Tribal Consultation policy
to ensure this important local group is appropriately involved

in the planning process. The policy is attached for your
comments.

Census analysis will be conducted as a special study task and
is included in OWP as a task in element 710.
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4. Wwhat is the process under which Federal/State funds are
allocated each yvear?

Response: Regional Service Transportation Program (RSTP) is
formula bhased.

5. Please confirm the wupdate of MPO/operator and MPO state
Planning agreements.

Response: The planning agreement between MPO and RABA was
signed and sent to your attention on December 10, 2002. The
MPO/State agreement was provided by DOT to SCRTPA on June 13,
2002, Master Agreement No. 02-6093.

6. Are training funds available to attend NTI, Volpe Center
course, or APTA conferencae?

Response: Yes, please note that in our grid for 703 funding
is a budget for training under task 703.03.

7. On pages 46-47, there appears to be no carryover of PL
funds in the summary financial tables, although the work
elements show carryover.

Response: Carryover ig accounted for the in the OWP at the
lowest level possible, i.e. at the element level, The
carryover amount in total is defined for both FHWA and FTA as
a resource on page 47, “Available Revenue By Source.” ’

8. WE tables are confusing to understand. Consider the WE 701
table p.25. How does the small box at the bottom of the
table relate to the upper portion of the spreadsheet? How
do the notes refer back to the upper table? The table
appears to be a combination of a spreadsheet, database, and
word processing file. The numbers add up, but they are
constantly reconfigured arcund different activities on the
same table. ' ' '

Response: The work element tables were modified last vyear
based upon FHWA comments from Sue Kiser, Sue requested that
the “small box” be added to define to the reader the cost of
training, fixed assets (cost plus description), consultant
cost and staff cost. The “Note 17 is used to account only for
RTPA staff activities. This is important, as Shasta County is
‘also a sub-recipient; the totaling of all note 1‘s equals the
total RTPA staff budget. "Note 27 historically was used to
account for the total consultant and or fixed asset cost by
element to aid the reader in identifyving the total consgultant
to staff relationship. With the use of “small box,” these
notes are now redundant and should be eliminated in the final.
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9. How does the 2000 Census affect the boundaries of the urban
area and what are the likely funding impacts?

Response: The City of Anderson is included in the urban
area defined in the 2000 census; it was considered rural in
the prior census. The funding impact would be an increase in
appropriation in total for 5307, which would now be shared by
all three Cities. 5311 is ecurrently shared between Anderson
and Shasta County; Anderson would no longer share in this
funding. Lastly, Anderson‘s fare box ratio would be monitored
at the 20% threshold, up from the 10% rural target.

Very truly yours,

ﬂa,i j{jQ %w ﬂ,/ |

Daniel J. Kovadiich] Executive Officer
Shasta County Regipnal Transportation
Planning Agency (MPO)

DJE/TLH/jac
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Scott White
Caltrans Disgtrict 2
P.0O. Box 496073
Redding, CA 96049-6073
Subject: Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency

(RTPA) FY 2003/2004 Draft Overall Work Program ({(OWP)
Dear Mr. White:
Thank you for the notes based upon your review of the Shasta
County RTPA, FY 2003/2004 Draft OWP. Baged on our review, we

offer the following responses to your comments/suggestions:

1. Section 1, Prospectus, The Region, page 2, second paragraph. We
suggest adding the following sentences after the first sentence

in the paragraph. “Amtrak provides passenger service on the
Union Pacific line in the form of one daily Coast Starlight
train, which connects Los Angeles with Seattle. Within Shasta

County, the Coast Starlight stops in Redding.”

RESPONSE: The suggested language has been added to the final.

2. Section 1, Prospectus, Page 5, Regional Transportation  Plan

(RTP), paragraph one. We recommend modifying the month from
December to September, as required by the RTP Guidelines, as
follows: "By September 1, 2004, and every three vyears

thereafter, the RTPA is required to review, update if necessary,
and readopt the RTP.”

RESPONSE: The date has been changed from December to September.
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3. Please incorporate the Planning Emphasis Areas listed on pages
15 and 16 into the applicable work elements of the Shasta OWP.

RESPONSE: The following 1list is a table of Taskgs that are
included in the OWP to address the Planning Emphasis Areas (PEA).
Each Element purpose description was modified to clearly indicate
that the PEA is belng taken into consideration in the plan.

1, Safety and Security in the Transportation Planning Process:

a. Addressed in task 702.11, wrraffic and Safety
Management Training Conference.”

b. Addressed in task 702.01, “Evaluate safety
performance.”

c. Addressed in task 702,09, “Safety Management of the
road network with officials.”

da. Addressed in task 703.01, “Review of system
performance indicators.”

e, Addressed in task 704.03, “Bikeway safety review
programs.”

2. Integrated Planning and Environmental Process:

a. Addressed in task 706,04, “Monitor project
development.”

3. Consideration of Management and Operations within the
Planning process:

a. Addressed in task 706.06, “Technical Training.”

b. Addressed in task 707.12, “RTPA & Agency Audits.”
Performance audits for the Agency and RABA are a task
in this OWP; this effort provides a focused review of
Management and Operations.

c. Addressed in task 710.01, “Monitor Transportation
Metrics/ITS..Review and documentation of performance
measures.,”

d. Addressed in task 701.02, “Davelopment of a

constrained financial element.”
4. Consultation with local officials and T:ibal Governments:

a. Addressed in task 709.03, “.emphasis to search out all
interested stakeholders, including Native Americans.”
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5. Enhancing the Technical Capacity of Planning Process:

a. Addressed in task 701.09, wrraining on Traffic

Modeling.”

b. Addressed in tasgk 702.10, “rraffic and Safety
Management Training.”

<. Addressed in task 703.03, “Attend workshops/

conferences/training sessions.”

d. . Addressed in task 706.06, “rechnical RTIP/STIP/FTIP
Training.” :

. e, Addressed in task 707.16, “Technical training for
auditing/administration activities.”

4. There are two Federally recognized Tribal Governments within the
SCRTPA, the Pit River Tribal Council and Redding Rancheria.
SCRTPA clearly has increased its Iintergovernmental efforts,
regarding Interagency c¢oordination with Tribes, with the
region's transportation planning process. In work element
708.00 SCRTPA citeg 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
450.316, which reguires a proactive public involvement process,
when the appropriate citation is 23 CFR 450.312(i). The primary
difference between the two CFRs is that consultation with tribal
governments 1s a Federally-defined policy that outlines the

conduct of  |business with Tribal = Governments, and pubic
participation relates to inviting the public to participate in
transportation planning decisions. Attachment A provides

further aid in defining the difference between consultation and
public participation.

RESPONSE: Thank you for the clarification of “consultation” used
within the Draft OWP. We have edited the document to better
define this important term. We have corrected the citation
to 23 CFR 450.312(i). We have added, “consult with Tribal
Governments” to the list of products we intend to complete on
page 36. We have also provided you with a “draft¥ policy to
consult with Tribal Governments. We would appreciate your

comments on this draft, and plan to adopt this policy later
this year. o '

5. Please note that lobbying is not an eligible activity or
expenditure for State and Federal Planning (PL) funds.

RESPONSE: We have added this language to the OWP Discussion on
rage 19, OWP content. ' ' '
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6. Work element 702. Many of the tasks appear to be traffic
operations; only those activities that support the RTP are
eligible for reimbursement. Please identify the tasks in this

work element that specifically support the development of the
RTP.

RESPONSE: In order to complete the RTP in a cooperative,
consistent and comprehensive manner, we depend upon our Agency
partners (known as sub-recipients in this context) to provide key
data sets and keep the staff of the Agency informed of the
prerformance of the network. We feel strongly that the SCRTPA
sub-recipient process funds tasks in support of the RTP and other
important c¢ore planning functions. -In our OWP process, we
allocate a portion of the PL Funding based upon our policy 5-1,
“policy to Prioritize the Distribution of Federal Planning Funds”
{see attached). ' ¢

The following, by task discussion, is intended to demonstrate
what is being delivered in support of the planning Function and

RTP development at the §Shasta County Regional Transportation
Planning Agency:

1. 702.01, “Road and accident surveillance..etc.” This work is
in support of the RTP Streets and Highway (S&H) Objective
0-2, "“Identify anticipated street and road problems before
they become c¢ritical, ‘in order to program preventive
measures.” This task is also consistent with S&H Objective
0-5, “Develop safe, sustainable street and highway systems
that c¢an be maintained within the projected available
funding and will meet automotive, truck and transit needs.”
This task is also consistent with S&H RTP Policy P-4,
“Continue to provide funding for implementation of a road
gsystem to identify existing and - projected 1levels of
deterioration, and to determine present and future road
repalir and maintenance needs.” S&H Policy P-8, “Develop
rlans and programs which emphasize reconstruction and
improvement projects on existing roads that will enhance
safety, circulation and traffic flow,” is also addressed in
this task.

2. 702.02, “rraffic volumes study.” This work supports the
RTP (S&H) 0-2 (defined above). In addition, the data is
used as checks for inputs to HPMS studies, and ongoing
calibration/validation of the Traffic Model. RTP (S&H)
P-1, “Use the SCRTPA Traffic Model as a tool to monitor
circulation and detexmine improvement needs on key road
segments” and RTP (S&H) P-8, “Develcp plans and programs
which emphasize reconstruction and improvement projects on
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existing roads that will enhance safety, c¢irculation and
traffic flow,” are both supported with this task.

702.03, ™“Inventory and Maintenance of Traffic Controcl
Devices.” Defective and improper controls are identified
in this task for the region. The database is used to
schedule maintenance efficiently and effectively. This
activity is in support of the RTP Short Range Objective
(5&H) 0-1, “Develop cost effective methods to maintain the
existing road network.” This task is also consistent with
S&H Objective 0-5, “bevelop safe, sustainable street and
highway systems that can be maintained within the projected
available funding, and will meet a&utomotive, truck and
transit needs.” S&H Policy P-8, “Develop plans and
Programs which emphasize reconstruction and improvement
projects on existing roads that will enhance safety,
circulation and traffic flow” is also addressed in this
task.

702,04, “Wehicle speed zone studies.” The output of this
data is used to verify traffic model projections, which
support the RTP performance measures and project
pricoritization processes. Objectives 0-1 and 0-5 utilize
this information to develop the RTP.

702,05, “Develop Annual HPMS Inputs.” MPO’'s are required
to provide this data. :

702.06, “Traffic Mecdel Calibration.” The model needs to be

~continuously updated with network changes, software

changes, etc. This task supports the RTP and Air Quality
analysis in support of Federal and State Clean Air Act
transportation related air quality planning activities.

702,08, “Deficiency and Needs Study.” The increased trips
on local streets are documented and monitored in this task
to identify increases and develop alternatives. The data
provides a local streets perspective to the regional
analysis and allows for early identification of
deficiencies in order to begin planning studies. This work
is consistent with S&H 0-1, 0-2, and Policy P-7, “Conduct
special studies for selected road segments and key
locations, &as needed, to evaluate project alternatives,
estimate costs, and assign priorities.”

702.09, “Safety Management of the Road Networks with

Officials.” This task’s funding provides for a weekly
meeting with Redding Police Traffic Unit, CHP, Caltrans and
others on accident and traffic problems. This request

supports RTP S&H 0-2, RTP (Goods and Movements) 0-3,
“Minimize conflicts between trucks and other vehicles,” and
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RTP S&H 0O-5 “Develop safe, sustainable street and highway
systems that can be maintained within the projected
available funding and will meet automobile, truckand
transit needs.”

9. 702.10, wrraffic and Safety Management Training and
Conferences.” Not only is this consistent w1th PEA # 1,
it also supports RTP S&H 0-2 and O- 5.

7. Work element 702.09. Please provide a brief description as to
what “Safety management of the road network officials”
encompasses.

RESPONSE: Sea Item 8 above

8. Work element 702.11. The use of PL funds to purchase wvehicles
is not an appropriate use of those funds.

RESPONSE: We respectfully disagree. The surveillance trailer is
considered to be an ITS tool. It will be used for inter-modal
reviews and appears to be cost effective as it operates without
constant staff involvement. This device is solar powered and
trailer mounted; it can do 24~hour assessments of traffic
conditions/congestion. This in turn will provide key data in
support of safe and cost-effective network planning. It is
consistent with RTP S&H 0-1 and 0-5,

The dedicated traffic vehicle is also in support of full-time
data collection on the greater than 1200 miles of road network
that the County is responsible for. The provisioning of this
vehicle to the County Traffic Department would save costs in data
acqguisition. This “probe” is needed to support HPMS, accident
field investigations, sign speeds and curve warnings on the
network. It will be fully dedicated to the Traffic Department
and will be provisioned with specialty equipment such as
“Electronic Ball Banking.” It, therefore, supports RTP S&H 0-1
and 0-5.

9. Work element 703. Many of the tasks appear to be transit system
management related and may not be planning related. Please
include a Dbrief description of the tasks that support
development of the RTP and / or short and long-range transit
plans to ensure the uses are consistent with the FTA 5303
program. B -
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RESPONSE::

1.

703.01, ™“Conduct ridership data collection, review system
performance indicators.” This task is consigtent with the
RTP Transit Short Range Objective 0-2, “0btain maximum
transit and paratransit system efficiency by continuously
monitoring transit needs, performance, funding and capital
requirements.” The RTP Transit Policy P-2, "“Monitor the
farebox ratio for transit operations,” is also supported.

703.02, “Conduct Development Plans to ensure on-site
internal circulation for buses where appropriate.” This
data is key to planning public transit access to new
development. It is consistent with RTP Transit Objective
0-2 and RTP S&H 0-5. RTP Transit Policy P-7, “WContinuously
monitor and evaluate transit needs and allocate funding to
extend transit service to areas where unmet needs have been
identified that are reasonable to meet” and Transit Policy

P-1, “Periodically =xreview and update transit development
pPlans” are supported with this task’s deliverables.

.703.03, “Attend workshops/conference/training.’ This

effort ties directly to PEA # 5, “Development of Staff.~”

703.04, “Attend RTPA workshops, TAC meetings, Beard
meetings.” The subject matter experts closest to the
operations need to be involved in our planning activities
in order to review and comment on RTPA-generated items.

703.05, “Submit reports and grant applications as required
for federal funding.” This task is consistent with RTP
Transit Policy P-3, “Provide adeguate funding to wmaintain
the existing transit fleet, and for fleet expansions as
necessarys conslistent with TDA regulations,” P-12,
“Consider all available sources of funding as sources for
meeting transit for both capital and operation needs,” as
well as P-13, ™“Seek funding programs for rural transit
providers as provided for in the guidelines for AB 437.~7
RTP Financial Element 0-2, “Obtain funding to expand non-
motorized transportation opportunities” and Financial

-Element 0-4, “Identify a stable long-term source of

funding for construction and maintenance of a multi-modal
transportation system” are addressed with this task.

703.06, “Meet with funding sources to develop Phase ITI of
the Inter-modal Passenger Transfer Facility.” This task

. supportg the RTP objectives mentioned in #5 above. It is

funded as a task to provide information regarding
opportunities to construct a facility to allow relocation
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of other transportation providers such as Greyhound and
Amtrak Raill Service. It will produce data needed for
generation of a proposal for funding of development. It
further supports RTP Passengexr Rail 0-2 to “Malntaln feeder
bus service to connect w1th rall service.”

10. Work element 703.06. Pleage provide a description of the
work defined as “obtain funding for development of Phase II of
the Inter Modal Passenger Transfer Facility” and clarify what
planning activities will be accomplished with this task.

Response: See #6 above; this task 1is consistent with the
development of the RTP. ' S '

11. Work element 704. Many of the tasks appear to be project
implementation and not planning related. Only those tasks that
specifically support the RTP or Bike Plan development are
eligible uses of PL funds.

Response:

1. 704.01, the intent o©f @ this task is to meonitor
implementation of non-motorized elements of the RTP, ‘This
task is 1in support of RTP Non-Motorized Policy P-1,
“Encourage each City and the COunty to malntaln an updated
bikeway plan.” :

2. 704.02, *“Non-Motorized/TEA project evaluations.” This
comports with RTP Financial Element 0-2, “Obtain funding to
expand non-motorized transportation opportunities.” RTP

Non-Motorized Policies P-11, ™“Use the TEA funds available
within Shasta County for development of non-motorized
projects,” and P-6, “Encourage the inclusion of bike lanes
and pedestrian facilities in road construction and
improvement projects where appropriate.” This task is also
consistent with the RTP ' Non-motorized Objective 0-2,
“Integrate non-motorized- transportatlon into development
throughout the region.” - :

3. 704.03, “Continue sidewalk' and Dbikeway safety review
program.” This task is in support of PEA # 1, and supports
RTP Non-Motorized 0-1, “Strive to eliminate barriers to
bicycle/pedestrian traffic,” and ©0-3, “Keep Dbicycle/
pedestrian lanes in a usable condltmon through a continued
maintenance progran,” -

4. 704.04, “Member Agencies Bikeway and Non-Motorized
Development Plan.” This task specifically supports a Bike
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12.

Plan for both the City of Redding and City of Anderson.
The task is consistent with RTP non-motorized Policy P-1.

Work element 705.00 Aviation, The aviation issues are
adeguately addressed in this element of the QWP., We would like
to address gome particular areas of concern to the California
Aviation System. The number one threat to airports is
incompatible land uses near airports. The Ailrport Land Use
Planning Handbook is a compatlblllty planning guide that is
available on the Internet at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/aeronatulcs/htmlfile/forms.html for
SCRTPA's reference.

The Division has recently closed the fourth publicly accessible
airport indefinitely due to inadeguate maintenance of safety
areas. However, the other three airports are maintained to an
acceptable safety level. Staff is aware of and supports Shasta
County’s current activity of performing an environmental impact
report (EIR}) for the future runway expansion to extend the
safety approaches at the county owned Fall River Mills Airport.
Also, the Aeronautic Division’s technical, planning and safety
staff is involved with reviewing the Airport Master Plan updates
for the Redding City owned Redding Munlclpal Alrport and Benton
Airport.

With respect to Redding Municipal Airport improvements,
Government Code 65081.1 requires RTPAs with Commercial Service-—
Primary airports within the planning area to “include an airport
ground access improvement program.” Shasta County long-range
plans should consider ground access to and from the facility.
The . plan should address mass transit for airport access
improvement projects in the program,

Long Range planning should identify the County’s aviation
related priority issues (e.g. Economic Benefits of Airports,
Incompatible Land Use and Safety, which are three Division of

Aeronautics priority issues) regarding the publiecly accessible
alrports.

Economic Benefits of Airports

Airports support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area,
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and
efficiency and by enhancing the integration and connectivity of
the transportation system, across and between modes for people
and freight. The OWP addresses the “airfreight potential at the
Redding Municipal Airport,” and also addresses the plans to
develop compatible industrial land use around the airport, which

is a statewide priority to preserve and enhance publicly
accessible ailrports.

Staff supports SCRTPA‘s continued goals to ensure long-range
ground access to preserve the planned enhancements that wiil
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optimize the wvitality of Redding Municipal Airport improvement
projects. These mutually inclusive activities also promote the
goal to increase the accessibility and mobility options
avallable to people and for freight.

Preserving safety approaches to publicly accessible airports is
of a statewide importance. The SCRTPA should encourage the City
of Redding to review general plan changes for consistency with
improvements identified in the airport master plans, and to
support development of the airport master plan goals to provide
policies to avoid intrusions into the airport airspace (e.g. the
growth of trees, road development, and location of structures
near the airport),

The potential economic benefit of rural airports is a statewide
issue of importance, and should be preserved and developed at
the county airports. The Division of Aeronautics is completing
an economic¢ study called Aviation in California - Benefits to
Our Economy and Way of Life. The Division web site provides
ongoing updates and will include the final report by this summer
for public consumption. The information is located at the
following site:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/htmlfile/impact.html

RESPONSE' The Aviation element has been revised to 1ncorporate
the above information where appropriate.

13. Work element 707. Since the Community, Regional and
Commercial Service/Primary airports serving the Shasta County
community (i.e. Benton, Fall River Mills and Redding Airports,
respectively} provide access to medical and emergency services,
including airlifts to medical centers for the more remote and
aging communities, it is suggested that consideration be given
Lo current access and potential for access to medical care in
the Comprehensive Access Plan.

RESPONSE: Current access and potential access will be consmdered
in the next ACIP cycle.

14. Work element 707.05. Please provide information on the type
of planning work being undertaken with this task.

RESPONSE: This TDA supported function is using funds classified
as “Administrative” dollars. The task accounts for a review of
RABA budgets, staff reports, and metrics on system performance.

15. If Shasta has Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
projects in the region it is required that a regional ITS
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Architecture be developed by April 8, 2005, Please provide
information on the progress to date for regional ITS Architecture
plan development.

RESPONSE: ITS is an important component of the RTP. The lessons
being learned are that the problems are complex, and that there
is never one solution to a complex problem. Discussion and
applied applications for Shasta County were largely controlled by
the Rural COATS Project (California-Oregon Advanced
Transportation System). ' '

The general goal of the COATS project is to develop a regional
strategic plan that "improves rural traveler safety, convenience
and mobility."™

A Strategic Deployment Plan (SDP) has been made available to the
project stakeholders, this document is the regional ITS
architecture plan. The COATS group meets quarterly to discuss
and prioritize needed projects for the region.

16, Work Element 709, Purpose. a) It is suggested that the term

*public involvement program” be changed to “public
participation” so the term is consistent through out the work
element. b} It is also suggested that a brief statement be

provided explaining the continuous public participation
consistency with TEA 21, and special efforts that the RTPA
undertakes to reach and engage the community, including
minority, low-income, and community based organizations, beyond
public hearings and workshops. The last suggestion for this
section is to provide a brief description of how concerns and
ideas from traditional and non-traditional stakeholders, such as
the Pit River Tribal Council and Redding Rancheria Tribal
Government, will be integrated into plans, policies, and
projects,

RESPONSE: We would prefer instead to change the term from “Public
Participation” to “Public Involvement” to be consistent with our
standard practice. The suggested additional language could be
developed but we would prefer to work our “Public Involvement
Procedures for Transportation Planning” which alsoc details these
sub tasks. The suggestion for integration of concerng and ideas
from Tribal Governments is a good one, our position is that we
need to present and gain approval by the Board of our draft policy
before we integrate. Next years OWP would be more appropriate for
this comment.
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17. Work Element 709, Tasks. a) Shasta RTPA may wish to add a
task to place articles in nonprofit newsletiers, send fliers
home with school children, direct mailings to target groups,
local radio and newspaper announcements, and make announcements
at community centers and churches regarding public meetings and
events sponsored by the RTPA. b) Shasta RTPA may want to
consider adding a task to conduct outreach to non-English
speaking, disabled, or transit dependent groups. :

RESPONSE: Our standard practice details these strategies. We
would consider being more detailed in the future if regquired.

Very truly yours,

WNotdeaerd

Dani J| Kovacich, BExecutive Officer

Shasfa unty Regilonal Transportation
Planning Agency {MPQ)

DJK/TLH/ jac
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K. Sue Kiser

USDOT/FHWA

Region 9/California Division
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 85814-2724

Subject: Shasta County RTPA Draft 2003/04 OWP Comments

Dear Ms. Kiser:

Please find attached the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency’s (RTPA) responses to the guestions raised by the Federal

Highway Administration (FHWA) at the Intermodal Planning Agency
(IPG} meeting, on April 15, 2003,

1. Planning Emphasis Areas

Response: The OWP narratives that introduce each element were

reworded to include more explanation of the Planning Emphasis
Areas.

2. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

Response: We have considered the Questions in the attached
questionnaire provided by FHWA, and can respond that our
process 1is in compliance. We have noted the Project
Implementation Sec. 940.11 reguirements and will work with
Caltrans to ensure a system engineering analysis is conducted
going forward. It is expected that when FITIP projects that
include ITS technology are programmed, a flag or indication
will be part of the packaging.

3. Financial Planning/Financial Constraint

Response: The financial plan was discussed at the IPG meeting.

We intend to work on this item under task 706.02, Management
of FTIP Activities.
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4. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

Response: We intend to include a strong element of public
involvement in the project selection process.

5. Public Involvement

Response: In this cycle we intend to continue the course, we
will plan to prepare a consolidated, separate work element for
Public Involvement in the next cycle. Our procedure was
recently updated and includes specific documentation to allow
public input into the development of the OWP.

6. Air Quality Conformity

Response: Thank vou for the comment commending the Agency for
our preparation for possible designation of Federal non-
attainment for Ozone. We will plan to involve Jean Mazur, Air
Quality Specialist with the FHWA, on actions going forward.

7. Other Comments on Specific Work Elements/OWP Sections

Response: :
a. Congultants - The final document does not include
consultant in elements unless we will be using their
help.

b. Work Element 701 - A target completion date for the
priority listing was added; it is June 30, 2004.

¢. Work Element 702.11 - This item was discussed at the
IPG meeting, at this time we have asked for further
consideration,

d. Work Element 704 - We have added a completion date of
June 30, 2004 to the TEA project evaluation task.

e. Work Element 707 - Thig item was discussed at the IPG
meeting; administrative TDA funding is used for
approximately 96% of the tasks. The PL funding
indicated in this element is for technical training,
which ties to PEA #5, enhancing the technical capacity
of the planning process.

f. Work Element 710 - We have improved the descriptions
of each project 1in this section and added the
completion dates.

Very truly vours,

A\ 2

T

Daniel . vacich, Executive Officer
Shasta fLounty Reglonal Transportation
Planning Adency (MPO)

DJK/TLH/jac
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SHASTA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANTTORTATION PLANNING AGENCY

2003-2004 BUDGET BY ELEMENT Al

‘UNDING SOURCE

OVERALL WORK PLAN (OWP)

STATEMENT OF REVENU

ES AND EXPENDITURES -BUDGET

FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2004

TOTAL
GOVERNMENTAL
FUNDS
REVENUE:
FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
FUNDS (PL) $ 756,798
FEDERAL TRANSIT
ADMINISTRATION (5303) " 57,791
TRANSPORTATION
DEVELOPMENT ACT 225,004
INKIND MATCH 35,163
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES:
RESERVES 8 30,000
TOTAL OTHER FINANCING SQURCES 3 30,000
TOTAL REVENUES $ 1,104,848
EXPENSES;
PREPARATION AND
ADMINISTRATION OF THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
701 PLAN $ 145,822.00
702 TRAFFIC CIRCULATION SYSTEMS 191,936
703 PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 65,278
704 NON-MOTORIZED 21,073
705 AVIATION 5,099
PREFPARATION AND
ADMINISTRATION OF THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
706 IMPROVEMENT PLAN 77,776
ADMINISTRATION OF THE
TRANSPORTATION
707 DEVELOPMENT ACT 162,383
INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
709 AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE OWP 68,760
710 SPECIAL PROJECTS 336,719
TOTAL OWP EXPENSES $ 1,074,846
710-A VEHICLE PURCHASE FOR RTPA 30,000
TOTAL EXPENSES 3 1,104,846
EXCESS (DEFICIENCY)
CF REVENUES QVER
EXPENSES $ .
APPROVAL BY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR -
Danial J, Kovacich Date
APPROVAL BY CHAIR -
Pat Kight Date
04/16/2003 0304budgetOWP xls

BUDGET STATEMENT0304





