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RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Agency: 
 

1. Receive an update regarding the Fix 5 Partnership; 
 
2. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute a Master Fund Transfer 

Agreement (MFTA) and all other documents required to administer $585,000 
in State Planning & Research (SPR) Funds for Fix 5 Partnership consultant 
services; and 

 
3. Authorize distribution of the attached Request for Proposals (RFP) with 

any minor modifications in response to stakeholder comments.  
 
SUMMARY 
The RTPA previously approved a joint effort with Caltrans to develop a study of 
Interstate 5 improvement needs:  The Fix 5 Partnership.  Caltrans secured a 
$585,000 grant for the study and a Master Fund Transfer Agreement (MFTA) is 
proposed to shift these funds to the Shasta County RTPA for administration.   
 
Work is now underway.  The attached Request for Proposals (RFP) has been 
prepared to secure professional services that will develop a public involvement 
plan, a financial plan and a regional traffic impact fee program.  The Fix 5 
Partnership includes all the five cities, two counties, and two RTPAs along the 
Interstate 5 Corridor between the cities of Shasta Lake and Corning.  
 
Staff recommends that the RTPA authorize administration of the grant funds 
pursuant to the attached resolution and distribution of the attached RFP.  
 
DISCUSSION 
The Fix 5 Partnership was first discussed with the Agency July 26, 2005.  On 
February 28, 2006, the Agency authorized participation in the study.  The RTPA 
made staff presentations to our three city councils and the Board of Supervisors 
in March and April.  On August 2, 2006, the first “Executive Committee” meeting 
was held to discuss key issues and define the project scope for use in the RFP. 
The Executive Committee Agenda and draft (unapproved) minutes are attached for 
more detailed discussion of the Partnership.    
 
This project is funded by a $585,000 SPR grant awarded to Caltrans District 2.  
It has been agreed that the RTPA can more expeditiously administer these funds. 
A MFTA must be approved before consultant work on the Fix 5 project can begin.   
Upon Agency approval of the attached resolution, Caltrans will draft the MFTA.  
Once approved, staff will submit a recommendation at the December or February 
RTPA meeting to amend the Overall Work Program (OWP) to include these funds. 
 
The attached RFP has been developed based on the Executive Committee input.  
Distribution of the RFP will allow staff to begin the consultant selection 
process.  At the February meeting, the recommended consultant and personal 
services agreement will be presented to the Agency for approval.   
 
 
 



 
 
OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 
Caltrans District 2 has agreed to transfer SPR funds to SCRTPA to manage this 
study.  Members of the aforementioned Fix 5 Partnership will serve in an 
advisory capacity.  The Executive Committee – consisting of City Managers, CAOs, 
and interested elected officials - will continue to meet quarterly (more or 
less).  A Technical Advisory Committee will also be formed for broader public 
and agency participation.   
 
FINANCING 
Funding for this project comes through a $585,000 SPR grant received by 
Caltrans District 2.  RTPA, Caltrans, and local agency staff time are not 
funded by the grant, which is intended for consultant work only.  Funds to 
cover RTPA staff time are currently budgeted in the OWP.     
 
 
         
Daniel S. Little, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
DW/jac 
 
Attachments: Resolution 06-13 

Fix 5 Partnership Request for Proposals (RFP) 
Fix 5 Partnership Executive Committee Agenda, August 2, 2006 
Fix 5 Partnership Executive Committee Unapproved Minutes - 
August 2, 2006 
Fix 5 Partnership Website 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 06-13 
APPROVE MASTER FUND TRANSFER AGREEMENT FOR  

I-5 TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, Caltrans District 2 received a $585,000 grant from the State 
Planning and Research Program (SPR) to prepare a financial plan and 
traffic impact fee program for Interstate 5; and 

WHEREAS, the “Fix 5 Partnership” – consisting of representatives from 
Caltrans District 2, local regional planning agencies, city councils, 
board of supervisors, city managers, and county administrative officers 
of the jurisdictions along I-5 in Shasta and Tehama counties – has been 
formed to determine necessary capacity improvements along I-5 and 
develop a fair-share revenue program in response to emerging and 
forecasted traffic demand attributable to new development; and 

WHEREAS, the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(SCRTPA), Tehama County Transportation Commission, Caltrans District 2, 
and other project partners agree that the subject study can best be 
managed by the SCRTPA; and 

WHEREAS, the SCRTPA must enter in to a master fund transfer agreement 
between the SCRTPA and the State of California, Department of 
Transportation, Division of Transportation Planning (DOT). The SCRTPA 
has established that all necessary documentation is on file along with 
the SCRTPA endorsements. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the SCRTPA finds that the 
transportation planning process is being carried out in conformance 
with all applicable federal requirements. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the SCRTPA Executive Officer is hereby 
authorized or empowered to execute all documents, including contracts, 
subcontracts, agreements, extensions, renewals, and/or amendments 
required by the California Department of Transportation, which may be 
necessary to carry out and administer all obligations, 
responsibilities, and duties under the aforementioned Master Fund 
Transfer Agreement; 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 24th day of October 2006, by the Shasta County 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency.  
 
 
 
______________________________  
Glenn Hawes, Chairman 
Shasta County Regional  
Transportation Planning Agency 
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1.  INTRODUCTIONS  
 
2. SUMMARY 
 
Congestion:  Congestion on Interstate 5 through our region is growing at a rate of 10-percent a 
year, while funding has remained flat.  Recent and unprecedented developments in South-Central 
Shasta and North-Central Tehama Counties will further accelerate this rate of decline.  Interstate 5 
is projected to fail within the next ten years, meaning we will experience stop-and-go traffic in the 
morning and evening commute hours.  This has serious implications across many “quality of life” 
indicators such as economic development, goods movement, air quality, access, mobility, safety and 
community satisfaction in general.    
 
CEQA:  The development community has also been impacted.  Developers and local agencies have 
been struggling with how to mitigate cumulative project impacts now that I-5 failures are within the 
20-year CEQA analysis horizon (see Appendix 3). 
    
Traffic Impact Fee (TIF):  The most realistic local revenue source for I-5 improvements at this 
time is traffic impact fees levied on new development.  The time to act is now because it may take 
10 or more years to amass funds to design and build any major improvements.  Also, once I-5 fails, 
the window of opportunity to adopt a full-share traffic impact fee program has closed.  We cannot 
legally make new development responsible for existing deficiencies.  Finally, a traffic impact fee 
program will help to resolve some of the CEQA issues now faced by local jurisdictions and 
developers.    
 
Other Revenue Programs:  A TIF is only part of the solution.  Experience in larger urbanized 
areas shows that voters will eventually support a local sales tax measure for transportation in 
addition to a TIF when congestion becomes intolerable.  TIFs and local sales tax revenue can also 
be used to leverage state and federal dollars.  The proposed State Infrastructure Bond is a good 
example.  If approved in November, $1 billion will be available for congestion relief projects where 
local agencies provide a 50% match.  The $4.5 billion corridor mobility program may also include 
local match in the project selection criteria (see Appendix 2). 
 
Fix 5 Partnership:  A series of meetings with the RTPAs, City Councils, Board of Supervisors, City 
Managers, and CAOs of the jurisdictions along I-5 in Shasta and Tehama counties has taken place.  
The focus of these meetings was to develop a consensus that a regional study is needed to look at 
capacity improvements on I-5, and develop a fair-share revenue program.  To date, there has been 
unanimous support in moving forward with this study.  State grant funds are now in place and this 
meeting is the first step in developing a regional and comprehensive improvement strategy.   
 
3. GRANT FUNDING 
 
Funding for this study is through the State Planning and Research (SPR) program.  SPR grants are 
awarded to Caltrans Districts and headquarters divisions to fund transportation-planning activities of 
interregional or statewide interest that fall outside normal work activities.  Emphasis is placed on 
collaboration between transportation agencies and other public and private stakeholders.  Program 
funding is 80% federal, 20% state and may be used for contract services only.  The RTPAs, 
Caltrans, cities and counties will provide staff support for this effort. 
 
Total grant funding available for the I-5 study is $585,000.  Consultant work will begin this fall and 
must be completed by June 30, 2009.  The lead agencies for this project will be Shasta County 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (SCRTPA) and the Tehama County Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency (TCRTPA). 
 
The approved SPR Grant Application is attached. 
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4. BACKGROUND 
 
Traffic:  North of Red Bluff, I-5 is the principal north/south facility available for both local and long 
distance travel.  Traffic volumes on I-5 are forecast to more than double during the next thirty 
years, creating significant congestion on the freeway between the cities of Corning and Shasta Lake.  
Traffic flow will be erratic, often “stop-and-go.”  By 2030, this entire stretch will be at LOS F with 
peak hour average speeds as low as 20 mph.  Figure 1 shows average travel speeds between 
Corning and Shasta Lake over time.  Figures 2 and 3 show LOS on Shasta County roadways today 
and at 2030 based on the SCRTPA traffic model.    
 
Compounding the issue, as the level of service declines, the number of vehicles that can pass 
through diminishes at peak demand times as shown in Figure 4. 
 
A critical question that must be addressed if we are to find a solution to traffic congestion is, “who is 
driving on I-5?”  I-5 carries a mixture of local, regional and interregional auto and heavy truck trips 
serving diverse purposes.  Without knowing where projected traffic is coming from or going to we 
cannot develop a fair-share funding solution.  Caltrans plans to perform an origin and destination 
(O&D) study on I-5 and key intersecting State Routes that will be used for the Fix 5 Partnership 
study.  The O&D study will identify how much traffic is local versus how much is passing through. 
 
Funding:  There are no revenue streams on the horizon to address this problem.  Federal and state 
gas tax revenue is flat while the needs for new facilities grow (Figure 5).  Since 1990, travel on 
California’s Interstates has increased at five times the rate that capacity has been added.  In Shasta 
County, State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funding is likely committed through 
2015 and any new funding will be limited to less than $5 million annually, even in robust economic 
times.  In Tehama County, limited STIP funds are committed to the South Avenue Interchange 
project.  While some jurisdictions within the District 2 area have local traffic impact fee programs, 
none of these address I-5 mainline needs.  
 
TIF programs are becoming more widely accepted by the public and development community in our 
region.  Based on City of Redding surveys, recent election results in Tehama County, and current 
levels of congestion, the region does not appear ready to approve a “self-help” sales tax measure. 

 
Senate Bill 1266, the state’s Strategic Growth Plan Bond Package on the November ballot 
(Proposition 1B), and Federal earmarks hold some promise; however, these address only a small 
portion of the needs and typically rely on significant local matching funds.  I-5 is not only the 
backbone for the region, it is the backbone of the state and West Coast.  Local, state and federal 
governments all have a vested interest in the corridor.  There will be opportunities to leverage state 
and federal funds, but only if we can raise our fair share of local revenue.  The attached Shasta 
County fact sheet (Appendix 2) concerning the Strategic Growth Plan Bond is one example of 
significant funding that can be leveraged for I-5 with local partnerships and revenue programs. 
 
5. FIX 5 PARTNERSHIP GOALS 
 
Fix 5 Partnership Mission Statement:  Support the regional economy, public safety and public 
welfare through partnerships that manage congestion on the I-5 corridor between the cities of 
Shasta Lake and Corning.  Identify, prioritize, and deliver projects necessary to prevent I-5 gridlock 
through 2030.  Facilitate regional cooperation and a comprehensive strategy to maximize the 
leverage of state and federal funds.  Develop a traffic impact fee (TIF) program to be adopted by all 
local agencies based on a fair-share responsibility as determined by a consensus of the Fix 5 
Partnership.    
 

  
Executive Committee Question:  Does the mission statement encompass our basic need? 
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Fix 5 Partnership Goals: 
 

1. Maintain an “acceptable and manageable” level-of-service standard.   
 
2. Enhance local, regional, and interregional economic opportunity by promoting access, mobility, 

and goods movement.  
  
3. Reduce vehicle collisions and improve safety. 
 
4. Engage the public regarding improvement needs. 
 
5. Establish a fair share funding strategy considering local, regional, state and federal resources. 
 
6. Maximize leverage of state and federal funds by showing a strong local consensus that I-5 is the 

backbone of our region, and a local commitment to I-5 improvements. 
 
7. Establish a framework for ongoing regional decision-making that actively involves transportation 

stakeholders, particularly the traveling public, development community, and civic leaders. 
 
8. Streamline and coordinate CEQA reviews regarding I-5 development impacts. 
 
9. Provide traffic data, design details, and funding information for use in several local efforts 

including general plans, transportation plans, redevelopment plans, the regional traffic model, 
CEQA studies, capital programs, blueprint studies, and performance indicators.  

 
 
 
 

Executive Committee Question:  Are these appropriate goals? 

Fix 5 Partnership Products and Deliverables: 
 

1. Identify current and future congestion problems on I-5 and supporting facilities through 2030 in 
five-year increments. 

 
2. Identify necessary improvements and associated costs on I-5 and supporting roads within the 

same five-year increments. 
 

3. Prioritize improvements for implementation within the five-year increments based on cost-
revenue and cost-benefit analysis. 

 
4. Establish zones of benefit based on traffic contribution to needed improvements. 

 
5. Develop fair-share cost responsibilities among local agencies, the region, state and federal 

agencies based on the percentage of local, regional and interregional traffic.  The added impact 
of heavy truck traffic will also be considered. 

 
6. Establish local, “self-help” funding mechanisms to meet local fair-share responsibilities. 
 
7. Develop draft TIF ordinances and/or other revenue devices as directed by the Partnership. 

 
8. Inform and educate the public through an outreach campaign including polling, stakeholder 

meetings, and informational and educational media. 
 

Executive Committee Question:  Are there any other desired deliverables? 
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6. FIX PARTNERSHIP GRANT STUDY SCOPE 
 
Geographic:  The approved grant application describes the study area as the City of Corning to the 
City of Shasta Lake.  This section of I-5 currently has the highest traffic volumes and is anticipated 
to have the highest level of growth through 2030.  This section also has a number of connections to 
significant local and state facilities including State Routes 36, 44, 99, 151, 273, and 299.  The 
elected officials of the cities and counties throughout this area have indicated support and a 
willingness to participate.  
 
Facilities:  A key consideration in keeping the project scope manageable and the grant within 
budget is the roads to be studied and included in the TIF.  The study can focus on I-5 mainline 
improvements, or broadened to look at all interchanges, or further broadened to look at support 
local streets and roads.  A broad scope will increase the study’s complexity, schedule and cost.  It 
would also result in a higher traffic impact fee that could be unacceptable to the community. 
 

   

Executive Committee Question: To what extent should we limit the facilities studied in order 
to achieve our project goals? 

 

Supporting Roads  
Discussion:  Parallel facilities like Airport Road, SR 273, SR 99W, and future general plan roads 
could be more cost-effective to widen than I-5.  Some roads will be improved regardless of this 
effort, consistent with existing capital plans or general plans.   
 
Recommendation:  To the extent these roads are a substantial part of the solution to I-5 
congestion, they should be factored into the traffic projections.      
 
Interchanges 
Discussion:  Interchanges are also part the I-5 mainline problem and solution, mostly at the on- 
and off-ramp merge points with the mainline, not the ramp intersections with surface streets.  Most 
interchanges have been studied at a conceptual level and some at a detailed engineering level.  
Including full interchange evaluations as part of this study would more than double the work effort.  
In addition, interchanges are less ripe for study since specific development proposals can 
significantly change long-range improvement plans making traffic conditions at interchanges more 
difficult to forecast.   
 
Recommendation:  Interchanges should only be studied to the extent that they impact mainline 
operations and/or opportunities to add additional lanes on I-5.   Examples would be lengthening 
merge lanes, adding auxiliary lanes, ramp metering, and lengthening overcrossings for mainline 
widening.  Key considerations for this recommendation include: 

 
o Level of grant funding available 
o Complexity of effort 
o Complexity of potential funding options 
o Likely level of benefit to I-5 mainline relative to cost 
o Existing TIF programs, and other programs, that already include interchange 

improvements 
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Executive Committee Question:  Should the fees collected from the TIF be spent on supporting 
roads and interchanges? 

   
Discussion:  The follow-up question to, “what should be studied as part of this effort?” is “what 
should be funded as part of this effort?”  The Fix 5 Partnership began because certain improvements 
“slipped through the cracks” of local funding.  This has happened either because an improvement 
was on the state system and was thought to be a 100% state/federal responsibility; or, because an 
improvement straddles more than one jurisdiction and no one took responsibility.   
  
Existing local TIFs, redevelopment plans, or mitigation requirements include local roads but not state 
highways.  A few local TIFs include interchanges.  Including local roads in the fee program would 
increase the total program cost and corresponding TIF fees.  It would also crossover with projects 
and purposes of existing TIF programs.  To the extent local agency TIFs reduce peak hour traffic on 
I-5 through improvement of their local roads, their fare-share responsibility for the I-5 TIF would be 
reduced in direct proportion.  Finally, local TIF program fees vary by jurisdiction resulting in different 
degrees of congestion “deficits” in different jurisdictions.  
  
Recommendation:  The Fix 5 Partnership TIFs should predominantly be dedicated to I-5 mainline 
improvements with the following additions: 
 
 Interchange improvements should only be funded where they relieving I-5 mainline congestion 

(i.e., merge lanes, auxiliary lanes, ramp metering, and lengthening overcrossings).  Full 
interchange improvements may be considered when connecting two major state routes (i.e., 
Central Interchange or the SR 99 Interchange).  

 
 In limited cases, as determined by the Partnership, funds may be used on other roadways where 

the road: (1) serves regional traffic; (2) will substantially alleviate I-5 traffic; and (3) would not 
typically be included in local funding programs (i.e., a bridge for a parallel collector road over 
Cottonwood Creek or improvements to SR 273 or 99W).   

 
Congestion relief needs that are local in nature, including interchanges at local roads, should be 
addressed in local TIF programs.  If the initial Fix 5 Partnership is successful, the study can be 
broadened in a subsequent phase to include other facilities. 
 
Financing Options:  As stated in the proposed Mission Statement, the goal of this study is to 
develop a funding strategy.  By necessity, this strategy will be comprehensive, including both new 
and existing funding programs as well as all local, state and federal sources.  Only a multi-faceted 
strategy will provide sufficient revenues to deliver needed improvements.  Selected improvements 
will emphasize cost-effectiveness and the best “fit” of the improvement to the funding program.   
 
State and federal fund sources, although limited, include: 
 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) (portions are controlled by RTPAs) 
 State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) 
 State Bond Measures 
 Federal Demonstration Projects and Earmarks 
 
As stated earlier, there are no existing local fund sources for I-5.  Potential sources include: 
 TIFs 
 Developer Mitigation 
 Redevelopment 
 Assessments 
 Local Sales Tax 
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In the short-term, a TIF is the most feasible option to begin generating local revenue.  The TIF will 
not include maintenance needs.  This is prohibited under the State Mitigation Fee Act.  Other “self-
help” revenue sources, such as a local transportation sales tax, will be explored as part of a future, 
long-term solution.  The Partnership will gauge public support through extensive outreach efforts. 

 
The first phase of improvements will likely feature the “easy” fixes.  These would be lower-cost 
facilities that maximize existing I-5 capacity (i.e., ramp metering, collision reduction, and other 
interchange merge/diverge efficiencies).   Many of these improvements may be SHOPP-eligible and 
will yield significant congestion relief benefits while other revenue sources to accumulate (i.e., TIF, 
STIP, etc.).  
  
The Partnership TIF will not be in place for two to three years. In the interim, several “mega-
projects” – unprecedented in size for this region – are proposed throughout the corridor (see Map 
1). The five largest developments alone are along I-5 in Shasta and Tehama counties.  They total 
15,000 homes and 3.5 million square feet of commercial area. These and other projects, using 
vesting tentative maps, will likely avoid payment of the Fix Five Partnership TIF. 
 

 

Executive Committee Question: Should an interim traffic impact fee program be developed? 
 

 

Discussion:  City and county elected bodies have expressed support for this effort.  During 
discussion of this item, a few individual council and board members spoke in favor of a traffic impact 
fee program.  For example, a $1,000 EDU interim I-5 TIF could generate $15 million in the 2 to 3 
years it takes to develop full grant study.  The $15 million could, in turn leverage SHOPP or state 
bond projects totaling $30 million or more (see Appendix 2). 
 
Interim developments (whether small or “mega”) represent a missed opportunity to collect some 
minimum fair share contribution.  Because the interim TIF is less detailed, it would be more 
conservative (a smaller fee) pending final study results.  A simplified and expedited TIF program – 
based on existing traffic models and basic lane additions to I-5 – could be developed in the next six 
months to capture development projects now in the pipeline.   If we are all in agreement that the 
study is moving in the direction of a Partnership TIF, would it be prudent – and equitable for future 
development – to adopt an interim fee? 
 
An interim TIF may also assist sponsors of larger developments in addressing I-5 cumulative impact 
mitigation.   Currently, this is a major sticking point (see Appendix 3). 
 
Recommendation:  The idea of an interim fee should be brought before each city council and 
board of supervisors; however, the question should not be dropped on them “cold.”  A thorough 
staff analysis is needed.  Support information would need to be coordinated by Shasta and Tehama 
RTPAs.  The first question to the elected officials should be, “would you like to see the RTPAs 
present support information regarding an interim fee?” rather than asking outright “are you in favor 
of an interim fee?”  In the spirit of this Partnership, there would need to be incentives for equal 
participation across all jurisdictions.  Offering other matching funds such as STIP, SHOPP or the 
Governor’s bond would be some examples.   
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7. PARTICIPATION STRUCTURE 
 
This will be a two- to three-year process.  To the extent possible, it is important to keep the same 
individuals involved throughout the process.  We propose the following organizational structure (see 
Figure 6): 

 
Shasta and Tehama County RTPAs:  The governing boards will receive periodic updates and 
provide policy guidance every three months (approximately).  The RTPAs will also approve the 
study and facilitate consensus among the member agencies. 
 
City Councils and Board of Supervisors:  Councils and Boards will receive updates as 
recommended by the RTPAs or Executive Committee.  Cities are:  Shasta Lake, Redding, 
Anderson, Red Bluff and Corning.  Counties are Shasta and Tehama.  Fostering consensus 
among all local agencies in the Partnership is vital since they ultimately approve the TIF 
program.   
 
Executive Committee:  This consists of the CAOs and City Managers, or their designees 
having authority to make determinations on their behalf.  If elected officials are interested, we 
should also consider their participation.  The Executive Committee will meet approximately every 
three months depending on project milestones.  With respect to your time, our goal is to limit 
meetings to 1.5 hours each.   
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC):  The Executive Committee would determine 
membership of the TAC.  As the name implies, work will include review of technical data and 
recommendations to the Executive Committee.  Meetings will be every one- to two-months 
lasting two to three hours.  It is recommend that the TAC be open to all interested public and 
private stakeholders.  Experience has shown that interest and participation wanes over time.  
Therefore, it is important not to limit participation, as all perspectives are important. 
 
Core Staff:  This group will consist primarily of Public Works and Planning Department staffs of 
the cities and counties, plus RTPA and Caltrans staffs.  The Core Staff will work closely with the 
consultant team to organize and summarize data and recommendations for use by the TAC and 
Executive Committee.  This group will also coordinate and conduct the public outreach 
campaigns, presenting results to the committees. 
 
Public Meetings:  This is the most important component of the study.  Public meetings will be 
held in different forms and jurisdictions early and often.  We will experiment with different 
meeting formats such as open houses, breakout groups with facilitators, and presentations with 
Q & A (also see Section 8 below). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Executive Committee Questions:  Are the various individual, group, and agency 
stakeholders given ample opportunity to participate at appropriate levels?  
 
Would one of your elected officials be interested in participating on the Executive 
Committee? 

 
8. PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
A major effort in this project will be to engage local and regional decision-makers, community and 
trade organizations, and the general public in development and implementation of a comprehensive 
funding plan for I-5 within the study area.  A number of outreach strategies will be used including: 
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advisory committees (i.e., TAC), public workshops, polling, surveys, mailings, newsletters, an 
Internet site, presentations to community organizations, and development of media information.  
 
The goals of the outreach effort will be to: 
 
 Identify existing awareness and opinion regarding traffic conditions and transportation funding 

constraints for I-5. 
 Gauge support for various transportation funding mechanisms and the proposed funding 

strategy/programs. 
 
There will also be coordination opportunities with parallel public involvement efforts tied to the 
Regional Blueprint Study, the Regional Transportation Plan, and other local plans.  
 
 
 
 
 

Executive Committee Question:  Are there any suggestions for improved public outreach?  
This has been a challenge in our region.  We would appreciate all ideas.   

 
9. STUDY SCHEDULE: 
 
 

Full Study and TIF: 
 
Period Activities 
Fall 2006 Release RFP, award contract, assess existing plans and studies, ID needs 
Winter 06/07 Identify potential improvements, determine existing public opinion 
Spring 2007 Prioritize improvement projects 
Summer 2007 Develop cost estimates for improvements and “fair share” by agency 
Fall 2007 Evaluate potential funding strategies/programs, determine public support 
Winter 07/08  Develop preferred funding strategy/programs, determine public support 
Spring 2008 Present funding strategy/programs to agencies for adoption 
Winter 08/09 Jurisdictions adopt TIF and/or other “self-help” funding mechanisms 
 
 
 

Basic Interim TIF (If Directed by Partnership): 
 
Period Activities 
Summer 2006 Conservatively identify basic, known improvement needs (i.e., lane additions) 
Fall 2006 Determine “fair share” responsibilities based on existing traffic model/studies 
Winter 06/07 Present TIF ordinance to agencies for adoption 
Spring 2007 Jurisdictions adopt TIF and/or other “self-help” funding mechanisms 
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10.   NEXT STEPS 
 
Between now and the next Executive Committee meeting in October, we will: 
 

 Gather existing data and studies relevant to the effort 
 Plan the first public meeting and TAC meeting 
 Ongoing Core Group meetings 
 Develop and circulate the RFP 

 
 
At the next Executive Committee meeting, we will: 
 

 Review public meeting and TAC participation plans 
 Review summaries of new information gathered 
 Approve detailed, proposed scope of work and schedule 
 Recommend approval of a consultant agreement to the RTPA/LTC  
 Approve any assumptions needed to proceed 

 
11. OTHER COMMENTS AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FEEDBACK 
 
12. ADJOURN 
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FIX 5 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 2, 2006 

2:00 P.M. 
CITY OF REDDING COMMUNITY ROOM 

 
MEETING NOTES 

 
The following Executive Committee members were present: 
 
Scott Morgan     City of Anderson 
Kurt Starman     City of Redding 
John Blacklock    City of Red Bluff 
Gary Antone (for Bill Goodwin)  Tehama County Public Works 
Dan Kovacich (for Larry Lees)  Shasta County 
Dennis Daily (for Carol Martin)  City of Shasta Lake Public Works 
Steve Kimbrough    City of Corning 
 
The following people were present: 
 
Dan Little     Shasta County RTPA 
Dan Wayne     Shasta County RTPA 
Janie Coffman     Shasta County RTPA 
Patrick Minturn    Shasta County Public Works 
Glenn Hawes     Shasta County Board of Supervisors/RTPA Chair 
John Mathena     Redding City Council 
Barry Tippin     City of Redding 
Brian Crane     Caltrans District 2 
Tim Huckabay     Caltrans District 2 
Scott White     Caltrans District 2 
Kathy Grah     Caltrans District 2 
Mark Barthel     City of Red Bluff 
Robert Christianson    City of Tehama 
John Brewer     City of Corning 
     
The meeting was called to order at 2:07 p.m.  
 
Introductions were made all around the room. 
 
Dan Little explained the history of the Fix 5 Partnership.  Meetings were held in Shasta County with 
the City Managers and CAO, and presentations were made to the City Councils and Board of 
Supervisors. Dan noted that the grant has been secured and that this was the first meeting moving 
forward. 
 
Dan continued to explain that the agenda has background information reflecting earlier discussions 
that RTPA staff has had with Caltrans.  It also has questions that this committee can help answer.  
Dan noted that the Executive Committee consists of the City Managers and CAOs within Shasta 
and Tehama Counties.   
 
Dan explained there has been a climate change of conditions that has brought us to where we are 
with Interstate 5 (I-5).  The congestion on I-5 is building and if you drive it you can start to see it – 
not only on I-5 but on local roads as well.  Dan continued to note that there are major building 
projects that will be adding to the change and accelerating the congestion on I-5. 
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There are also California Environmental Quality Acts requirements for projects concerning I-5 and 
litigation is becoming more common when there is no real comprehensive program in place.  In 
addition, there are funding issues to address.  Dan continued that I-5 is important to the state and 
federal government as it is the backbone of California and goods movement.   
 
Dan explained that Caltrans applied and secured a $585,000 grant to be used over two years.  
There was a lot of competition for the grants; however, Caltrans was able to get the grant because 
of the partnership developed between agencies in Shasta and Tehama counties. 
 
Brian Crane noted that I-5 is the backbone of interregional travel and goods movement on the west 
coast.  State and federal interest is high.  It has become a regional and local tool of mobility in this 
area.  Congestion is being experienced in a number of different areas and it is going to get worse.  
Traffic volumes south of Red Bluff is somewhere in the neighborhood of 29,000 cars a day.  North 
of Red Bluff it jumps to 38,000, Cottonwood is 45,000, Anderson is 50,000, Bonneyview is 59,000, 
Cypress jumps up to 70,000 cars a day then starts to drop down at Oasis with 50,000 and 24,000 
north of Shasta Lake.  Brian continued to note that interregional travel is a big part of what is 
happening on I-5.  With development happening and on the horizon it is just going to get worse.  As 
development progresses it is estimated that more than 100,000 cars a day will travel on I-5. 
 
Brian continued to state that the level of service is being affected.  Sometimes the speed limit drops 
to 10 miles below the speed limit largely because of congestion.  More than that, if a truck pulls into 
the fast lane, it slows everyone down.  There are level of service problems between Bonneyview 
and downtown Redding.   
 
Brian explained level of service (LOS) A, B, C, D, E and F.  Level A, people are driving at 70 mph 
with plenty of capacity.  As there are more vehicles the speed starts to slow down.  When capacity 
is reached it gets to service of level E.  When the speed decreases, the capacity also decreases.  
Once a point is reached of stop and go traffic the whole system backs up as the speed and capacity 
drops to zero.  LOS F will be experienced in Shasta and Tehama counties within the next 20 years. 
      
Dan Little provided background information on funding and how things got to where they are today. 
 He explained the flat gas tax, highway maintenance costs, escalated project costs, construction 
costs, lack of local dedicated revenue sources for I-5, local growth, and changes in commute 
patterns.  All of this added together contributes to the present condition on I-5.   
 
Dan explained the mission statement and asked the Executive Committee if it was the direction that 
the study should go. 
 
Dan Kovacich asked about traffic impact fees (TIF) in the mission statement.   
 
Dan Little explained that they are trying to develop a fee that everyone is on board with, to have full 
participation.   
 
Steve Kimbrough noted that it would help if everyone would buy into the traffic impact fees. 
 
Dan Little reviewed the goals:  Level of service, economic opportunity, safety, engage the public, 
fair share funding, leverage of state and federal funds, framework for partnership, CEQA reviews, 
and data gathered from the study.  Dan asked if there were any comments or anything needing to 
be added.   
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Kurt Starman inquired about the public sector being involved. 
 
Dan Little answered that the public sector would be involved at several levels, such as the 
Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
Dan Little explained the grant study scope and asked two questions – what to be studied and what 
to be funded.  He noted that obviously the mainline of Interstate 5 needs to be studied.  It was 
suggested to limit the scope, by not studying all the interchanges, just the areas that impact I-5 
mainline traffic.  Local roads also need to be looked at, such as Airport Road, Hwy. 273 and 299; 
these are part of the solution in reducing congestion on I-5.   
 
Dan continued to state that in the recommendation for funding, it is recommended that interchange 
improvements that help the mainline be the only ones funded.  If a financial plan were done 
including traffic impact fees and state and federal funding – it would focus on I-5 mainline 
improvements and interchange improvements to reduce mainline congestion.   
 
Dan continued to state that another question is what to fund as far as local roads, such as Airport 
Road, Highway 99 West, and Highway 273.  It is recommended to keep the scope of study 
manageable and keep any kind of traffic impact fee amount manageable.  This program is meant to 
fund projects that slip through the cracks of local transportation impact fees.  None of the local 
impact fees address I-5 mainline improvements - they address local roads.  Dan suggested that 
local roads not typically covered by a local TIF could be included in the I-5 TIF. A test was 
suggested to determine if something should be funded with the I-5 TIF.  It should be funded if 1) it 
substantially alleviates I-5 mainline congestion, 2) it serves regional traffic and is not strictly a local 
road and 3) the improvement would not typically be funded by local programs. 
 
Steve Kimbrough stated that as they get closer to an understanding on what supporting roads 
would fit these criteria, it would be good to look at the same kind of share basis that we have with 
the state and feds and see what the local governments are doing to alleviate problems on that road. 
 Steve noted that he would not want to see local roads or collectors or arterials built in the county 
areas, like Tehama County, where right now they have no fees at all.  Steve stated that in Corning 
their economy is dependent on I-5.  I-5 is the key economic feature for the local government in 
Corning.  It gives them the highest per capita sales tax in the north state.   
 
John Mathena noted that he found it hard to charge an impact fee to a new house that may not 
impact I-5.   
 
Dan Little noted that there will be zones of benefit that will rely on the traffic model.  Some areas 
would have lower fees and other areas would have no fee. 
 
Discussion was held concerning traffic impact fees. 
 
Steve Kimbrough noted that an advantage is each of the agencies has a set development fee that 
helps cover the cost of the impact of development.  The nice thing about this process is that they 
are not expecting to foot the full bill for I-5 improvements.  They have the ability of using this money 
to leverage state and federal funding.   
 
Patrick Minturn noted that he envisioned each jurisdiction collecting the fees that would be 
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dedicated for use on the I-5 corridor.  They could only be used for that purpose, otherwise it would 
not be lawful to collect the fee.  Once the fee is collected, it stays in the pocket of that agency, so 
there would have to be some negotiation beyond that.  Patrick continued to note that this is only a 
way to collect these fess initially.  Maybe there would be negotiated agreements whereby the 
Bonnyview interchange would be proposed as a project and perhaps the City of Redding would 
step up and say we have two million dollars in our traffic impact fee for I-5.  We are willing to put in 
a million dollars of our local traffic impact fee, and we think the county may have some benefit out of 
this and perhaps even the City of Anderson.  Patrick noted that he does not see this going into a 
single pot and does not see the local agencies giving up all control.  Local agencies would just be 
saying in effect that they acknowledge there is this need.  It is a way the local agencies can resolve 
the issue in their environmental documents for each project to say the money is being set aside.  
But the actual nuts and bolts of exactly what will get built is deferred to another day and would still 
be under the control of each elected body. 
 
Dan Kovacich asked what the current view is on the statewide perspective on funding interchange 
improvements. 
 
Brian Crane answered that has to do with interregional STIP dollars.   A small amount of money is 
for congestion improvements – 25% of it is for Caltrans.  There are so many needs statewide.  
Using that money to solve mainline congestion problems when the interchange is more for access 
to our local facilities becomes a local problem not a statewide interregional problem.  The state is in 
a position where it is not using that 25% to do interchange improvements unless it can be shown to 
benefit some interregional needs.     
 
Dan Little noted that there are jurisdictions now that have programs for interchanges or are 
developing programs for interchanges.  
 
Barry Tippin discussed smoothing the CEQA review process.  He noted that anytime you have a 
development that may trip the threshold on a ramp or impacts, not because they added substantial 
volume, but because they took a threshold by litigation perspective, they would have to do fairly 
substantial improvements to an interchange.  There is no mechanism for reimbursement without a 
fund source.  Otherwise, it would fall through the cracks because there is a huge infrastructure cost 
and most development won’t be able to swallow that.    
 
Dan Little stated that given limited funding from the grant, staying within the budget is one of the big 
considerations.   
 
Barry Tippin asked if there could be a mechanism by which they could attach the general fee to 
interchange usage within a jurisdiction.  A specific interchange would have to be used throughout 
that jurisdiction for uses to improve the interchange.  Barry noted that the I-5 corridor does not 
matter if they cannot improve the interchanges so that when a project gets approved they can get 
the traffic on I-5.   
 
Tim Huckabay noted that one of the things that is needed in the nexus study is to define what the 
improvement is and how much the improvement would cost.  To do that for all the interchanges is 
very heavily tied to what kind of development and how intense development is going to be to trigger 
the need.  He noted that if you go into a very detailed study on the interchanges; that could take up 
most of the grant resources available.   
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Barry Tippin noted that the fee does not necessarily have to cover the entire cost of the 
improvement.  It could be established as a match or a portion of an improvement, providing other 
sources come forward - such as other development monies.   
 
Steve Kimbrough noted that other counties have been successful in addressing the issue of the 
freeways and the interchanges.  They used consultants and did a lot of work in-house.  Steve 
continued to note that the interchanges need to be included in the study.  Whether or not to be able 
to afford to fund them is another issue that will be for the part of the study that includes the financial 
experts.      
 
Dan Little noted that there is no harm in including the studying of the whole interchange if it can fit in 
under the price tag of the grant.   
 
Steve Kimbrough noted that at least it would be known that if there is no longer going to be STIP 
funding, what could be done about it?  Can it be addressed by other means?  Can enough money 
be collected to at least be able to attract and leverage state and federal money?  A little bit of 
money might go a long way.   
 
Patrick Minturn noted that on the Cottonwood study Gas Point, Main Street and Deschutes 
interchanges were done.  Between the three, $50,000 or more was spent on each one to study.  
Patrick stated that there was some question in his mind if the study can broaden out to encompass 
more than one or two specific, strategic interchanges.   
 
Tim Huckabay stated that he thought it was not to necessarily include the interchanges in the study 
or do the detail work, but get the consultant on board and ask how to include the interchanges - not 
necessarily to do the studies, because all the interchanges cannot be studied. 
 
Dan Little noted that the study will try to do as much as possible given the grant money that they 
have.   
 
Tim Huckabay noted that staff would do the technical studies, like traffic volumes.  The consultant 
would be doing public awareness, polling and helping to put together the funding side of the packet. 
 Traffic projections and similar things would be done in-house including the engineering work 
required to come up with some reasonable estimates. 
 
Dan Little discussed the financing plan, a quick overview of the state and federal funding sources – 
STIP, SHOPP, state bonds and federal earmarks.   
 
John Mathena asked about lobbying the federal government.  He noted there is a lot of money to be 
had that is being missed out on. 
 
Dan Little discussed needing local sources for leveraging.  The local options for funding are TIF’s 
and sales tax.      
 
Dan Kovacich stated that he raised the possibility of a sales tax measure at an RTPA meeting a few 
years ago and it got thrown out for a lack of a motion.   
 
Dan Little noted that TIF’s cannot be used for maintenance, etc, however, sales tax could be.  
However the reality is a sales tax won’t pass until congestion gets bad enough. 
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Dan Little stated that a traffic impact fee program is the best immediate solution.  Traffic impact fee 
fair shares will vary by jurisdiction.  TIF is only one part of the whole funding strategy; it is not the 
end all.  The TIF shows a partnership, a commitment to participate in Interstate 5.  Dan continued to 
note that the timing is good for a TIF – congestion is high, the economy is turning around creating 
funding opportunities and large projects are being proposed.  The Governor’s bond has money for a 
Corridor Mobility Improvement Program.  Shasta and Tehama County have a good chance to 
compete for that money.  Dan continued to note that there is talk about not funding the 
environmental component.  The TIF would be needed to help fund environmental work. 
 
Dan Little discussed an interim fee.  He noted that one issue that he has run into when developing 
local traffic impact fee programs is interim development happening in the meantime.  The 
developers themselves are struggling with how to pay for their fair share.   A simple traffic impact 
fee program could be adopted in nine months based on the traffic model.  Dan continued to state 
that the interim fees could help with leveraging right away.  If we waited three years, the economic 
pendulum could shift and the leveraging opportunity would be missed.   
 
Dan Kovacich asked if the interim fee would just apply to the mega projects or to an individual 
house being built as well. 
 
Dan Little answered that it would be for all in order to be fair and equitable. 
 
Steve Kimbrough noted that it’s unfair to the larger developers if you don’t apply to all. 
 
Discussion was held concerning vesting maps. 
 
Discussion continued concerning an interim fee. 
 
Dan Little noted that if interim fees are to be pursued, it cannot just be thrown on the elected 
officials laps cold turkey.  More information would need to be provided.  Dan suggested that it be 
presented to the RTPA to see if they are interested in pursuing it.   
 
John Mathena stated that the developers are going to look at it as just another fee and balk at it. 
 
Scott Morgan noted that there has to be something in it for the developers.   
 
Steve Kimbrough asked at what point does the development industry come into the process so the 
building industry is included.  If elected officials balk at it right now, saying they’re not ready for it, 
the answer for staff members would be that they don’t have all the answers yet.  If they had the 
answers, they would be able to sell it.   
 
Dan Little noted that it is a gradual process and it’s possible to back out of an interim fee if it’s not 
working and pursue the long-term fee. 
 
Steve Kimbrough asked if instead of wanting it in place by 2007, set a date when they want to reach 
an objective, when there is enough information for the executive committee to consider an interim 
fee and at that point to take the show on the road and see if it can sell. 
 
Patrick Minturn stated that even if the interim fee was implemented, it does not raise an instant $10 
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million dollars.   
 
Discussion continued concerning an interim fee. 
 
Steve Kimbrough stated that the interim fee would at least be a start. 
 
Scott Morgan noted that if the Governor’s bond does pass, the interim fee would enable us to 
compete for funding.  He noted that it is worth putting in the RFP. 
 
Dan Little concluded that they would take it a step at a time and there would be more information at 
the next executive committee meeting.   
 
Dan Little discussed the organizational chart showing the roles of the city councils, Board of 
Supervisors, RTPAs, executive committee, TAC and core staff.  Dan asked if this was giving 
stakeholders enough opportunity to participate, if elected officials should be on the executive 
committee, and if the private sector should be on the executive committee or at the TAC level.   
 
Steve Kimbrough stated that the private sector should be at the TAC level. 
 
Dan Little discussed public outreach, noting that a little bit of everything would be tried, including 
some polling efforts.  There are some parallel efforts like the blueprint grant coming up in both 
Tehama and Shasta Counties; there are some coordination opportunities there.   
 
Steve Kimbrough asked what the purpose of polling was if there is not going to be a public vote. 
 
Tim Huckabay answered that it targets some of the public awareness that needs to be done.  When 
it goes to the elected bodies to vote on a TIF then they need to know that. 
 
Dan Little noted that we won’t walk away from the sales tax completely.  We are always going to try 
to keep it in the public eye, so they are aware of it.  The polling is to see how the public feels about 
the TIF and the sale tax measure.   
 
Dan Little reviewed the study schedule, noting it will be a 2 ½ to 3 year study.   
 
Dan Little noted there would be an assembly of this core group of public works and planning staff to 
plan future meetings and develop and circulate the RFP based on the input given here.  Dan 
continued to note that at the next executive committee meeting there will be a review of the 
participation plans, TAC, public meetings, a more detailed scope of work to show and, hopefully, a 
consultant on board.    
 
Steve Kimbrough asked if the RFP was going to have both a transportation planning engineering 
element and a finance plan element.   
 
Tim Huckabay answered that staff would do the planning engineering side.  The financial side and 
public involvement would be done by contract.   
 
There being no further business to conduct, the meeting was adjourned at 4:21 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
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Janie Coffman, Recording Secretary  
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