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March 25, 2015

Ms. Laurel Janssen

Deputy Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS-52

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments on Draft 2016 STIP Guidelines
Dear Ms. Janssen:

Thank you for.the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2016 State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP} Guidelines, Thank you, also, for incorporating language providing
leeway to regional agencles’ adherence to stipulated performance measures “to the extent
relevant data and tools are available...” {Sections 19A and 19B, pp. 7-8). This modification is
extremely important to rural areas of the state which don’t have access to the data and tools
needed to evaluate many of these measures.

After a review of the guidelines, staff of the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA) has
the following comments.
1) Interregional Travel

a. Former SB45 language defined interregional travel as region-to-region travel. in
the interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) and the draft STIP
Guidelines, this seems to have morphed to a definition of travel around {item
34, p. 21 of the guidelines), and between regions. Broadening the definition of
interregional trips to include long-distance commute travel encourages urban
sprawl—in stark contrast to SB375's Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).
The first component, “around”, is not, by definition, interregional travel. Travel
“between” regions should not be encouraged if it promotes a jobs-housing
imbalance across regions.

b. Section 34, Interregional Program Objectives (p. 32) eliminates the TSP
reference to the Interregional improvement Program (l!P} funding trunk system,
deleting that “the focus should be on interregional commerce rather than on
interregional commuting.” Again, limited resources in the 1IP cannot possibly
meet the travel needs of commuters. [IP funding eligibility should be focused on
statewide travel and goods movement needs which often go unmet if left purely
to local decision making.
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2) Section 31 — At the March CALCOG meeting, Caltrans Director Malcolm Dougherty
emphasized the need for earlier consuitation between Caltrans and the regional
agencies for development of the STIP and SHOPP, This is a perfect area of the guldelines
to insert a date/deadline by which Caltrans and the regional agencies confer on state-
related RTIP- and ITIP-funded proposals prior to the draft ITIP being submitted to the
CTC by October 15",

3) Performance Measures;

a. Section 19 (C) — Please clarify what are considered “operation improvements”
for evaluating local street and road projects.
b. Section 19 and Appendix B:
i. If the projects being evaluated for the STIP period are already part of the
base model assumptions for the RTPA’s RTP, will Caltrans want the RTPA
to remove those projects and then compare the difference?

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact myself
(530-262-6191 or dlittle@srta.ca.gov) or senior transportation planner Kathy Urlie at 530-262-
6194, or kurlie@srta.ca.goyv, if you have guestions,

Sincerely,

Daniel S. Little, AICP, Executive Director
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency {MPQ)

DSL/KKU/jac

C: Tracey Frost, Caltrans Office of Multimodal and System Planning
Dave Moore, Caltrans District 2
Kelly Zolotoff, Caltrans District 2
Paul Smith, Rural County Representatives of California
Jerry Barton, Rural Counties Task Force

. Lisa Davey-Bates, Chair, North State Super Region



