
 

 Item #08-8-21 
SACOG Board of  Directors Action 

August 13, 2008     
 

Approve Community Design Program Administration Policies and De-Programming Projects 
 

Issue:  Should SACOG de-program any of the six awarded Community Design Program projects that have 
substantially changed from their applications?  If yes, then what should SACOG do with the de-programmed funding? 
     
Recommendation:  The Land Use & Housing Committee recommends that the Board de-program two projects 
and approve four others to continue based upon performance contingencies as stated in the attachment.  The 
Committee also recommends that the SACOG staff evaluate the next-highest rated un-funded applications from the 
most recent funding round and make a recommendation to the Board, through the Land Use & Housing Committee, on 
how to re-allocate the de-programmed funding. 
 
Committee Action/Discussion:  At the August 11 Land Use & Housing Committee meeting, this item was 
forwarded by unanimous vote for Board approval.  There is a need to resolve certain project delivery performance 
issues from the first two rounds of the Community Design Program.  The Program is intended to provide financial 
assistance to local governments in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties for the physical development of 
Blueprint-friendly projects (Placer and El Dorado Counties have their own programs).  Of those awarded in the first 
two funding rounds (2004 and 2006), only two out of 15 construction projects have been completed.  Only about half 
of the two dozen non-construction projects have been completed or are near finished. 
 
SACOG staff is seeking action by the Committee and Board regarding four awarded projects that have significantly 
changed compared to the grant application in one or more of these ways: (1) the scope of work is dramatically 
different; (2) the geographic subject area is different; or (3) the timeline has been substantially extended.  The recipient 
of a fifth grant formally forfeited its grant award, raising the question of what to do with the funds.  The recipient of a 
sixth grant completed the work, and is requesting to use the un-spent portions of its budget for additional work.  
 
These projects cannot move ahead because they are different than what the Board awarded funding for, nor can their 
funds be used for anything else unless the Board de-programs them.  The Land Use & Housing Committee 
recommends de-programming two projects immediately (totaling $2.865 million), placing performance contingencies 
on three other projects and deprogramming them if those standards are not met ($1.033 million combined), and 
allowing the sixth project with un-spent funds ($75,000) to continue subject to a condition. The attached report 
provides details and the Committee’s recommendation regarding each case. The Committee also recommended that the 
SACOG staff should evaluate the next highest rated applications from the most recent (third) funding round and make 
a recommendation back to them on how to award any de-programmed funds. 
 
The third round of the Community Design Program, awarded in March 2008, included built-in measures in the 
application process to ensure that awarded projects are delivered in the manner and timeline as stated in the 
application, or the awarded jurisdiction risks being precluded from future Community Design funding. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Executive Director 

MM:KH:GC:ts 
Attachments 

Key Staff: Kenneth Hough, Director of Community Planning & Operations, (916) 340-6229 
  Greg Chew, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6227 
S:\SACOG\BRDPCKTS\2008 Packets\August 08\21-Comm. design.doc  0900506 



 1

Attachment 1 
 

Community Design Program 
Previously Awarded Projects That Are Candidates for De-Programming 

 
Issues have been raised regarding projects awarded in the first two rounds (2003-05, and 2005-
07) of the SACOG Community Design Program.  The Board awarded these projects funding 
based on a selection committee’s recommendations, which were made on the evaluations of the 
associated applications for each project.  Since those awards were made, five projects have had 
what the SACOG staff determined to be significant changes from the application and therefore 
different than what the Board approved.  These changes involve major modifications to the 
scopes of work, the geographic subject area, lengthy timeline extensions, or lack of substantive 
progress. A sixth project raises the question of what to do if a grant project is completed but not 
all of the budget was spent.   
 
Although SACOG staff is administering all grant projects, staff does not believe it has the 
authority to allow these modifications to the particular projects without consent of the SACOG 
Board.  Below are six projects that the SACOG Board must take formal action to either allow 
them to continue with the requested modifications, or to be de-programming them (without de-
programming, the funding cannot be used for anything else).  Background information and Land 
Use and Housing Committee’s recommendations follow.    
 
 
Project #1: City of Marysville: Downtown Marysville Renaissance Square 
 
Award: $2 million grant in July 2004 to fund the development of a parking structure necessary 
for the redevelopment of the historic Marysville Hotel.  
 
Background:  After four years of not being able to get a commitment from the private developer 
of the hotel to move ahead, the city formally forfeited its remaining grant funding for the project.   
 
Policy Question: What should SACOG do with the remaining $1.665 million that the city 
forfeited? 
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the 
Board formally de-program the project and direct SACOG staff to make a recommendation to 
the Board on using the funds for the next highest ranked applications from the most recent 
funding round. 
 
 
Project #2:  Sacramento County – Walerga Road Corridor Improvements/Antelope Place 
Development 
 
Award: $1.2 million grant awarded in March 2006 to fund construction of street improvements 
along Walerga Road in conjunction with a privately funded new, mixed-use multi-family and 
commercial development. 
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Background: The private development company withdrew its development application and is 
currently trying to sell the property.  County staff has stated that there appears to be no seriously 
interested buyer who intends to develop a similar mixed-use residential project at this site. 
 
Policy Question:  Should a project be de-programmed if it loses the critical element that served 
as the main reason for it receiving funding? 
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the 
Board formally de-program the project and direct SACOG staff to make a recommendation to 
the Board on using the funds for the next highest ranked applications from the most recent 
funding round. 
 
 
Project #3:  Regional Transit – Stockton Blvd. Bus Rapid Transit 
 
Award:  $100,000 grant in March 2006 to help lead to the development of bus rapid transit along 
Stockton Blvd. and to better position the project for funding through the Federal Transit 
Administration. 
 
Background: Due to budget shortfalls, the bus service in the Stockton Blvd. area has been 
reduced.  Regional Transit is proposing to use the grant to help fund the study of three other 
transit corridors.  RT would increase its local match from $11,470 from the Stockton Blvd. 
corridor to $200,000 in technical services for the other three corridors. 
 
Policy Question: Should an awarded project be allowed to change its study area but perform 
similar tasks? 
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation:  The Committee concurred with the staff’s 
recommendation that the Board require that the grant recipient perform the following by no later 
than December 31, 2008: (1) roll the project into the requested three-corridor project; (2) match 
the $100,000 Community Design grant with $200,000 in technical services and $11,470 from 
local sources; (3) sign an MOU with SACOG for the grant and modified conditions; (4) submit 
the first invoice to SACOG for work utilizing some of the grant funds. If all of the conditions are 
not met within that timeframe, then the SACOG Board pre-authorizes staff to de-program the 
project any time after December 31, 2008, and to make any remaining funds available for the 
next round of Community Design Program. 
 
 
Project #4: Paratransit – Arika’s Village 
 
Award: $303,000 grant in March 2006 for street improvements and enhancements in association 
with a new mixed-use 44-unit affordable housing infill project located near a light rail and bus 
transit station along Florin Road.  The associated housing project would be developed by another 
non-profit organization. 
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Background: The project did not have secure funding at the time of the Community Design 
application, and the funding still has not been resolved.  The associated housing project has 
changed designs and has increased the number of units to over 60. The partner organization 
developing the associated housing project has had staff turnover issues.  The grant recipient, 
Paratransit, Inc. does not have a trained federal transportation funding manager qualified to 
manage the grant, a requirement for the Community Design Program.  The recipient has 
provided the attached letter to explain the complications of the project and the associated housing 
project and request an extension until Fiscal Year 2009 (which ends September 30, 2009). 
 
Policy Question: At what point does a project that needs to secure funding for the associated 
housing project need to have that funding secured before the grant is rescinded, and at what point 
should a project be required to competitively re-submit its Community Design application for 
funding?   
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation:  The Committee concurred with the staff 
recommendation that the Board require that the grant recipient perform the following by no later 
than March 31, 2009: (1) secure the commitment of services by a trained federal transportation 
aid funding manager (to be approved by Caltrans District 3 Local Assistance Department); (2) 
secure all entitlements, building permits and funding for the associated housing project; (3) start 
construction of the associated housing project; (4) obtain funding obligation for the grant project 
(have in hand the E-76 form from Caltrans); and (5) develop and sign an MOU with SACOG 
including the scope and timeline for the grant project.  If all of the conditions are not met within 
that timeframe, then the SACOG Board pre-authorizes staff to de-program the project any time 
after March 31, 2009, and to make the funds available for the next round of Community Design 
Program.  
 
 
Project #5:  City of Sacramento – R Street Market Pedestrian Walkway and Plaza 
 
Award: $630,000 grant in March 2006 to provide pedestrian improvements on the R Street 
Corridor between 16th and 18th Streets.  The grant will fund design and engineering plans. 
 
Background:  The project was awarded “SACOG-managed” local funding, meaning the recipient 
would go through SACOG to receive its funding, and not Caltrans (which it would have had if it 
received federal transportation funds).  To receive SACOG–managed funding, the city had to 
sign an MOU that provided a scope of work and timeline for completion of the project.  The 
MOU is set to expire on February 28, 2009, which is six months after the end of city’s proposed 
timeline.  Both parties’ legal staffs agreed on the MOU terms, the Sacramento City Council 
approved it, and the City Manager and SACOG Executive Director signed the MOU.  Once the 
MOU was signed, SACOG officially obligated the funds to the project, which is the equivalent 
of receiving an allocation from California Transportation Commission if state transportation 
funding were awarded.  Because the funds reached the point of obligation, the SACOG staff does 
not believe it has the authority to extend this MOU without the approval the Board. 
 
After the MOU was signed, city staff became concerned about the construction funding of the 
first phase of improvements along a different segment of R Street from 10th to 13th Streets.  The 
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city staff was uncomfortable with the prospect of two design efforts underway, neither of which 
had funding for construction.   Funding was secured for improvements between 11th and 12th 
Streets by the Capitol Area Development Authority, and another Community Design Program 
grant from 10th to 13th Street. With the funding now secured for the other projects, city staff has 
requested that the MOU with SACOG be extended by 12 months for this project between 16th 
and 18th Streets. The city did release an RFP for consulting design and engineering services, and 
has identified a selected consultant, subject to the approval of the city council.  A letter from the 
city staff providing more detail on the history is attached to this document. 
 
Policy Question:  Should a project that received an obligation and for which an MOU was signed 
be allowed to receive an extension? 
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation:  The Committee concurred with the staff 
recommendation that the Board approve the modification of the MOU to allow reimbursable 
work through February 28, 2010, and 60 days after that for the city to submit a final invoice.  If 
the MOU expires after this extension, the Board pre-authorizes staff to de-program any unused 
funds any time after May 1, 2010, and re-program those funds in the next round of the 
Community Design Program. 
 
 
Project #6:  City of Rancho Cordova Promenade Project 
 
Award:  $300,000 grant awarded in March 2006 to plan a bicycle/pedestrian bridge that would 
connect both sides of the city across U.S. 50. 
 
Background:  The project was delivered as stated in the application, with conceptual planning 
and design completed.  It came in approximately $75,000 under budget and the MOU with 
SACOG expired.  The city is now seeking funding for engineering, environmental review and 
right-of-way, and then ultimately construction.  Depending on federal legislation, the city may 
have a chance to receive full construction funding, but would need to come up with funds for the 
engineering, environmental and right-of-way components.  The city is asking whether it can 
utilize the remaining $75,000 for these tasks if it can secure construction funding. 
 
Policy Question:  May a grant recipient use un-spent grant funding for the next steps beyond the 
grant project?   
 
Land Use and Housing Committee Recommendation:  The Committee concurs with the staff’s 
recommendation that the Board authorize the Executive Director to negotiate and sign a new 
MOU with the city.  The MOU would include that if the city can secure the vast majority of the 
construction funding for the project by December 31, 2010, then the city may use the remainder 
of the grant funds for the design and engineering components.  The Board pre-authorizes staff to 
de-program the un-used funding any time after January 1, 2011 and to re-program those funds 
into the following round of Community Design Program.   
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