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Chief Executive Officer's Report  
 
The following is a brief status report on some of the major issues and projects currently being advanced by 
SACOG.   
 
CONSENT ITEMS:  All items on the consent calendar received unanimous support in committee.  We have an unusual 
number of items on the Action calendar that normally would be consent because we did not have a quorum at GRPA 
Committee this month. 
 
ACTION ITEMS:   #10 Final Budgets for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and #11 Final Overall Work Program for Fiscal Year 
2014-15 continue to show a fiscally healthy organization with an increasingly strategically focused work program tied to 
the Board’s Strategic Goals and Objectives.  While both documents have been void of controversy, the amount of quality 
effort behind them should not go unnoticed:   While many contributed, I need to give a special shout out to COO, Kirk 
Trost, and Transportation Services Director, Matt Carpenter, for their great work. 
 
#17 Consideration of SB1156:   Long-Term Investment Strategy for Cap-and-Trade Revenue.  This is a fast-changing 
important item, and I have decided to hold the substantive staff report to you until Tuesday of next week to ensure that it 
covers the latest activities at the Capitol.  As I reported to you at the April Board meeting, I have been working with 
Board leadership in conceptual support of the Senate Pro Tem’s proposal outline given its consistency with adopted 
Board state advocacy principles. 
 
BOARD LUNCHEON:  We are very pleased to have an excellent speaker for your Board luncheon discussion this 
month.  Bill Dodge has a multi-decade career at the national center of the evolution of regional planning agencies like 
SACOG and currently is writing a booking on regional best practices at the national and international scales.  This 
program is part of the work of the Innovations Task Force as it looks around the country for ideas to inform the future 
evolution of SACOG.  I am very hopeful you can make time in your busy schedules to participate in what I’m confident 
will be a lively and useful discussion. 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS: 
 
 SACOG hosted a Special Presentation on Federal Transportation Authorization Proposals with 

Transportation for America’s (T4A) Chief Executive Officer James Corless on May 15 for SACOG Board 
members, regional partners and stakeholders.  The presentation provided a side-by-side comparison of the 
Administration’s proposal, Grow America, and the proposal from the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works (EPW).  SACOG also submitted comments to EPW as it considers policy amendments to the 
proposed language.  The comment letter is consistent with SACOG’s federal advocacy principles. The comment 
letter and T4A’s legislation analysis are attached for your information.   
 

 SACOG Application for Cycle 1 of the State Active Transportation Program  
At its May 15 meeting, the Transportation Committee considered authorization for SACOG to submit a project 
application to the State Active Transportation Program. The application deadline of May 21, 2014, meant action 
by the full Board at its next meeting on May 29 would be too late. SACOG’s  project proposal was refined with 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee to include collecting bike and pedestrian infrastructure data in 
Transit Priority Areas (TPAs); workshops with stakeholders and communities that live and/or work in TPA 
disadvantaged communities to identify barriers to walking and biking for transportation; expanding and  



incorporating as part of the May is Bike Month campaign educational information and activities targeted to 
multi-lingual groups with focus on active transportation safety in the TPAs.  Several Committee members 
expressed concerns about the proposed $750,000 budget, coordination of local grant application work, and 
SACOG’s direct work in local disadvantaged communities. In order to meet the application deadline, the 
Committee directed SACOG staff to work with Committee Chair Sander and Vice-Chair Cabaldon on a revised 
proposal to address Committee concerns. SACOG staff submitted an updated proposal to Directors Sander and 
Cabaldon, who supported the revised focus.  The new $450,000 application focuses on completing a region-wide 
sidewalk and posted street speed inventory to combine with other SACOG data to support pedestrian/bike 
infrastructure planning across the region; collaborating with EDCTC, PCTPA, and jurisdictions to identify and 
fill other local data needs and gaps to support bike/pedestrian efforts; and a multi-year, targeted campaign of 
outreach and safety education as part of May is Bike Month to encourage more and safer bicycling by teenagers, 
seniors, low-income/limited English speaking adults, and women.  
 

LAND USE ACTIVITIES: 
During the month of April, SACOG staff conducted the following work:  

• Continued to participate with the cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova and Sacramento County in the year-
long Portland State University technical assistance program focused on land use planning implementation issues 
in suburban areas.   

• Worked with Sacramento County on preparations for its study mission to Portland as part of the Portland State 
University technical assistance program.  

• Presented expert testimony to the city council of Sacramento on the McKinley Village project. 
• Submitted a comment letter in response to the Notice of Preparation for the proposed Sacramento Commons 

project in the city of Sacramento.  
• Participated in a panel presentation, “Blueprint 2.0: What’s Working and How Do We Make it Better,” hosted by 

the Sacramento chapter of Urban Land Institute.   
 
CALENDAR:   
 
May 29 – 11 a.m. to 1 p.m.  SACOG Board Lunch Discussion with Special Presentation on Innovative Regional 
Governments from William Dodge.   
 
June 5 – 10 a.m.  Transportation Committee 
 
June 5 – 1 p.m.  Land Use & Natural Resources Committee. 
 
June 9 – 10 a.m. Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee. 
 
June 19 – 9:30 a.m. SACOG Board Meeting 
 
June 19 – 11 a.m. to 1 p.m. SACOG Innovation Task Force to include Special Presentation on Innovative Regional 
Government by David Warm, Chief Executive Officer of Mid-Atlantic Regional Council of Governments.  All Board 
members are encouraged to attend the Task Force meeting. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer   
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May 22, 2014 
 
 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer, Chairman 
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
 
Dear Chairman Boxer: 
 
We applaud you for advancing the MAP-21 Reauthorization Act through the 
Environment and Public Works Committee. We support your efforts to begin the 
critical debate on reauthorization of the surface transportation program.  
 
A long-term reauthorization of our federal transportation program is critical to 
providing communities across the nation the funding certainty to invest in projects 
that are important to their economic competitiveness. Due to the instability of the 
Highway Trust Fund and the previous lack of a long-term commitment from 
Congress, local governments have been unable to commit funding to those necessary 
investments. Passage of the MAP-21 Reauthorization Act would restore this stability 
and trust between the federal government and local governments.  
 
In addition to the funding certainty the MAP-21 Reauthorization Act will provide, 
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and the Sacramento Metro Chamber 
want to thank you for including a few provisions critical to the Sacramento 
metropolitan region. Specifically, we are pleased to see the MAP-21 Reauthorization 
Act include a provision allowing a portion of a State’s National Highway 
Performance Program funding to be used for the repair of non-National Highway 
System Federal-aid bridges. Also, we were excited to see sub-allocation under the 
Transportation Alternatives Program increased to 66.7 percent. Greater sub-
allocation enables those closest to the community’s transportation challenges to 
invest in the projects that respond to its needs best. Finally, we are pleased to see the 
MAP-21 Reauthorization Act recognize the importance of freight movement by 
creating a National Freight Program with dedicated funding. 
 
We look forward to continuing to work with you as debate over the MAP-21 
Reauthorization Act continues. Specifically, we look forward to working with you to 
build on the steps taken to move toward a performance-based transportation system 
in MAP-21 and making sure local communities have greater access to funding to 
invest in innovative solutions to their transportation challenges.  
 





	  
 

SUMMARY OF SENATE ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE  
MAP-21 REAUTHORIZATION PROPOSAL 

As Released on May 12, 2014 
 

The Senate Environment and Public Works Committee (EPW) released their MAP-21 reauthorization 
proposal on May 12, 2014. The Environment and Public Works Committee has jurisdiction over the 
highway program. Other committees in the Senate have jurisdiction over the transit, safety and the 
funding aspects of reauthorization. The current transportation law, MAP-21, expires on September 30, 
2014. This memo provides an overview of the key provisions included in the proposal, as well as funding 
levels for key programs. 
 
Funding 
The EPW committee proposes to reauthorize the Federal transportation program for six years (fiscal 
years (FY) 2015-2020). The proposal would fund the highway program at MAP-21 levels, plus inflation. 
The Projects of National and Regional Significance would be authorized and funded through the Highway 
Trust Fund (HTF) at $400 million per year. This is $100 million less than MAP-21 authorized in FY13, but 
the funding would become more certain because it would be moved from the annual appropriations 
process, which hasn’t in fact funded this program in either 2013 or 2014, to the HTF, which would 
guarantee funding. The EPW proposal would continue to fund the Transportation Infrastructure Finance 
and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program at $1 billion per year. The proposal would move the Federal 
transportation research program from the HTF to the annual general appropriations process. The 
research program’s authorization levels are identical to MAP-21. The EPW proposal would also authorize 
a new National Freight Program. Reserving funds from all other Federal highway programs would create 
the funding for this program. These funds would start in FY16 with $400 million, increasing by $400 
million each year until 2020 where there would be $2 billion for this program. [see full funding table on 
page 5] 
 
Multimodal Discretionary Grants 
The Projects of National and Regional Significance program would be authorized at $400 million per year 
and would be amended so that it functions much closer to a discretionary grant program than in its 
current form. Most important, this program would no longer require the Secretary to send letters of 
intent of full funding grant agreements with project applicants. The program could fund all projects 
eligible under title 23 of the U.S. Code (highways) and chapter 53 of title 49 (public transportation), and 
states, local and tribal governments, transit agencies, public authorities, and port authorities are eligible. 
The new program would require that the project costs the lesser of: 

• $350 million  
• for a single state, 30% of their Federal-aid highway apportionment 
• for a state with a population density of less than 50 people per square mile, 15% of their Federal-

aid highway apportionment; or  
• for multiple states, 75% of the apportionment for the state with the largest Federal-aid highway 

apportionment.  
The proposal would set maximum grant sizes at $50 million, and require that no less than 20 percent of 
the programs funds be spent in rural areas or rural states. Further, the program would require that no less 
than 80 percent of the annual funding is spent on title 23 eligible projects, and that no more than 20 
percent of annual funds are spent within a single state.  
 
The EPW Committee proposal would create a new discretionary competitive grant program, the 
American Transportation Awards, which would be subject to funding through the annual appropriations 
process. The proposal would authorize the program at no more than $125 million annually and sets a 
maximum grant size of $10 million. Eligible recipients of American Transportation Awards would be State 
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DOTs, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and tribal organizations. Eligible projects are highway 
and transit projects. When evaluating projects, U.S. DOT would be required to consider if the project 
advances an innovative solution to achieve the national transportation goals and is effectively utilizing 
Federal funding. 
 
Federal-Aid Highways 
The EPW Committee reauthorization proposal adds Federal-aid highway bridges (i.e. bridges not on the 
National Highway System and not local off-system bridges) as an eligible project to the National Highway 
Performance Program, and limits the amount of funds for this purpose to 10 percent of the program’s 
annual apportionment. The proposal also authorizes the Secretary to provide exceptions from the 
requirements of Title 23 (except environmental requirements, prevailing wage standards, and 
requirements related to parklands) for rural roadways and bridges eligible for federal funding. A project is 
eligible to seek this waiver if it meets one of the following requirements: (1) based on the most recent 
decennial census is located in a county that has a population density of 20 or fewer people per square mile 
or is the county with the lowest population density the State, (2) located within the operational right of 
way of an existing rural bridge or roadway, or (3) has received less than $5 million in federal funding or has 
a total estimated cost of less than $30 million and federal funding will make up less than 15 percent of the 
project cost. The Secretary can grant the exception if the project will not have a negative impact on the 
environment or safety or if the exception will reduce project cost, speed up construction or improve 
safety.  
 
The Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) would be amended under this proposal so that the 
program’s suballocation rate would be increased from 50 percent to 66.7 percent. The proposal would 
also permit nonprofit entities responsible for local transportation safety programs as eligible recipients of 
TAP funding, and would require States and MPOs to report annually to DOT on the processes used, list 
projects requesting funding, and obligation rates. The Secretary would also be required to “develop 
regulations or guidance that encourages the use of programmatic approaches to environmental review, 
expedited procurement techniques, and other best practices to facilitate productive and timely 
expenditure for projects that are small, low-impact, and constructed within an existing built 
environment.” 
 
The EPW proposal would also add pedestrian safety eligibilities (hybrid beacons, medians and pedestrian 
islands, and safe routes to school) and bundling of bridge projects for 100 percent Federal share. The EPW 
proposal would encourage States and MPOs to bundle multiple bridge projects as one project on their 
transportation improvement plans (TIPs) and State transportation improvement plans (STIP).  
 
Freight 
The EPW Committee reauthorization proposal reiterates the goals for the National Freight Program 
included in MAP-21 but leads the goals section by talking about how investing in infrastructure and 
operational improvements of our highways can achieve those goals. The EPW Committee reauthorization 
proposal adds critical urban freight corridors and National Highway System intermodal connections to 
the National Highway Freight Network. 
 
The EPW Committee proposal adds several more things for the Secretary to consider when designating 
the miles of roadway that make up the Primary Highway Freight Network. Specifically, the Secretary must 
consider: (1) the origins and destinations of freight in, to and from the United States, (2) significance of 
goods movement linking supply chains, (3) proximity of access to other freight intermodal facilities 
including rail, air, water and pipelines, and (4) bottlenecks identified by FHWA.  
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States would be allowed to increase the number of miles of the Primary Highway Freight Network by no 
more than ten percent if these additional miles close gaps between the network, or establish first- and 
last-mile connections important to the efficient movement of goods, including ports, international border 
crossings, airports, intermodal facilities, rail yards, logistics centers, warehouses and agricultural facilities. 
In adding miles a State must consider nominations from MPOs and ensure additional miles are consistent 
with the State freight plan. States would also be allowed to designate critical rural and urban corridors.  
 
Funding for the National Freight Program is a take-down from all other Federal highway programs. The 
formula for how much of a State’s NHPP allocation that must be used for the National Freight Program is 
based on the total mileage in the State designated as the Primary Highway Freight Network versus the 
total mileage in the Interstate not designated on the Primary Highway Freight Network. States are 
allowed to use ten percent of funding for projects within the boundaries of public and private freight rail, 
maritime projects, and intermodal facilities, but can only be used to cover the costs of surface 
transportation projects that facilitate access to and from the facility. 
 
If a State is not making significant progress towards its performance targets, they are required to submit a 
report every two years outlining their freight policies and strategies that will guide their freight-related 
transportation investment and a description of what the state will do to meet the performance targets of 
the State. 
 
Under MAP-21, States were encouraged to establish State Freight Advisory Committees. The EPW 
Committee reauthorization proposal requires states to do this. Finally, States are required to develop a 
State Freight Plan looking at congestion or delay caused by freight movement and mitigation strategies. 
States are also required to develop a Freight Investment Plan, including a list of priority projects and how 
they will be funded. The Freight Investment Plan can be developed separately or incorporated into the 
State’s long-range transportation plan.  
 
Planning and Performance Management 
The EPW Committee proposal would require the Secretary to develop safety performance measures “for 
both motorized and non-motorized transportation” users. 
 
The EPW reauthorization proposal would also require DOT to develop a program to align reviews of 
projects and improve project delivery and the effectiveness of DOT in achieving the national goals of 
safety, infrastructure condition, congestion reduction, system reliability, freight movement and economic 
vitality and reduced project delivery delays. DOT would be required to report on its progress to Congress 
every two years. Also, the Office of the Inspector General must conduct a study on the development of 
this program three years after enactment. 
 
Innovative Financing 
The EPW Committee draft includes a couple of changes to the TIFIA program as well as funding for State 
Infrastructure Banks. For TIFIA, the proposal adds as an eligible project costs that improve or construct 
the public infrastructure associated with transit-oriented development. For these projects the project 
cost threshold is lowered to $10 million.   
 
Also, if the annual funding for TIFIA is fully obligated before the end of the fiscal year, a project sponsor 
can enter into a master credit agreement and wait to execute the credit agreement until the fiscal year 
when the funds are available to receive credit assistance. 
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State Infrastructure Banks would also be reauthorized, which lapsed during MAP-21, and States would be 
permitted to use ten percent of their apportionment under the NHPP, Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) and the new National Freight Program to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank and a State can 
apply for a TIFIA loan to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank. 

Environmental Provisions 
The EPW Committee proposal makes a number of changes to the environmental review process designed 
to move projects through the review process more quickly. The first is that it ties the categorical exclusion 
for projects of limited federal assistance to the National Highway Construction Cost Index.  

The second is that USDOT must align the sections 4(f) and 106 processes in coordination with the 
Department of Interior and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation within 90 days of enactment. 
Section 4(f) is USDOT’s guidelines surrounding the preservation of publicly owned public parks and 
recreation areas, waterfowl and wildlife refuges, and historic sites that have national, state or local 
significance. Section 106 of the National Preservation Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertaking on historic properties and allow the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation the opportunity to comment. Under the EPW Committee proposal a 4(f) analysis may be 
included in NEPA and seek concurrence from the Department of Interior and ACHP that satisfies 106. If 
concurrence is received then no other review under 106 or 4(f) would be required. Under the proposed 
legislation, once a determination has been made that there is no alternative to impacting the site, one 
mitigation package would be developed to fulfill both 106 and 4(f). 

The third is that when a project sponsor applies to USDOT to initiate an environmental impact statement 
(EIS) under section 139 of title 23, USDOT must respond to the request within 45 days to initiate the EIS, 
turn down the application or request additional information. 

The fourth is that USDOT can dismiss from detailed analysis under section 4(f) any alternative dismissed 
during the planning process, if that process was open to the public and that alternative is not necessary 
under NEPA or any other environmental analysis. 

The fifth is that USDOT may provide technical assistance to a state taking on the responsibilities of 
categorical exclusions. The proposed legislation also gives USDOT the ability to terminate the delegation 
of CEs if a state is not carrying out the responsibilities correctly, once given 120 days to correct any 
failures. 

Research 
The EPW Committee proposal would move the Federal transportation research program from the HTF, a 
dedicated funding source, to the annual general appropriations process, where yearly funding is not 
guaranteed.  
 
The proposal would also require U.S. DOT to conduct research on at least three alternative funding 
mechanisms for the Highway Trust Fund that preserve the user fee structure to maintain the long-term 
solvency of the Highway Trust Fund. Working with the Department of Treasury, U.S. DOT would be 
required to establish a Surface Transportation Revenue Alternatives Advisory Council to inform and 
evaluate alternative funding mechanisms. The Advisory Council would be made up of U.S. DOT and 
Department of Treasury employees with experience in alternative revenue mechanisms, two 
representatives with State DOTs, representation from users of the transportation system and technology 
and public privacy experts.
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Senate EPW Reauthorization Funding Analysis 

 

*	  The Administration’s GROW AMERICA Act is a 4-year $302 billion transportation authorization proposal, which represents an $87 billion increase 
over the current spending levels set by MAP-21. 
**The National Freight Program would not receive funds during FY15, but would provide $2B more than FY14 in FY2020, the final year of this Act. 

  
USDOT 

Appropriation 
FY14 

 
GROW 

AMERICA 
Act Proposed 

FY15* 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY15 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY16 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY17 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY18 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY19 

 
EPW 

Authorization 
Proposed 

FY20 

 
Difference 

between FY14 
and EPW 
Proposed 

FY15 

Federal-Aid 
Highways 

$40.3B $48.1B $40.9B $41.6B $42.5B $43.3B $44.2B $45.1B +$600M 

TIGER $600M $1.25B - - - - - - -$600M 

Projects of 
National and 
Regional 
Significance 

$0 - $400M $400M $400M $400M $400M $400M +$400M 

National 
Freight 
Program 

- $1.0B - $400M $800M $1.2B $1.6B $2.0B -** 

American 
Transportation 
Awards 

- - $125M $125M $125M $125M $125M $125M +$125M 
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