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1. Introduction and Information Sharing 
Ms. Hernandez shared that MTP/SCS workshops are still happening around the region, 
including tonight in Rocklin. All of the workshop content and the survey are available online 
in English and Spanish and will be available until November 5th. Major milestones are 
occurring in the next two months, including results from regional phone polling. December 
Board action on draft preferred scenario will lead to writing of draft plan; Transportation 
Committee will make its recommendation in advance of that meeting. Early 2015 will 
include plan writing, EIR writing, and additional work on the impacts of the plan or 
performance metrics. Mr. Lang inquired when the next official public comment period will 
be; Ms. Hernandez responded that the next public comment period will open with the release 
of the draft EIR.  
 
Ms. Martin announced that work is beginning on the 2015 Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and 
Trails Master Plan.  Ms. Cacciatore added that inclusion in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 
Plan is a prerequisite to receiving funding in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Round. 
Inclusion has also been considered as a prerequisite to receiving funds through the Active 
Transportation Program.  



 
Ms. DeVere-Oki provided an update on upcoming cap and trade funding availability. $130 
million is expected to be available statewide through a competitive process. SACOG staff are 
currently reviewing the guidelines, which initially appear restrictive regarding what types of 
projects are eligible to apply. The Strategic Growth Council (SGC) will hold four workshops 
for comments on the guidelines; SACOG will be actively participating. The most up-to-date 
information on SACOG’s activities can be found in the SACOG Board of Directors 
committee agenda items. SGC plans to release the final guidelines of December 1st with 
approval of the final guidelines scheduled for December 11th. A call for projects will open in 
January with award scheduled for June. SACOG will be taking into consideration how to 
handle application fatigue with this program, the Active Transportation Program, and the bi-
annual funding round all occurring at the same time. Mr. Seifert inquired as to the 
restrictiveness of the guidelines. Ms. DeVere-Oki responded that for the housing, only five 
projects region-wide are expected to qualify. There may be more flexibility with the 
transportation funding. 
 
2. Summary of April 24, 2014 Meeting 
The summary was approved by consensus. 
 
3. 2015 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting Dates 
Ms. Cacciatore presented the proposed 2015 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
meeting dates. Mr. Klinker inquired as to why Tuesdays are the selected meeting date. Ms. 
Cacciatore responded that Tuesdays allow meeting agendas to be distributed prior to the 
weekend allowing more time for review. This will also hopefully allow the committee to 
meet in the Rivers Room instead of the Board Room. The dates were approved by consensus. 

 
4. Active Transportation Program Cycle 1 Feedback Session 
Ms. Cacciatore shared some highlights on ATP Cycle 1. $6.5 million came to the region 
through the state call for projects; $5.3 million of those projects claimed a Safe Routes to 
School benefit and $1.4 million of that went to non-infrastructure projects. This reflects the 
state’s need to direct a large portion of funding to Safe Routes to School projects. 
Sacramento County’s Howe Avenue Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project ranked 
highest of all projects submitted for the SACOG region; however it ranked low within those 
that were funded at the state level. Cycle 2 will be more competitive based on funding 
amounts available. The regional program received 45 applications requesting a total of $48 
million; these projects competed for just $9.8 million in available funds. Most projects 
funded at the regional level included crosswalks, bike lanes, and sidewalk improvements. Mr. 
Damon noted that most of the funded projects are infrastructure and inquired whether that is 
the preference as presented by the state. Ms. Cacciatore responded that while that was not 
delineated in any publication, most infrastructure projects did perform better. Additional 



clarification is expected in the Cycle 2 guidelines. Ms. Cacciatore highlighted the qualities of 
projects that performed best at the regional level and shared comments from the Regional 
ATP Working Group.  
 
To be mindful of time, a survey for Cycle 1 Feedback will be sent out after the meeting. 
 
5. Active Transportation Program Cycle 2 
Laurie Waters and David Giongco from CTC introduced themselves. Ms. Waters shared that 
because CTC is in the midst of approving the MPO recommendations, no formal analysis has 
been performed on the Cycle 1 comments at this time. Discussion regarding a concurrent call 
between the state and regional program is open. Other concerns included length, redundancy, 
and lack of openness on the scoring rubric. Caltrans is updating the cost-benefit analysis tool 
to help standardize that section of the application and feedback is being provided to Caltrans. 
CTC will be reevaluating the definition of disadvantaged communities to better provide for 
the applicant to describe how the project both is in and benefits a disadvantaged community. 
The evaluation process will be revised for Cycle 2 and will include a consensus score. The 
guidelines will address outstanding questions on the management of ATP funds, with an eye 
to the existing STIP process. The guidelines will specify that feasibility studies or project 
initiation documents will not be eligible.  
 
A draft of the new guidelines will go to CTC in January and be adopted by CTC in March. 
The MPO guidelines will be due to CTC for adoption in May. The Cycle 2 statewide call for 
projects will open in March with a due date in May. Staff recommendations will be posted in 
late September with small rural-urban component adopted in October and MPO 
recommendations adopted in December. Trailer bill language has allowed adoption to be 
pushed from April to December to allow for more learning from Cycle 1. Mr. Moore 
suggested that more scrutiny be given to project schedules in Cycle 2; he reviewed some of 
the projects awarded in Cycle 1 and felt the project schedules were unrealistic. The CTC 
relies on Caltrans to make a determination about how realistic the application schedule is; 
Mr. Giongco also acknowledged that there is some flexibility if a project falls behind to 
extend funds. RTPAs and MPOs will be more involved in review during Cycle 2. The statute 
that created the ATP requires applications be reviewed with geographical distribution of 
funds in mind, but it was not a selection criterion. Mr. Giongco also shared that he is 
transitioning back to Caltrans from CTC; Mitch Weiss has accepted a promotional 
opportunity so Ms. Waters and others will become the lead contacts at CTC for ATP. Mr. 
Konopko asked about the relative competitiveness of non-disadvantaged community 
applications. Ms. Waters replied that only 10 points go to disadvantaged communities and 
that some projects selected for funding did not claim disadvantaged community status. Ms. 
Waters also added that a project applicant can argue that while the project is not in a 
disadvantaged community it still benefits a disadvantaged community. Mr. Giongco added 



that applications that used data well, demonstrated community participation, and combined 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure elements performed well.  
 
6. Legislative Update 
Ms. Cacciatore provided an update on relevant enacted legislation. Additions include 
allowing three-bike capacity bike racks on transit vehicles, the ability of local governments 
and park districts to levy surcharges for bicycle infrastructure, and the establishment of a 
Class IV bikeway designation for protected bicycle travel. Mr. Seifert asked whether 
SACOG plans to take a position or more widely advertise the ability to levy a surcharge. Ms. 
Cacciatore responded that taking a position is beyond SACOG’s scope but that this 
information was included in the most recent legislative update to the Board. Mr. Dougherty 
inquired whether any jurisdictions are pursuing a surcharge. Mr. Kidd shared that the East 
Bay Regional Park District is pursuing a surcharge and that enactment will require a 2/3 vote. 
 
7. National Association of City Transportation Officials Presentation 
Mr. Kidd from Alta Planning + Design presented on the new National Association of City 
Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide. The Guide has been 
endorsed by Caltrans, FHWA, and AB 1193 so local jurisdictions can use the guide for 
design guidance beyond that provided in the CA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices. For a local jurisdiction to use the NACTO Guide, a local government body needs to 
formally endorse its usage. Many cities in California, both urban and suburban, already have 
protected bike lanes which can be applicable in many situations.  
 
8. Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Data Collection Update 
9. Other Matters 
10. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 2 p.m. 


