
 

  

Regional  Planning Partnership   Item #4 

 

September, 2014 
 

Action: SACOG Expedited Project Selection Procedures 
 

Issue:  Should SACOG update its SACOG Expedited Project Selection Procedures?  The purpose of this 

item is to explain SACOG’s project delivery process and request support for continuation of that process. 

     

Recommendation:  That the Regional Planning Partnership recommend that the Transportation Committee 

recommend that the SACOG Board approve the updated and revised SACOG Expedited Project Selection 

Procedures (Attachment A). 
 

Discussion:  “Expedited Project Selection Procedures” (EPSP) are the federal mechanism that SACOG uses 

to enable federal aid project sponsors to begin work regardless of the programmed year in the Metropolitan 

Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Its name comes from rules saying: 
 

…if the State or public transportation operator(s) wishes to proceed with a project in the second, third, 

or fourth year of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the specific project selection 

procedures stated in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section must be used unless the MPO, the State, and 

the public transportation operator(s) jointly develop expedited project selection procedures to provide 

for the advancement of projects from the second, third, or fourth years of the TIP (23 CFR Section 

450.330(a)). 
 

SACOG has used EPSP to deliver millions of dollars in federal funding, such as Congestion Mitigation and 

Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), Highway 

Bridge Program (HBP), Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), and Safe Routes to School. With 

EPSP in place, SACOG’s MTIP functions as one large pool from which projects may be delivered at will.  
 

SACOG and Caltrans each impose restrictions on the use of EPSP for the programs that they control. For 

example, for CMAQ and RSTP funded projects SACOG follows its annual Delivery Plan process 

(Attachment B) to decide how projects will advance. Similarly, Caltrans has its own procedures (Attachment 

C) for using EPSP for “Local Safety Projects,” such as those funded by HBP and HSIP. 
 

Without EPSP, SACOG and Caltrans would be confined to only allow projects programmed in the current 

year to proceed in a given year. Any advancements of later year projects would require an amendment to the 

MTIP in which an equal amount of funding would need to be delayed. 
 

Caltrans commented on the Draft 2015/18 MTIP (Attachment D) to note that SACOG’s adopted EPSP 

(Attachment E) are nine years old and in need of updating. Also, according to Caltrans’ interpretation of the 

regulations, the EPSP needs to specify each type of funding program. SACOG updated the EPSP to specify the 

consultation and cooperation procedures for 11 fund types. 
 

Attachments: Attachment A – Revised SACOG EPSP 

  Attachment B – Approved 2015 Delivery Plan Process 

 Attachment C – Caltrans EPSP  

 Attachment D – Memo from Dennis Jacobs, Caltrans FTIP Coordinator 

 Attachment E – Caltrans Approval of SACOG EPSP (2005) 

 

Key Staff: Sharon Sprowls, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6235 

  José Luis Cáceres, MTIP Team Manager, (916) 340-6218 



SACOG Expedited Project Selection Procedures (EPSP) Attachment A

Funding

Selecting 

Agency Selection Procedure

Consulted/

Cooperating 

Agency

Projects with Federal Transit Act Funds and projects with Title 23 Federal 

Highway Administration funding that has been transferred to FTA.  Examples 

of such funding include, but are not limited to the following:

5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program 

5308 - Clean Fuel Formula Program 

5309a - Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grants

5309b - New and Small Starts (Capital Investment Grants) 

5309c - Bus and Bus Related Grants 

5310 - Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities

5311 - Formula Grants for Rural Areas

5311f - Intercity Bus 

5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 

5317 - New Freedom 

5320 - Transit in the Parks 

5324 - Emergency Relief Program

5329 - Public Transportation Safety Program

5337 - State of Good Repair Grants

5339 - Bus and Bus Facilities Formula Grants

CMAQ Funds Transferred to FTA

RSTP Funds Transferred to FTA

Consultation 

For FTA administered funds, projects 

may be moved within the period of 

the MTIP/FSTIP at the request of the 

agency, as long as funding is available 

and the change does not negatively 

impact the delivery or availability of 

funds for other projects ready for 

obligation.

State and Transit 

Operator
MPO
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Funding

Selecting 

Agency Selection Procedure

Consulted/

Cooperating 

Agency

Consultation 

For FTA administered funds, projects 

may be moved within the period of 

the MTIP/FSTIP at the request of the 

agency, as long as funding is available 

and the change does not negatively 

impact the delivery or availability of 

funds for other projects ready for 

obligation.

State and Transit 

Operator
MPO

Projects in State Managed Programs funded with Title 23 Funding.  Examples 

of such funding include, but are not limited to the following:

Active Transportation Program (ATP) (includes  Transportation Alternative 

Program and Safe Routes to School federal funding)

Hazard Elimination and Safety Program/Highway Safety Improvement Program 

(HES/HSIP)

Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

Highway Maintenance Program (HMP)

Local Section 130 Grade Crossings

Recreational Trails

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)

SHOPP (includes federal funds such as NHPP, STP, HES, HSIP)

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

Projects funded with Title 23 Funding, except State Managed Programs (see 

above). Examples of such funding include, but are not limited to the following:

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality  (CMAQ) 

Coordinated Border Infrastructure

Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program

Federal Lands Access Program

Federal Lands Highway

Federal Lands Transportation Program

High Priority Projects (HPP) and Demo

National Scenic Byways Program

Projects of National/Regional Significance

Public Lands Highway 

Railway Highway Crossings

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)

Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER)

Transportation and Community and System Preservation Program

SACOG Consultation
State and Transit 

Operator

State Cooperation SACOG



Item #14-9-4
SACOG Board of  Directors Consent  

September 11, 2014 

Approve Delivery Plan 2015 Process 

Issue: What process should be adopted for developing the 2015 SACOG Delivery Plan? 

Recommendation:  The Transportation Committee recommends that the Board approve the proposed 2015 
Delivery Plan process. 

Committee Action/Discussion:  Each year, SACOG helps project sponsors deliver their projects with 
SACOG-controlled federal funds from the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program, Regional 
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), and Regional Improvement Program (RIP).  Project sponsors navigate 
a complicated federal aid funding process to request and spend these funds in a timely manner.  Delivery timing, 
prioritization tiers, and general practices are all outlined in an annually approved Delivery Plan Process.  
SACOG’s annual Delivery Plan prioritizes who can request federal funds during the current Federal Fiscal Year 
(FFY) by balancing past commitments, funding availability, and project readiness. 

2014 Delivery Plan Process  
On September 26, 2013, the SACOG Board approved the 2014 Delivery Plan and Process, which concludes on 
September 30, 2014.  The 2014 Delivery Plan Process added a new requirement for sponsors to send SACOG 
additional project cost and schedule information to enhance staff’s ability to more accurately predict delivery.  
This additional information helped SACOG staff understand the risks associated with each project poised for 
delivery in FFY 2014.  The information also helped target specific projects for advancement utilizing the 
delivery Tier process.  Staff has been diligently working with project sponsors to maximize the use of federal 
funds and increase delivery.  In the prior committee cycle, staff provided a status update.  Once the FFY ends, 
staff will return in future committee meetings to highlight the results of the 2014 process. 

New Tools Proposed for the 2015 Delivery Plan Process 
SACOG staff proposes to continue the policy of gathering project delivery milestone and contact information.  
Instead of emails and spreadsheets, SACOG staff is developing online information-sharing tools to help increase 
the quality and frequency of updates.  These tools will be applied to SACOG discretionary funding sources such 
as RSTP, CMAQ, and RIP funds, and will also be available to track projects included in Caltrans-managed local 
funding programs, such as the Highway Bridge Program (HBP) and the Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP).  New funding sources such as the Active Transportation Program (ATP) will be tracked closely, as there 
are additional project delivery deadlines associated with California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
allocation requests and new ATP program guidelines. 

As in past years, the 2015 Delivery Plan will continue to have three tiers that reward project sponsors for 
preparing shovel-ready projects as early as possible:  

 Tier 1 projects have funding programmed in the current FFY and bond-funded projects programmed in
any year of the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP).  These projects will have
priority to request authorization for SACOG’s federal funds until February 1, 2015.

 Tier 2 projects have RSTP and CMAQ funds programmed in any year of the MTIP.  These projects will
have priority to request authorization for SACOG’s federal funds until May 1, 2015.
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 Tier 3 projects are those projects not programmed in the MTIP or have RIP funds programmed in later 
years.  After May 1, 2015, project sponsors can request to borrow SACOG’s federal funds to deliver a 
project earlier than its other identified funds might allow.  SACOG will consider these requests based on 
sponsors’ delivery needs, regional delivery targets, and available apportionment.   

 
Staff recommends approval of the process outlined in more detail in Attachment A. The tier structure remains 
unchanged from 2014.  However, staff is clarifying the application of Tier II to CMAQ- and RSTP-funded 
projects.  Additionally, due to program requirements, projects funded with ATP cannot be advanced utilizing 
the tier system. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:SS:gg 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235 
  Renee DeVere-Oki, Team Manager of Programming and Project Delivery, (916) 340-6219 

Jose Luis Cáceres, Associate Planner, (916) 340-6218   
Sam Shelton, Associate Planner, (916) 340-6251 



Attachment A 
 

PROPOSED 2015 DELIVERY PLAN PROCESS 
 
Because of SACOG’s past project delivery successes, the 2015 Delivery Plan proposes to use the same 
process as earlier plans.  Projects will be classified under the following prioritized three tiers: 
 
Classification Project Group Level of Priority 

Tier 1 Projects programmed in the MTIP for FFY 2015 
and programmed projects with Proposition 1B 
funds irrespective of year. 

Priority until February 1, 2015 

Tier 2 Projects programmed with RSTP and CMAQ in 
any year of the MTIP  

Priority until May 1, 2015 

Tier 3 Projects not programmed in the MTIP- or RIP- 
funded projects programmed in later years that 
desire a loan. 

Will be considered after May 1, 
2015 

 
As shown in the above table, projects programmed in the SACOG MTIP for FFY 2015 and programmed 
projects with Proposition 1B funds in any year of the MTIP will be Tier 1 projects and given the highest 
priority. The hope is that between October 1, 2014, and February 1, 2015, sponsors of these projects will 
submit their fully completed Request for Authorization (RFA) to Caltrans District 3 Office of Local 
Assistance.  Should there be problems fully completing the RFA and those problems carry over beyond 
February 1, 2015, that project will lose its highest priority status and compete with projects in Tier 2.  This 
will continue until May 1, 2015 when SACOG will consider Tier 3 project loans for unprogrammed projects 
or projects with RIP funds programmed in later years. The 2015 Delivery Plan offers the opportunity to un-
programmed projects seeking loans for implementation from SACOG.  The process and conditions for such 
loans are already well established in the SACOG region, and the proposed 2015 plan will adhere to them.   
 
The following is the proposed plan schedule: 
 

Date SACOG Staff Activity 
Aug 27, 2014 2015 Delivery Plan process presented to the Regional Planning Partnership 
Aug 28, 2014 2015 Delivery Plan process presented to the Transportation Committee 
Sep 18, 2014 SACOG Board approves 2015 Delivery Plan Process 
Sep 19, 2014 SACOG requests 2015 project delivery information from sponsors 
Oct 16, 2014 Deadline to submit project delivery information to SACOG 
Oct 31, 2014 SACOG prepares Delivery Plan for Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects 
Nov 2014 to 
Mar 2015 

SACOG requests updated delivery information from sponsors and evaluates Tier 2 & 
3 projects 

Feb 1, 2015 Tier 2 opens   
Mar 13, 2015 Deadline to submit updated project delivery information to SACOG  
Apr 1, 2015 SACOG submits 2015 Delivery Plan to Caltrans 
May 1, 2015 Tier 3 considered by SACOG staff 
Apr 2015 to 
Sept 2015 

SACOG requests updated delivery information from sponsors as needed 

  



As in past years, staff proposes to expand SACOG’s project delivery potential by borrowing apportionments 
and/or obligational authority (OA) or obtaining loans, as appropriate, from other regional agencies or from 
the state.  Extending these practices for the 2015 Delivery Plan may help fund additional projects or keep 
funds within the region.  With respect to borrowing or loaning funds, under normal circumstances, staff will 
take any proposed loan agreements to the Board for its review and approval prior to signature by the Chief 
Executive Officer.  In the event that there is an urgent need for SACOG to execute a loan agreement, current 
Board delegation gives the Chief Executive Officer discretion to commit SACOG for such purposes.  
Consistent with past practices, staff would then report back to the Board at the earliest opportunity or in the 
year-end delivery update.  
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Using the Expedited Project Selection Procedures (EPSP) to Meet 

Project Delivery Requirements for Local Safety Projects 

Updated December 15, 2010 

This document provides information and guidance on the use of the Expedited Project Selection 
Procedures (EPSP) to deliver local safety projects.  EPSP can be used to design and construct a 
project prior to the program year shown in the Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (FSTIP).  This document also explains why the expected delivery dates shown in the 
Project Delivery Status Reports are not consistent with the program year shown in the FSTIP.   

Project Lists of State-managed Local Safety Programs for FTIP 

Caltrans, Division of Local Assistance, Office of Bridge and Safety Programs (OBSP), manages 
the federal funds for three local safety programs; the Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP), the High Risk Rural Roads Program (HR3), and the Safe Routes to School Program 
(SRTS).  OBSP prepares a financially-constrained, statewide project list for each safety program 
and sends those lists to the various Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to amend into 
their FTIPs.  The MPOs are requested to program the projects in the Federal Fiscal Years (FFYs) 
shown in the project lists and are encouraged to program the projects in a grouped project listing.  
In a grouped project listing, funding for all project phases is included under Construction.  
Grouped project listings provide flexibility with project phase authorizations and reduce the 
resources needed to monitor the delivery of a project. 

A project list contains all approved safety projects that have yet to authorize construction funds.  
Due to the financial constraint requirements, the project list can only include a finite value of 
project funds in each of the four (4) Federal Fiscal Years (FFYs) available in the FSTIP.  
Therefore, in order to include all active projects in the FSTIP, Caltrans HQ Safety Program 
managers organize the project list to contain the oldest projects in the earlier years and the newer 
projects in the outer years.  For example, the HSIP Project List for the 2009 FTIP contains Cycle 
1, Cycle 2, and Cycle 3 projects.  Cycle 1 and 2 projects, which consist of 3 federal fiscal years of 
HSIP funding, are programmed in the first three years of the FSTIP period (2008/09 thru 
2010/11).  Cycle 3 projects are all programmed in 2011/12, the fourth year of the FSTIP, since it 
was the only year within the FSTIP that had financial capacity for all of these new projects.  
Project lists for the 2011 and future FSTIPs will be organized and prioritized in a similar manner. 

Project Delivery Requirements vs. FSTIP Program Year 

The Project Delivery Requirements are entirely independent of the FSTIP Program Year.  The 
Project Delivery Requirements are based upon a set time period to complete three (3) primary 
milestones of a project.  The three milestones and corresponding delivery requirements are: 

1. Request Authorization to Proceed with PE within 6 months after the project is
amended into the FSTIP.

a. Agencies that do not request Authorization to Proceed with PE because they are
using their own work force or using other non-federal funds for that phase will
only be held to receiving approval for Construction Authorization within 30
months after the project is amended into the FSTIP.

b. Agencies that retain consultants for any PE work will be provided an additional
six (6) months of PE time. This will extend the CON Auth and Close-Out
Milestone dates by 6 months.

Attachment C
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2. Request Authorization to Proceed with Construction within 30 months (2 ½ years) 
after the project is amended into the FSTIP. 

3. Complete construction and close-out the project within 54 months (4 ½ years) after 
the project is amended into the FSTIP. 

 
The date the project is first amended into the FSTIP (i.e. approved by the FHWA) is the date from 
which all future delivery performance is evaluated.  As soon as a project is included in an 
approved FSTIP, local agencies are expected to move forward with their project delivery and 
request an authorization to proceed with PE, ROW, or CON, whichever phase is appropriate for 
their project.  When the FFY of the project delivery schedule does not match the FFY in the 
FSTIP, local agencies must utilize the Expedited Project Selection Procedure (EPSP) prior to 
requesting authorization to begin work on the project.     
 
 
Expedited Project Selection Procedures (EPSP) 

 
Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Sections 450.220(e) and 450.330(a) allows for the 
advancement of projects within the active period of the approved FTIP and FSTIP.  However, in 
order to access this provision, an MPO, or the California Department of Transportation acting as 
the MPO for the rural, non-MPO counties, must have an EPSP in place.   
 
An EPSP is a project selection process developed by the MPO, State, and public transportation 
operators, including transit operators, that provides for the advancement or delay of projects for 
implementation purposes within the active period of the approved FTIP and FSTIP without the 
need for immediately processing FTIP/FSTIP amendments, unless the EPSP action results in the 
project crossing analysis years for air quality conformity determinations.  However, the impacts of 
the EPSP action must be included in future FTIP/FSTIP updates, amendments or administrative 
modifications. 
  
23 CFR Section 450.330(a) specifies that “if the State or public transportation operator(s) wishes 
to proceed with a project in the second, third, or fourth year of the TIP, the specific project 
selection procedures stated in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section must be used unless the 
MPO, the State, and the public transportation operator(s) jointly develop expedited project 
selection procedures to provide for the advancement of projects from the second, third, or fourth 
years of the TIP”.  The EPSP must be agreed to by all parties in the project selection process as 
stated in 23 CFR 450.220(e), and be adopted by the MPO Board.    
 
 
Using the EPSP to Meet Project Delivery Requirements 

 
To facilitate the timely delivery of local safety projects, Caltrans anticipates that all agencies may 
need to use the EPSP.  Each MPO is expected to have an EPSP in place which can be used for 
all federally-funded projects when needed. 
 
The following steps outline how Caltrans, local agencies, and MPOs can use the EPSP to ensure 
that ‘requests for authorization’ for safety projects are approved in a timely manner: 
 

1. When a local agency wants to submit a Request for Authorization (RFA) to proceed 
with a project that is not programmed in the currently-active fiscal year of the FSTIP, 
the agency first needs to request approval from the Caltrans District Local Assistance 
Engineer (DLAE) to use EPSP and advance the project to the current program year.   

2. The DLAE will review the EPSP request and the project’s readiness for authorization.  
If the DLAE determines that the project is ready for authorization, he/she will forward 
the EPSP request to the HQ Safety Program Manager for review and approval. 
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3. The HQ Safety Program Manager will evaluate the financial capacity of the FSTIP for 
the current program year.  If sufficient capacity exists, he/she will notify the DLAE that 
the EPSP request has been approved.  The DLAE will then inform the local agency 
and HQ will notify the affected MPO. 

4. After the local agency has received notification from the DLAE that their EPSP 
request was approved, the local agency can complete and submit the RFA to the 
DLAE.  The local agency must indicate that EPSP has been approved on Exhibit 3E - 
Request for Authorization to Proceed Data Sheet(s) of the Local Assistance 
Procedures Manual. 

 
Note: All correspondence relating to using the EPSP can be processed with emails.  
Formal agency letters with letterheads are not necessary. 
   
 

Summary 
 
Through the use of the EPSP, all local agencies with safety projects are encouraged to proceed 
with the delivery of their project regardless of the year it is programmed in the FSTIP.  Caltrans 
District and Headquarters staff will work with the respective MPO and responsible lead agency to 
use the EPSP and ensure that authorization requests for all phases are approved as quickly as 
possible. 
 
 
Internet Links to Related Documents 

 
Project Delivery Status Reports and Delivery Requirements 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/HSIP/delivery_status.htm 
  
Project Lists of State-managed Local Safety Programs for FTIP:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/HSIP/FTIP_Info.html 
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To: Jose Luis Caceres, SACOG 11 Aug 2014 

Subject:  2015 draft FTIP Review 

From: Dennis Jacobs, Caltrans FTIP Coordinator 

1. You have several projects that do not show a revenue source.

2. Suggest your EPSP document be updated to specify each type of program that has

been agreed to by the parties in the project selection process.  Programs not

specified are ineligible for the EPSP process.  Programs include but are not

limited to the following:

State Managed Programs 

1) State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)

2) Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

3) Highway Maintenance Program (HMP)

4) Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

5) Hazard Elimination and Safety Program/Highway Safety Improvement Program

(HES/HSIP)

6) Active Transportation Program (ATP)

7) Local Section 130 Grade Crossings

8) Recreational Trail Programs

9) State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) – subject to amendment

approval by CTC

MPO Managed Programs 

10) Regional Surface Transportation Program

11) Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program

FTA projects – subject to FTA conditions 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Projects   

Generally, FTA funded projects can be advanced using EPSP if additional funding 

becomes available.  MPO EPSP agreements must specify that transit operators have 

been included in the consultation process and FTA must approve the agreements. In 

addition, the EPSP agreement must include the following specific language:   
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“For FTA administered funds, projects may be moved within the period of the FSTIP 

at the request of the agency, as long as funding is available and the change does not 

negatively impact the delivery or availability of funds for other projects ready for 

obligation.”  

 

 

3. For your CMAQ balances (revenues) I’m showing a total of $29,175,941 for 

15/16 based on a loan.  Please confirm.   

 

4. I had a hard time reconciling the SHOPP numbers based on the April 8, 2014 

transmittal.  Please ensure you are using the latest figures. 

 

5. Please remember to provide 3 copies of the final FTIP to Caltrans as well as an 

electronic excel file of the financials. 

 

6. Please ensure that the comments are addressed in the final FTIP submittal. 

 

Thanks 
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Attachment A 

Project Selection Procedures - Consultation and Cooperation Requirements 

Region Project Type Selecting Selection Consulted/Cooperating 
Agency Procedure Agency 

TMA Projects funded with MPO Consultation State and Transit Operator 
MPO title 23 and Federal 

Transit Act funds -
except: projects on 
the NHS, HBRR, IM 
and FLHP funded 
projects 

Projects on the NHS, State Cooperation MPO 
and projects funded 
under the HBRR and 
IM programs 

Projects funded with Selected in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 204 
Federal Lands 
Highway Program 
(FLHP) funds 
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From SACOG's Interim 2005107 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 

ADV AN CEMENT AND SELECTION PROCEDURES: 

To advance projects shown in the second or third years of the MTIP into the first or second years, 
funded through programs which SACOG controls (such as RSTP, CMAQ, FTA 5307, etc.), 
SACOG intends to use the following procedures: 

1. Project sponsor agencies will notify SACOG staff in writing of the need to advance a 
project identified in a later year of the triennial element of the Interim 2005/07 MTIP. 

2. SACOG staff shall determine if sufficient financial capacity exists in the MTIP to 
advance the project into an earlier year. If sufficient financial capacity does not exist, 
then SACOG staff shall give the project sponsor agency the opportunity to identify a 
project listed in the MTIP within its jurisdiction that can be delayed to allow the other 
project to advance. If such a substitution is not possible, then SACOG staff shall advise 
the project sponsor agency that project advancement is not feasible. 

3. SACOG staff shall determine if the project sponsor agency's request to advance a project 
in the MTIP would: 

• 

• 

• 

Interfere with the expeditious implementation of transportation control measures 
listed in the State Implementation Plan for air quality. Under these circumstances, 
project advancement is not allowed. 

Require additional air-quality analysis and a new finding of air-quality conformity 
for the MTIP. Under these circumstances, project advancement is not allowed. 
This requirement does not apply to projects exempt from air-quality conformity 
requirements (40 CFR part 51 and 93). 

Maintain the integrity of the priorities in the Interim 2004/05 MTP . 

4. SACOG staff has the authority to advance projects within the triennial element of the 
Interim 2005/07 MTIP from funding programs that it controls (such as RSTP, CMAQ, 
FTA 5307, etc.) that meet financial constraint and air quality conformity requirements. 
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