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CAPACITY ENHANCEMENT AND SYSTEM PRESERVATION 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT STUDY

Final Report

August 15, 2002

The purpose of this report is to respond to the direction set forth in the adopted MTA 2001 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).


“…with the adoption of the LRTP the MTA Board directed the staff to take a leadership role in coordinating with MTA’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in seeking additional revenue for local system preservation needs.  Specifically, staff have been directed to conduct an assessment of local jurisdictions’ capacity enhancement and system preservation needs, as well as to work with local jurisdictions to access and draw-down funds for local system preservation and in identifying new revenue sources to address local system preservation.”  (Source:  2001 Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, page 3-21.)
· This report summarizes the methodology used, analysis performed, and findings and conclusions resulting from the study.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

MTA staff undertook the following tasks to accomplish the study:

· Conducted a survey of local jurisdictions in Los Angeles County to obtain information on their capacity enhancement and system preservation needs, funding available, project priorities, pavement management systems used, and capacity to deliver streets and roads projects.

· Reviewed historical revenue and expenditure data from the State Controller’s Annual Report on Streets and Roads.

· Conducted interviews with nine steering committee members to augment the survey results and State Controller’s Report data and to gain a better understanding of delivery and funding issues related to streets and roads preservation.

· Analyzed the results of the surveys, State Controller’s report data, and interviews.

· Developed recommendations focused on assisting local jurisdictions in addressing streets and roads needs for consideration by the MTA Board.

A Project Steering Committee guided the seven-month study effort.

· Steering Committee members represented each of the seven subregions, the City of Los Angeles, and the County of Los Angeles.  A membership roster is shown in Appendix A.

· The Project Steering Committee performed several important functions for the study:

· Assisted in the development of the survey instrument, including the scope and definitions of roadway classifications and preservation. 

· Served as liaisons with cities in their subregions.

· Represented subregions to provide a countywide perspective

· Coordinated the survey data collection effort

· Reviewed and provided input on survey results, analysis, and study recommendations.

· The Steering Committee met four times over the course of the study, from February through July 2002.

The survey of capacity enhancement and system preservation needs was designed to maximize responsiveness to questions about unmet needs.

· The survey used a web-based platform familiar to local jurisdictions.  This format allows for easy internet access, quick turnaround, and easy collation of data.

· Technical support to complete the survey was provided by MTA staff, consultants, and Steering Committee members.

· Recognizing the importance of data consistency and the need for a common understanding of terms, definitions for capacity enhancement and system preservation were provided in the survey.

· The survey focused on capacity enhancement projects and system preservation on arterial streets and roads.  At the request of the Steering Committee, questions were added regarding local (neighborhood) streets and roads system preservation needs.

· Data collected on a jurisdictional basis included costs and funding, project priorities, pavement management systems used, lane miles by functional classification, capacity to deliver streets and roads projects, and expenditure history.  

Survey responses were received from 66 jurisdictions, approximately 74% of the jurisdictions within the County.

· Jurisdictions were given approximately ten weeks to input and update survey responses, allowing for multiple iterations of review and correction.

· During the ten week time frame, the study team and the Steering Committee reviewed and provided input on data adequacy.

· Respondents were contacted to clarify responses.

· Final draft data was presented to the Steering Committee and then distributed to the local jurisdictions for further review and corrections.

· During this process, certain questions and responses were eliminated from the analysis because the study team in consultation with the Steering Committee determined there were discrepancies in interpretations of the questions.  Elimination of this data did not materially affect the study results.

· To complete the data set for a countywide assessment, data for non-respondents (23 cities) was extrapolated from the responses received. The Steering Committee concurred with the extrapolation methodology.

Various methods for extrapolating the survey data were tested, and unit value per lane mile was selected as the method to estimate countywide capacity enhancement and system preservation needs.

· Dollars for capacity enhancements and system preservation items and related lane miles were subtotaled for all responding jurisdictions.

· Unit values were calculated for each data item from the subtotals for all responding jurisdictions, where:

· Respondent dollar subtotal / Respondent lane mile subtotal = Dollar per lane mile unit value

· Then unit values were applied to the lane miles for each non-responding jurisdiction to extrapolate the data.

· Extrapolated data for non-respondents was added to the actual data reported by the respondents to arrive at the grand totals used in the analysis.

To augment the survey data, MTA staff and consultants interviewed the nine Steering Committee members and discussed the following:

· The amount of backlog and barriers (e.g., state and federal requirements regarding procurement, right-of-way acquisition, and environmental clearance) to completing capacity enhancements and system preservation projects.

· The types of funding used for streets and roads purposes.

· The use of federal Surface Transportation Program-Local (STP-L) funds on arterial projects.

· Current maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements enacted by the State and ability to meet these requirements.

· The impacts of Prop. 42 (a continuation of TCRP), which provides additional funding directly to cities and counties for local streets and arterial purposes beginning in FY 2009.

· MTA’s role in assisting cities and the County to address streets and roads needs.

Historical streets and roads revenue and expenditure trends were studied to identify changes over time.

· The State Controller’s Streets and Roads Annual Report collects information on all types of streets and roads expenditures, not just capacity enhancements and system preservation.  The Annual Report includes local (neighborhood) streets and arterials, but does not delineate expenditures by these roadway classifications.

· The report identifies expenditures for engineering and administration, construction/right-of- way, maintenance (including overlays), property, plant and equipment, contributions to other agencies, and miscellaneous fund adjustments.  However, the definitions used in the report are not consistent with the definitions used in the MTA survey.  For example, in the Streets and Roads Report, maintenance includes overlays and patching.  In the MTA survey, system preservation includes overlays, but patching is considered maintenance.  Therefore, the data from these two sources could not be directly linked, but rather provided a complete historical and prospective picture of streets and roads funding. 

· Annual data for 1990 through 2000 was graphed for Los Angeles County jurisdictions.  The annual data was adjusted (for inflation) to constant 1990 dollars.

STUDY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Total countywide capacity enhancement and system preservation funding needs are estimated to be more than $5.8 billion, but needs vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

· More than $2.5 billion in unfunded capacity enhancements needs for the next 10 to 20 years were identified.

· Nearly $775 million in unmet system preservation backlog on arterials exists in FY 2002.

· For FY 2002, $74 million in annual unfunded needs for system preservation work on arterials was identified.  This estimate can be extended for the next twenty years for a total of $1.5 billion in unfunded annual system preservation needs.

· The backlog for system preservation on local (neighborhood) streets is approximately $1 billion in FY 2002.

· Some jurisdictions report no unfunded backlog needs, while others report more than $100 million in backlog needs on arterials.

· The pie charts on the following pages (summarize) the cumulative capacity enhancements needs and system preservation backlog.
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Pavement Management Systems (PMS) help determine pavement condition and assist jurisdictions in deciding when and how frequently streets should be resurfaced or rehabilitated.  Different systems result in different resurfacing and rehabilitation schedules.

· There are more than 20 different Pavement Management Systems in use in L.A. County today.

· The systems use various rating systems and scales, methods, and trigger values to determine system preservation schedules.  For example:

· One rating system uses a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) with a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 being the best; another uses a rating system with a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being the best.

· One rating system with a scale to 100 has established a trigger value (the value at which the pavement should be maintained/resurfaced) of 86; another’s trigger value is 70 on a scale of 100.

· Some systems use visual inspection as the method of rating the pavement; others use lasers and cameras or lasers and visual inspection to assess the pavement condition.

· A comparison of differences in certain PMS is shown in Appendix B.

· The lack of standardization in PMS across the County means costs and schedules (i.e., reported system preservation needs) are not necessarily comparable.

Barriers to project delivery center on lack of funding and funding agency requirements.

· Most local jurisdictions believe they could deliver more roadway work, if they had additional funding.

· Funding agency requirements are a barrier to efficient project delivery.  Specifically, to process federal STP-L funds, requirements for DBE, procurement requirements, right-of-way certification, and the number of forms to be completed lengthen or delay project delivery in some cities.

· Some cities do not have the experience or expertise to manage the complex federal and state funding requirements.

· Multi-jurisdictional projects can present barriers to project delivery as well.  Approvals from all cities involved may be difficult and time consuming to coordinate and obtain.

· Some cities lack the design expertise needed on projects. Most cities contract for consultants to provide design services, but the procurement process can delay project delivery.  By policy, some cities do not contract for design services, but rather design projects with city personnel.  In these cities, available staffing may constrain project delivery. 

Gas tax funds are the primary source of funds used for system preservation, although cities use a variety of sources for streets and roads purposes.

· State gas tax subventions are used for local and arterial streets.  They are used for new construction, reconstruction, signals, maintenance (including overlays), right-of-way acquisition, and engineering and administration.

· Other funds used for streets and roads purposes are:

· Surface Transportation Program-Local (STP-L)Funds 

· Community Development Block Grant

· Traffic Congestion Relief Program Funds (AB 2928)

· Prop. C Local Return

· City General Funds

· Miscellaneous City funds (e.g., developer fees)

· Cities plan for and use these funds strategically to meet eligibility requirements and to meet their streets and roads program goals.  For example, gas tax funds or city general funds may be used for the design phase of a project because the funds can be accessed quickly.  The construction of the project may be funded with federal STP-L, a source that has more requirements and takes longer to process.  Gas tax and city general funds are used on local streets because STP-L funds are restricted to arterial roads.

Federal Surface Transportation Program-Local (STP-L) funds are difficult and time consuming for most agencies to process.

· MTA allocates federal STP funds to local jurisdictions annually based on a population formula.  This formula allocation to local jurisdictions is referred to as STP-L.  These funds cannot be used on local streets and must be used within three years of allocation or they will lapse. MTA records indicate that many jurisdictions don’t use their allocations in a timely manner and barely miss lapsing their STP-L funds.

· Processing projects to meet the federal requirements can add months to a project schedule and requires certain expertise to file the required forms and ensure that the terms and conditions of the funds are met.

· Annual STP-L allocations to some cities are too small to do a project.  Therefore, funds are “banked” (saved) for several years or advanced to accumulate allocations to an amount that can be used on a project.  Banking STP-L funds can cause a city to reach the limits of the lapsing policy.

· Most cities target the use of STP-L on the construction phase of a project so the dollars with the more difficult processing requirements are focused on one element rather than split among project elements.

Most Steering Committee members would like MTA to strengthen its role in assisting them to address streets and roads needs.  Several potential activities that MTA could undertake were suggested.

· Additional leadership in advocating for state and federal legislation to create new funding sources and for additional funding from existing sources.

· Increased training and assistance in accessing funds for capacity enhancements and system preservation.

· MTA could develop a brokerage for trading federal STP-L funds so federal funds could be focused on larger projects and directed toward local jurisdictions with expertise in managing federally funded projects.

Some Steering Committee members suggested that MTA provide additional funding for streets and roads purposes through various policy changes. 

· While most Steering Committee members understand that MTA’s ability to provide additional funding for system preservation is limited, some members want all policy options for programming funds to be considered, including redirecting STIP and STP funds to system preservation work.  

· Some Steering Committee members did not want such a shift in MTA funding priorities because it would impact other transportation projects (e.g., capacity enhancement projects, transit corridor projects).

· Reducing the local match requirement for the Call for Projects Regional Surface Transportation Improvement (RSTI) category would free up local flexible funds that could be redirected towards system preservation work on either arterials or local roads.

The State Controller’s Streets and Roads Annual Report indicates that the revenues and expenditures have remained relatively constant (when adjusted for inflation) over the past ten years.

· The total revenues available for streets and roads purposes reached their highest point in 1991, then diminished after 1992.  In 1999 and 2000, revenues reach the levels achieved in 1991.

· Beginning in 1992, city and county revenues declined while local government agency revenues, such as Prop. C Local Return, increased.  It is likely that this decline is due to the availability of Prop. C Local Return and the decline in the availability of city general funds because of State budget reductions.

· Total expenditure trends mirror the revenue trends over the ten-year period.  However, spending on construction increased and proportional spending on maintenance (including overlays) decreased.  This trend suggests that additional deferred maintenance may be accruing to the street system.
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Source:  State Controller’s Office Streets and Roads Report Data

Based on these findings and comments from the Steering Committee, additional research and analysis of revenue availability was performed.

· Further review of the eligibility and availability of funding for system preservation work indicated that:

· $29.8 million in STP-L funds was programmed in FY 2001.  According to historical trends, all of this funding will eventually be used for streets and roads purposes, and the vast majority will be used for system preservation work on arterials.

· $94.5 million in Prop. C Local Return was allocated to cities in FY 2001.  Street improvements and maintenance for roads heavily used by transit are conditionally eligible for this source of funds.  A five year average of Prop. C Local Return funds spent on streets and roads shows that 75% is spent on system preservation work.  The remainder of these funds is used for other eligible transportation projects.

· $270 million in Gas Tax subventions were available to local jurisdictions in FY 2001.  All of these funds are used for streets and roads purposes, either to match funds made available in the MTA Call for Projects or for system preservation work on arterials or local streets.

· Traffic Congestion Relief Program (AB 2928) funds will average about $101 million annually.  It is likely that all of these funds will be used for system preservation work on arterials and local streets.

· Of the total $502 million in transportation funding eligible for system preservation at the discretion of local jurisdictions, approximately $479 million is used on streets and roads needs.
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1 -California Transportation Commission (CTC) STIP Guidelines state “... rehabilitation projects, excluding maintenance, on the localstreets and 

roads system remain eligible for funding in the STIP.  Proposed projects on local highways functionally classified as local or as rural minor collector 

(non federal-aid eligible) are also eligible for STIP funding. However, programming of projects on non federal-aid eligible routes shall be limited to 

availability of state only funding as determined by the Commission.”The 2001 Call for Projects programmed approximately $610 million in 

federalized STIP funds.  In Los Angeles County, this fund sourceis used for Capacity projects including transit.

2 -Cities general funds at their discretion can be used on both arterial and local needs.


Although TCRP (AB 2928) and Prop. 42 will provide significant new sources of funding for streets and roads, the backlog of unmet system preservation needs will continue to grow.

· Based on the survey results, the unmet backlog for system preservation on arterials is $775 million and the annual unmet need in FY 2002 is $74 million.

· TCRP funds became available in FY 2001 and annual allocations directly to local jurisdictions will continue through FY 2006.  Prop. 42 essentially continues this program, but with significantly more funding for streets and roads, beginning in FY 2009.  In FY 2009, the County and cities are estimated to receive $140 million in Prop. 42 revenues.

· To assess the impact of TCRP and Prop. 42 on the system preservation needs on arterials, the future funding needs were compared with funding available.  The following assumptions were made for this analysis:

· local jurisdictions continue to spend the same amount on system preservation for arterials as in FY 2002, and that those revenues grow with inflation;

· Prop. 42 revenues grow with inflation;

· TCRP/Prop 42 funds are assumed to be applied exclusively to arterials;

· unmet back log needs and annual system preservation needs grow with inflation;

· backlog costs could grow faster than inflation, if system preservation work is delayed;

· any annual unmet needs not addressed in the year needed is added to the subsequent year’s backlog.

· TCRP and Prop. 42 are projected to nearly eliminate the annual unmet funding needs for system preservation on arterials, assuming this funding source is used exclusively for arterial needs.  However, even with the significant revenues these programs provide, a large unmet back log remains and continues to grow at the rate of inflation.
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MTA’s ability to meet the growing system preservation needs is limited.

· Only STIP and STP funds are available to MTA for use on system preservation on arterials.

· Some STIP funds are currently programmed through the MTA Call for Projects for regional capacity enhancements, system preservation as long as a relevant component of a capacity project, HOV lanes, transit capital, etc.  Other STIP funds are programmed for rail/BRT corridors and other high priority regional projects.

· STP funds are provided by formula to local jurisdictions (STP-L) and to other regional programs (RSTP) such as the countywide ADA paratransit service, Access Services Inc. (ASI).

· MTA could redirect STIP and STP funds to address system preservation needs; however, redirection of these funds would limit MTA’s ability to meet the growing needs of regional capacity enhancements and other high priority projects.

STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

In consideration of the study findings and conclusions and the input of the Steering Committee, the following MTA actions are recommended:

· Due to the large unmet funding need for Capacity Enhancement projects, continue to focus MTA’s highway and arterial expenditures on these types of projects;

· In recognition of the significant need for system preservation:

1. Continue to allow a system preservation component for those capacity enhancing arterial projects funded through the Call for Projects.

2. Consider reducing the Call for Projects Regional Surface Transportation Improvement (RSTI) modal category local match requirement from 35% to 20% making it consistent with the other Call for Projects modal categories;.

3. Advocate for increased federal and state funding for system preservation.

4. Provide increased training and assistance to local jurisdictions in accessing funds eligible for both capacity enhancement and system preservation.

5. Continue working with local jurisdictions to determine ways to assist cities with using Surface Transportation Program-Local (STP-L) funds including potentially developing a brokering program.

6. Add $5 million in previously reserved Call for Projects funding to the RSTI modal category in the 2003 Call for Projects;

· Amend the Proposition C Administrative Code to include the Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement in the State of California Highway Code, Section 2182.1; 

· In cooperation with the Study’s Steering Committee identify the feasibility and cost of developing a standardized Los Angeles County Pavement Management System (PMS) to provide a regional pavement condition index to allow the region to strongly advocate for additional federal and state funds to address the system preservation funding shortfall.

The impacts of these recommendations are as follows:

	
	RECOMMENDATION
	IMPACT

	· 
	Due to the large unmet funding need for Capacity Enhancement projects, continue to focus MTA’s highway and arterial expenditures on these types of projects;
	No Impact

	· 
	1. Continue to allow a system preservation component for those capacity enhancing arterial projects funded through the Call for Projects;
	No Impact

	
	2. Consider reducing the Call for Projects Regional Surface Transportation Improvement (RSTI) modal category local match requirement from 35% to 20% making it consistent with the other Call for Projects modal categories;
	The exact impact on the number of projects whose funding would be affected by reducing the match can not be determined as modal funding marks are based on eligible fund sources, direction from the LRTP and other factors.  Further, MTA has discretion in distributing deobligated funds among modal categories and in adjusting modal category funding marks.  

Increases local funds that could potentially be used for System Preservation.

	
	3. Advocate for increased federal and state funding for System Preservation;
	Could result in additional funds for LA County for System Preservation Uses.

	
	4. Provide increased training and assistance to local jurisdictions in accessing funds eligible for both Capacity Enhancement and 3R work;
	Could result in improved efficiency of local jurisdictions in processing federal and state funds.  

	
	5. Continue working with the City and County of Los Angeles to determine ways to assist cities with using Surface Transportation Program-Local (STP-L) funds including potentially developing a brokering program;
	Could reduce lapsing of funds.  

	
	6. Add $5 million in previously reserved Call for Projects funding to the RSTI modal category in the 2003 Call for Projects;
	No Impact. Funds already reserved through the 2001 Call for Projects.

	· 
	Amend MTA’s Proposition C Administrative Guidelines to include the same Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement in the State of California Highway Code, Section 2182.1;
	Ensures consistency between state and local requirements and encourages maintenance of the transportation infrastructure.  

	· 
	In cooperation with the Study’s Steering Committee identify the feasibility and cost of developing a standardized Los Angeles County Pavement Management System (PMS) to provide a regional Pavement Condition Index to allow the region to strongly advocate for additional federal and state funds to address the system preservation funding shortfall.
	Provides uniformity in identifying needs for stronger advocacy position for additional federal and state funding.  
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	Subregion/COG
	Representative

	
	

	 
	 

	Arroyo Verdugo Cities
	Ken Johnson

	Gateway Cities COG
	Bill Pagett

	Westside Cities
	Aaron Kunz

	LA Co. DPW
	Pat DeChellis

	City of LA
	Gina Mancha

	North LA County
	Mark Bozigian

	Transportation Coalition
	

	Las Virgenes-Malibu COG
	Jim Thorsen

	South Bay COG
	Charles Herbertson

	San Gabriel Valley COG
	Dan Rix


Appendix B

Differences in Pavement Management Systems
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		System Name

		Rating System

		Trigger Value

		Rating Method



		Paver

		Pavement Condition Index (PCI)


1-100 (best)

		<=86

		Not Available



		MTC

		PCI , 1-100 (best)

		<=70

		Visual



		CHEC - Inframanager

		Dual Rating for % of Severity


0-4, 0 best


 S = slight, M, = Moderate,  V = Severe

		<25

		laser + visual  



		MicroPaver

		PCI, 1 to 100, 100 is best




		41-55 = Resurfacing

		Lasers and Cameras



		Municipal Pavement Management Application (MPMA)

		Pavement Quality Index (PQI)


1 to 10 scale, 10 is best

		<6

		laser + visual  



		LA DPW Existing System

		1 to 5 scale,1 is best

		>3

		Visual Inspection  



		Pavement Condition Service (PCS)

		category style rating scale

		acceptable or unacceptable

		laser + visual  



		Long Beach System 

		scale of 0 to 100, 100 best

		<=76  

		visual inspection



		Present Serviceability Rating (PSR)

		scale 1.0 to 5.0, 5.0 best

		No Trigger Value Specified

		visual inspection of 



		Citizen Complaints

		N/A

		based upon citizen complaints

		citizen complaints



		STANTEC Super PMS

		Pavement Quality Index (PQI),


2 to 10, 10 best

		PQI <= 6 

		Not Available



		RBASE

		0-70 (70 best)

		<=25

		Visual



		ITX - PMA 

		1-10, 10 best

		<=6 for Arterials


<=4 for Local Streets

		Not Available



		POMONA System

		1-100, 100 best

		60-70 moderate repair


<60, extensive repair

		Not Available



		PEI - MTC

		1-100, 100 best

		<=85

		Not Available



		Nihol - MPS

		PQI, 0-100, 100 Best

		<=70 

		Not Available



		Simple Visual System

		1-10, 1 is best

		>7

		Visual



		Infrastructure Management System  

		10 to 100, 100 is best

		85 = 3R/Maintenance Work

		Visual






