






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































ATTACHMENT C

2027 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines

Technical Steering Committee and Technical Advisory Committee Review: Questions and Answers

The following questions and answers address key topics raised during Technical Steering Committee
(TSC) review sessions and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings throughout the development
and review of the 2027 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP) guidelines. The table
below summarizes the meetings and review sessions conducted as part of this process.

Committee Topic/Guidelines Section Date

TAC — Regular Meeting Guidelines revisions approach and schedule | February 25
TSC — Review Session #1 Definitions, Precepts, Chapters 3, 4, and 6 March 11
TSC — Review Session #2 Chapter 2 March 25
TSC — Review Session #3 Chapter 7 April 8

TAC — Regular Meeting Guidelines revisions status update April 22
TSC — Review Session #4 Chapter 8 May 13
TSC — Review Session #5 Chapters 9, 10 May 27
TSC — Special Meeting Draft 2027 CTFP Guidelines June 24
TAC — Regular Meeting Draft 2027 CTFP Guidelines July 22

OVERVIEW, FUNDING SOURCES, DEFINITIONS, PRECEPTS, CHAPTER 3 - SAFE

TRANSIT STOPS AND CHAPTER 6 — COMMUNITY-BASED TRANSIT/CIRCULATORS

OVERVIEW — OCTA RESPONSIBILITY

1. Question: If the Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA) Measure M2 (M2) Local
Programs Section (Local Programs) is responsible for verifying M2 eligibility status before award,
what would the penalty be for a jurisdiction if ineligible costs are identified?

Answer: Local Programs is responsible for verifying each local jurisdiction’s ongoing M2 eligibility
status to ensure the jurisdiction remains eligible to receive M2 funds. Ineligible costs identified in
CTFP projects are deducted from the eligible funding/reimbursement amount to the local
jurisdiction or repaid back to OCTA.

2. Question: Can OCTA add the webpage link to the M2 Eligibility Guidelines?

Answer: The M2 Eligibility Guidelines link has been added to the CTFP guidelines. The webpage
can be found at the following link: https://www.octa.net/M2Eligibility

3. Question: Can OCTA provide additional information regarding what the audit process may entail?
Some jurisdictions have limited experience with this process, and additional clarification regarding
audit requirements and purpose would be helpful.

Answer: For CTFP projects, the audit process or agreed upon procedures review is primarily
intended to confirm that jurisdictions have appropriate documentation to support project costs and
demonstrate that funds were used consistently with the approved project, funding agreement, and
applicable program requirements. In general, this may include a review of invoices, proof of
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payment, reimbursement records, procurement documentation, staff or consultant charges, and
other supporting materials tied to the project costs being claimed.

OVERVIEW — LOCAL JURISDICTIONS’ RESPONSIBILITY

4. Question: How will the quarterly reporting affect the workload and how will it be applied as this is
an additional workload for both OCTA and the local jurisdiction?

Answer: OCTA originally proposed progress payment submissions on a quarterly basis. Based on
TSC feedback, the submittal frequency was reduced to a semi-annual basis. Progress payments
must be submitted no later than February 15 and August 15.

DEFINITIONS

5. Question: Can OCTA add examples to clarify the term “betterment”?

Answer: OCTA added examples to the definition of “betterment” and included additional examples
in Chapter 7 — Regional Capacity Program. Examples include gates, minor parking lot restriping,
and underground utilities.

6. Question: The proposed revisions to the term “construction engineering” removed design services,
which were previously included under “construction support.” Can OCTA add design services back
into the definition?

Answer: Design services were inadvertently removed when the term was revised. They have been
added back into the definition of “construction engineering.”

7. Question: Can OCTA add examples to clarify the term “cost overrun”?

Answer: A new section titled “Cost Overruns” was added to Chapter 2 — Project Programming.
This section includes examples for additional clarification. Examples include increases in
construction, material, or equipment costs above original estimates, labor cost increases, budget
shortfalls due to underestimated costs at the time of application, expenses resulting from project
delays or extended schedules, unforeseen site conditions, and general market-driven cost
escalation following programming approval.

8. Question: For the term “escalation,” can OCTA add examples since jurisdictions may apply cost
escalation differently?

Answer: Written guidance and a table example of the escalation methodology were added to the
Project Cost Escalation section of Chapter 2 — Project Programming, explaining that during the call
for projects (call) process, OCTA escalates approved right-of-way (ROW) and construction projects
for future fiscal years (FY) based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) 20-city average
construction cost index (CCI). The included calculation example is shown below:
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For example:

The three-year funding period for the 2026 call for projects corresponds to the following
fiscal years:

e Year 1: FY 2026-27
e Year2: FY 2027-28
e Year 3: FY 2028-29

If a jurisdiction submits a project funding request with right-of-way programmed (or
anticipated to start) in Year 1 (FY 2026-27) and construction programmed in in Year 3
(FY 2028-29), the escalation will only apply to the construction phase. OCTA will
escalate the construction costs by the CCl-based adjustment factor beginning in Year 2
(FY 2027-28) of the funding cycle and continue compounding through Year 3. Refer to
the table below for an example.

Escalation Adjustment Factor, CCI = 2.8%"*

2026 Call Fiscal Adjustment Escaiation
Year Year (FY) %
1 FY26/27 (1.028)*0 = 1.00 100.0%
2 FY27/28 (1.028)"1 = 1.028 102.8%
3 FY28/29 (1.028)"2 = 1.0568 105.7%

*Example based on January 2026 ENR CCI 20-City Average.

2026 Call - Project Cost Escalation

Phase | M2 Request P'°9{(Z';‘r'"'"9 Programmed | Escalation | FY 26/27 | FY 27/28 | FY 28/29
(A) ®) FY % (=AxB) | (AxB) | (=AxB)
ROW $ 2,500,000 1 FY 26/27 100.0% | $2,500,000
Construction | $ 800,000 3 FY 28/29 105.7% ) $ 845,427

If a local jurisdiction requests a delay to the project schedule after funding has been
awarded by the Board, the project will not be escalated beyond the escalation amount
associated with the original approved schedule.

PRECEPTS

9.

10.

Question: For Precept 11 (contingency allowance), what documentation will be needed to support
a request for higher contingency? Can OCTA add examples of supporting documentation?

Answer: Examples of the supporting documentation were added within the “Project Cost Estimate”
Form section of Chapter 7 — Regional Capacity Program (RCP or Project O). Examples include
documentation that identifies specific project risks that justify the increase, potential scope
changes, and any uncertainties in ROW or construction that could justify exceeding the ten percent
threshold.

Question: Precepts 20 and 21 (timely use of funds) were revised to state that “work must be carried
out” within 36 months of encumbrance. The phrase “work must be expensed” was clearer. Can
OCTA further refine this language?

Answer: Precepts 20 and 21 were revised to state that “work must be carried out” within 36 months
of encumbrance. The prior phrase, “work must be expensed,” caused confusion regarding whether
eligibility was based on when project work was performed or when costs were incurred. As a result,
some costs for eligible project-related work completed before the expenditure deadline were
deemed ineligible because the costs were incurred after the deadline, making them the
responsibility of the local jurisdiction. The revised language clarifies that project work must be
completed within the established timely use of funds deadline, consistent with program
requirements.
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11.

12.

Question: For Precept 23 (OCTA branding), can OCTA add examples of the minimum
requirements?

Answer: OCTA’s Marketing Department created a webpage with guidance on the following:

e Guidelines for Funding Recipients

o Media Releases and Written Communications
e Public Events and Speaking Engagements

o Measure M Boilerplate

e The Logo

e Using the Logo — including downloadable files
e Logo Misuse

e Social Media Guidelines

The webpage can be found at the following link: https://www.octa.net/about/about-octa/measure-
m-branding-and-media-guidelines.

Question: For Precept 37 (initial payment and progress payment process), reducing the initial
payment amount to 20 percent is significant. Can OCTA consider a 50 percent initial payment
amount?

Answer: OCTA understands the importance of ensuring local jurisdictions have sufficient cash flow
to initiate and advance projects. Staff originally recommended a 20 percent initial payment based
on actual expenditure data, which showed that, on average, jurisdictions expended approximately
18 percent for Project O grants and 15 percent for the Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization
Program (RTSSP or Project P) grants during the first six months of project activity.

After considering local jurisdiction cash flow needs, staff increased the proposed initial payment to
30 percent. This provides additional upfront funding while maintaining the benefits of the proposed
progress payment process. After the initial six months of work, jurisdictions would be able to submit
a progress payment request based on actual project progress and incurred costs and receive
payment for that work, allowing them to retain the initial payment for cash-flow purposes. The initial
payment and progress payments combined could reimburse agencies up to 90 percent before
project closeout.

Increasing the initial payment to 50 percent may exceed typical early project expenditures and
reduce the benefit of tying payments to project progress and supporting documentation. The
proposed 30 percent initial payment provides a balanced approach that supports agency cash flow
while improving documentation, accountability, and consistency across grant amounts.

The new progress payment process is also intended to benefit local jurisdictions by allowing OCTA
to review supporting documentation earlier in the project life cycle, rather than waiting until closeout
when records may be harder to locate and project staff may have changed. This earlier review
provides jurisdictions with an opportunity to identify and address documentation issues sooner,
reducing the risk of costs being questioned or deemed ineligible at the end of the project. For
engineering phases, progress payments can help identify potential eligibility concerns during

4
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13.

14.

design, before certain ineligible elements advance too far. For construction phases, they allow
invoices, prior rights documentation and project records to be reviewed while they are still readily
available and contractors/vendors remain accessible to answer questions or correct invoices. For
ROW phases, earlier review can help identify missing or incomplete documentation before
closeout, which is especially important given the challenges jurisdictions have noted in compiling
required ROW documentation later in the process such as parcel maps, offer letters, final escrow
documents and appraisals. Overall, the process is intended to improve communication, reduce
closeout issues, and support more complete and timely reimbursement requests.

Question: For Precept 37 (initial payment and progress payment process), will the guidelines state
how long OCTA will take to complete its review of progress payment requests?

Answer: The guidelines have been updated to include an 180-day timeframe for OCTA’s review
of final payments. This requirement is intended to hold OCTA accountable for completing final
payment reviews in a timely manner, while providing greater clarity and predictability in the payment
review process. Adjustments to the timeframe will be considered after this new process has been
implemented and data can be collected on actual turnaround times.

Question: For Precept 42 (appeal process), it may be problematic to use a fixed dollar amount as
the minimum threshold because some agencies may have smaller grants. Can the proposed
language be revised to state “$100,000 or ten percent, whichever is less”?

Answer: The proposed appeals language was revised to include a ten percent minimum threshold
to account for smaller dollar amount grants that would not meet the $100,000 minimum.

CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT PROGRAMMING

SEQUENTIAL PROGRAMMING PROCESS - RCP

15.

Question: For Fast Track approach requests (seeking funds for planning and implementation
phases at the same time), the proposed language states that “jurisdictions may be asked to provide
justification for the request.” Was the use of “may” intentional, or should the language state “must™?

Answer: The use of “may” is intentional, as certain projects may require additional time to account
for coordination with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

PROJECT COST ESCALATION

16.

Question: If there is a delay request for a project, does the escalation factor also change?

Answer: Projects will not be escalated beyond the escalation amount associated with the original
programming schedule approved by the OCTA Board of Directors (Board). Clarifying language was
added to the proposed guideline revisions.
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TIMELY USE OF FUNDS

17. Question: How does OCTA define “incurred”?

Answer: Revisions were made as part of Precepts 20 and 21 (timely use of funds), and those
revisions were also applied to this section.

18. Question: For the RCP and RTSSP project phases, does the time to expend the funds start from
the time of application or from encumbrance?

Answer: The timeframe to expend funds begins at the time of encumbrance.

SEMI-ANNUAL REVIEW

19. Question: For administrative delays, can OCTA add “calendar days” to the proposed revised
language?

Answer: The proposed language was revised to specify that administrative delay requests and
proof of advertisement must be received by OCTA no less than 30 “calendar days” prior to the
award deadline.

OCTA BRANDING

20. Question: Can additional context and background be added regarding OCTA branding
requirements?

Answer: The proposed language was further refined to add additional context, and the link to the
OCTA branding webpage was added. The webpage can be found at the following link:
https://www.octa.net/about/about-octa/measure-m-branding-and-media-quidelines.

CHAPTER 7 — REGIONAL CAPACITY PROGRAM (RCP OR PROJECT O)

APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS

21. Question: Can the required travel lane width be reduced to 10.5 feet, while maintaining a 12-foot
requirement when the lane is adjacent to a raised median or other obstruction to accommodate
buses and trucks?

Answer: OCTA considered the TSC’s recommendation to reduce the minimum requirement
without additional justification to 10.5 feet. After further review by OCTA’s Transit Planning and
Transit Operations, the standard minimum travel lane width for arterial highways should be 11 feet
as travel lanes regularly used by transit vehicles, including outside curb lanes where buses operate,
should be no less than 12 feet in width. Despite this, funding for proposed travel lane widths less
than 11 feet will still be considered with additional justification and approval by OCTA Transit
Planning.
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FUNDING

22,

Question: Can a local jurisdiction obtain OCTA approval of eligible and ineligible costs during the
design phase, before submitting an application for construction?

Answer: OCTA may provide a contingent approval; however, it can be difficult as things may
change by the time a local jurisdiction submits a construction application. Prior authorization of
eligible costs for ROW, construction, and primary implementation would still be required following
Board approval to fund the recommended project.

POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE ITEMS

23.

24.

25.

Question: Should aesthetic improvements and landscaping be treated as separate eligible funding
categories, with separate limits, so that landscaping costs do not reduce the amount available for
other aesthetic improvements?

Answer: Historically, the ten percent threshold for aesthetic improvements has not been an issue.
OCTA recognizes that some projects may have larger landscaping components, particularly in
highly visible corridors or areas with jurisdictional design standards. The reason enhanced
landscaping is grouped with aesthetic improvements is not to diminish its value, but because it
functions as an enhancement beyond the core transportation improvement. The intent of the M2
RCP is to prioritize transportation benefits such as congestion relief, operational improvements,
and arterial performance. The ten percent limitation helps preserve that focus while still allowing a
reasonable amount of funding for project-related aesthetic features.

Question: Can enhanced landscaping be added as part of the potentially eligible items?

Answer: Enhanced landscaping has been added as a potentially eligible item. It is included within
the single ten percent threshold for aesthetic improvements. One aesthetic improvement category
keeps the guidelines clear, consistent, and easier to administer.

Question: Regarding the eligibility of storm drain systems being contingent upon a hydrology
report, not all projects require a hydrology report. Does the proposed language mean that local
jurisdictions will now be required to prepare a hydrology report for storm drains to be eligible?

Answer: The intent of the proposed language is not to add another requirement for local
jurisdictions. Rather, OCTA is attempting to add a safeguard to prevent M2 funds from paying for
regional storm drain projects. Based on TSC feedback, the proposed language was revised to allow
storm drain systems to be eligible as required for the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH)
road improvement. Eligibility is limited to storm drain improvements that are necessary as a direct
result of the MPAH roadway enhancement and are needed to support the delivery of the roadway
improvement. OCTA may request supporting documentation from the local jurisdiction to
demonstrate that the storm drain improvements are required due to the MPAH roadway
improvement and are not part of a separate regional storm drain project or broader drainage system
improvement.
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INELIGIBLE ITEMS

26. Question: Should enhanced landscaping be listed as an eligible expense since some enhanced
landscaping features are important to the overall aesthetics of local jurisdictions?

Answer: Enhanced landscaping has been moved to the “Potentially Eligible” section of the
guidelines and is subject to the ten percent threshold. The “Ineligible ltems” section has also been
revised to clarify that “statues, ornaments, fountains, or similar items” are not eligible, consistent
with past practice.

CHAPTER 8 — REGIONAL TRAFFIC SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION PROGRAM (RTSSP OR
PROJECT P)

INELIGIBLE ITEMS

27. Question: Caltrans has recently updated its requirements for traffic poles in high-wind areas. Can
poles be considered an eligible item?

Answer: No, the intent of the M2 RTSSP is to synchronize traffic signals, not to augment funding
for state mandates required for local jurisdiction infrastructure.

CHAPTER 9 - ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP PROGRAM AND CHAPTER 10 -

REIMBURSEMENTS AND REPORTING

There were no questions for Chapter 9 — Environmental Cleanup Program.

PROCEDURES FOR RECEIVINGS FUNDS

28. Question: The proposed progress payment submittal deadline may be problematic for certain
agencies, as March through June is budget season for most local jurisdictions, and December is
year end. It may also be confusing for local jurisdictions to remember when to submit their progress
payments.

Answer: The revised language now states that progress payments must be submitted no later than
February 15 and August 15 for all jurisdictions.

TIMELY M2 PROJECT FINAL REPORTS

29. Question: How should the local jurisdiction notify OCTA and who should they notify when a project
or project phase has been completed?

Answer: The local jurisdiction should email OCTA at M2ProjectFinalReport@octa.net when they
complete a project phase. This new email address has also been added within the guidelines,
specifically for this purpose.
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APPEAL PROCESS

30.

31.

Question: What is the timeframe for local jurisdictions to submit an appeal? The proposed
language should include a timeframe to prevent appeals from being submitted for issues that
occurred years ago. Can staff look into adding a timeframe, perhaps within two semi-annual review
cycles?

Answer: The proposed language was revised to include a timeframe of two semi-annual review
cycles following OCTA’s payment determination.

Question: Can staff further refine the proposed language to clearly define the role of the TSC in
the appeal process?

Answer: The proposed language was revised to state that the TSC will review the appeal and
make a recommendation to the TAC to approve the appeal as presented, deny the appeal, or
partially approve the appeal. The proposed language was further revised to clarify that the Board
has the ultimate decision-making authority on the appeal and that the TAC makes its
recommendation to the Board.

INITIAL PAYMENT REQUEST

32.

33.

34.

Question: Under “Initial Invoice”, it may be problematic for local jurisdictions to provide a city
council budget allocation when the jurisdiction decides to use in-house workforces to complete the
project phase. Will OCTA accept another type of documentation?

Answer: The language was revised to state that a confirmation memo from the local jurisdiction is
acceptable. The existing language was also moved from the invoice requirement section to the
documentation requirement section for decisions to use local agency forces.

Question: Under the “Project and Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) Certification Form”,
what is the “materials report”?

Answer: The materials report was removed from the guidelines because it is not a required
document for the reimbursement process.

Question: Under “Documentation of Contract Award”, at what point are you looking for the
documents to be certified?

Answer: OCTA is looking for documentation showing that a contract was awarded or that council
action was taken. In this instance, OCTA would require a certified minute order, rather than a
council agenda or draft minute order.

PROGRESS PAYMENT

35.

Question: Under the “Project Payment Form”, the proposed language states that lump sum
submissions will not be accepted. However, certain items are bid as lump sums, and it may not
make sense or may be difficult to itemize those costs. Can staff add “as applicable” to the proposed
language?
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36.

37.

38.

39.

Answer: The proposed language was revised to include “as applicable.” The revised language
now states that lump sum submissions, as applicable, will not be accepted and will be returned to
the local jurisdiction for revisions, and the payment request will be removed from the queue.

Question: The proposed language states that progress payments must be signed and certified by
the project manager. However, the project manager may not have signing authority to pay or certify
costs in some jurisdictions; that authority may belong to someone from the finance department or
someone at a higher level than the project manager. Can the language be revised to align with the
revisions made under the “Project and PS&E Certification Form”?

Answer: The proposed language was revised to state that the Public Works Director or an
appropriate authorized equivalent must sign and certify that the costs listed on the progress
payment form are true and accurate.

Question: Staff mentioned the pre-authorization process. Is there an informal process through
which agencies may request a review of proposed costs before completing the full Board approval
process, to determine whether those costs are eligible?

Answer: OCTA will work with agencies throughout the application process and will generally
identify costs that are clearly ineligible. OCTA may also provide an informal review of proposed
project costs prior to Board approval. However, any such review is preliminary, and the final
determination of cost eligibility will be made following Board approval and OCTA'’s review of the
project cost estimate.

Question: Regarding the travel lane-width, the proposed language is a general approach. Can it
be further refined to state that if an arterial is clearly not part of a transit existing plan route maps
or transit planned route map so that it would not need to go through an approval process?

Answer: Staff will consider further refining the travel lane-width language in a future update to the
CTFP Guidelines after additional coordination with OCTA Transit Planning.

Question: There have been bandwidth and capacity concerns associated with processing
progress payments due to the increased frequency of reviews. Does OCTA have the capacity to
review more frequent submittals?

Answer: Local Programs recently filled a staff position that had been vacant for approximately 18
months, and the Board has approved an additional full-time position. Staff anticipates that more
frequent reviews will be manageable because the submittals will generally cover shorter periods
and contain fewer invoices and supporting documents, rather than accumulated years of project
expenses and documentation. More current invoices should also be easier to review, verify, and
correct, if needed, while supporting records and project information are readily available. Local
Programs also has two engineering consultants who assist with progress payment reviews, with
their workload among the local jurisdictions being analyzed to ensure timely turnaround times. Staff
will monitor the workload and review process as the new requirements are implemented and adjust
resources as appropriate.

10
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40.

41.

42.

Question: For the pre-authorization process, what is the anticipated timeframe between Step 2
(Cost Review) and Step 3 (Written Confirmation)?

Answer: Staff anticipates that the process between Steps 2 and 3 will take approximately three to
four weeks. The timeframe may vary depending on the complexity of the project and the time
required for OCTA and the local jurisdiction to complete their respective reviews.

PN Pre-Authorization Process \

OCTA
OCTA confirms eligibility before jurisdiction obligates funds

v v

0 Project Award a Cost Review o Written Confirmation

OCTA reviews proposed costs and
Board approval of the grant identifies eligible and ineligible items
before funds are obligated

OCTA provides written confirmation
and staff approval to proceed

° Obligate Funds e Letter Agreement o Reimbursement

Agreement between OCTA and local
Contract award, NTP, or task order is issued jurisdiction is fully executed before
reimbursement

Payment is based on confirmed eligible
costs

Question: Can a jurisdiction advertise, or begin the advertising process, during the pre-
authorization process?

Answer: A local jurisdiction may begin the advertising process during pre-authorization; however,
written confirmation from OCTA must be obtained before a contract is awarded or a Notice to
Proceed (NTP) or task order is issued.

Question: Are the progress report due dates fixed? Can submittals be made in October to align
with a city's expenditure schedule?

Answer: The due dates are established based on the TSC’s recommendation and represent the
latest dates by which progress payment submittals are due. The intent is for each jurisdiction to
submit a progress payment approximately every six months to ensure more frequent reviews while
invoices and supporting documents are current. Jurisdictions may determine the timing of their
submittal based on their expenditure and billing schedules, provided each progress payment is
submitted by the applicable due date.

For example, a jurisdiction may submit a progress payment in October, and that submittal would

satisfy the February reporting requirement. The subsequent progress payment would then be due
six months later, as progress payment submittals are required semiannually.

11



ATTACHMENT D

Process for Grant Awards in Closeout to Request Application of
2027 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines Provisions

Project phases for which work is complete and only grant closeout activities remain as of
December 31, 2026, will continue under the applicable call for projects (call) cycle
guidelines. For these closeout phases/projects, a local jurisdiction may submit a formal
written request to the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to apply applicable
provisions from the 2027 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)
guidelines retroactively in order to seek reimbursement of eligible costs up to the
approved grant amount. This option is only for projects or project phases that are in the
closeout process as of December 31, 2026, and is not applicable to projects which have
already been closed out. Approval of such requests is not automatic and will be
considered on a case-by-case basis.

Each requested provision for each grant must be identified individually. The request must
be submitted on the local jurisdiction’s letterhead and include, at a minimum, the following
details:

o Project name, project phase, and OCTA project number;

o Specific provision of the current 2027 CTFP guidelines requested to be applied,
including the applicable section or subsection, page number, and relevant excerpt;

J Corresponding provision from the CTFP guidelines version under which the grant
was awarded, if applicable; and

o Justification for the request, including any relevant supporting documentation or
information. Seeking reimbursement of applicable costs up to the approved grant
amount is a valid justification.

Each request will be reviewed by OCTA staff for completeness and consistency with the
2027 CTFP guidelines. Following review, OCTA staff will provide the local jurisdiction with
written notification approving or denying the request. Until written approval is provided by
staff, the project or project phase will remain subject to the CTFP guidelines under which
it was originally approved in its entirety.

Project phases for which work is complete, the grant has been closed out or cancelled,
and final payment has been issued are not eligible to request retroactive application of
the 2027 CTFP guidelines.

CTFP guidelines from prior calls are available under the applicable program link on the
OCTA website: https://www.octa.net/programs-projects/programs/funding-programs/call-
for-projects/ctfp.
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September 8, 2026

To: Regional Transportation Planning Committee . (/ "
From: Darrell E. Johnson, Chief Executive OfficéE V/ ol
/

Subject: Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program Update

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority has been working with local
jurisdictions, the County of Orange, and the California Department of
Transportation to fund and implement key regional traffic signal synchronization
projects. This annual report provides an update on the Measure M2 Regional
Traffic Signal Synchronization Program, including results from recently completed
projects and an update to the Countywide Signal Synchronization Baseline Project.

Recommendation
Receive and file as an information item.
Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) provides funding, technical
assistance and project management services to implement multiagency signal
synchronization as part of the Measure M2 (M2) Regional Traffic Signal
Synchronization Program (Project P). Annually, OCTA initiates a competitive call
for projects (call) to provide funding for the coordination of traffic signals across
jurisdictional boundaries. The goal of Project P is to improve traffic flow by
developing and implementing regional signal coordination that crosses local
agencies’ boundaries and maintains coordination through freeway interchanges,
where possible.

Since 2008, OCTA and local agencies have implemented 115 signal
synchronization projects along key corridors within Orange County. The projects
have improved travel times, reduced delays and congestion, and increased the
number of successive green lights drivers experience on their travels. The results
of the program translate into direct benefits to motorists and the environment
measured in time and cost savings from lower fuel consumption, reduction in
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and air pollution. Additionally, the program
includes signal infrastructure upgrades to improve signal operations and safety for
all modes of travel along and crossing the project corridors.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Discussion

Signal synchronization is a cost-effective way to make more efficient use of existing
roadways and reduce the need for new construction. Project P provides funding for
signal synchronization projects through annual competitive call, with 80 percent of
funding from Project P and 20 percent from local agencies’ matching funds.
Supplemental funding is used whenever available, including SB 1 (Chapter 5,
Statutes of 2017) Local Partnership Program funds, and Solutions for Congested
Corridors Program grants. Project P builds upon prior signal synchronization work
funded through M2, Proposition 1B Traffic Light Signal Synchronization Program,
and air quality funds.

Projects are corridor-based and begin with detailed field review. The existing basic
parameters, such as yellow times, pedestrian walk and flash don’t walk times, are
evaluated with the field data to ensure these parameters meet the standards
approved by the agency that operates them for safe clearance for bicycles and
pedestrians, as well as vehicles through each signalized intersection. The new
optimized signal timings are developed based on current traffic conditions and
travel patterns and ultimately provide an overall better travel experience for all
users. Key to these efforts is regular dialogue between all partner agencies along
each project corridor, including the California Department of Transportation at
highway and freeway crossings, to ensure the project addresses the unique
operational needs of the corridor, resulting in agencies working together towards
the multijurisdictional goal of the program.

Signal synchronization projects implement a coordination strategy involving
synchronization of the respective agencies’ signal systems, including the
necessary upgrades to the traffic signal infrastructure. Eligible signal infrastructure
improvements include traffic signal devices, central system upgrades, and
solutions that enhance operations and increase safety for all modes of travel. This
includes modifications that prepare for future connected and autonomous vehicle
technologies and applications. Existing synchronization on crossing arterials is
incorporated when and where possible. Optimized timings are developed and
implemented for identified peak periods, which are typically weekday mornings,
midday, and evenings. For weekend operations, the peak is typically mid-morning
through early evening.

To quantify signal synchronization benefits, “before” and “after” travel time studies
are conducted to evaluate the improvements from these new optimized timing
plans. The travel time studies are conducted during peak-traffic periods with
specially equipped vehicles to collect traffic data. These studies showed
improvements across all performance measures, including travel time, number of
stops, and average safe speed. Additionally, fuel consumption, GHG, and other
vehicle emission data are also estimated. Signal synchronization efforts nationwide
have historically yielded five to 15 percent improvements in travel time and speed,
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as well as fewer stops. Comparisons of the program corridors’ before and after
studies indicate results in Orange County rank in the high-end of the national range
due to the combination of the optimized traffic signal timing plans, cooperation
between all participating agencies, and minor signal upgrades to maximize traffic
flow.

Signal Synchronization Projects

Project P’s target is to regularly synchronize 2,000 signalized intersections, as
expressed in the M2 voter pamphlet. OCTA and local agencies have completed
115 signal synchronization projects since 2008, of which 32 projects were a revisit
and retiming of a previously completed corridor. A total of 4,064 signalized
intersections and 1,048 centerline miles of streets have been implemented. The
Board of Directors- (Board) approved grant awards for the completed projects total
approximately $128.9 million. The completed projects are identified on the map in
Attachment A.

The completed projects have reduced average travel time by 12 percent and the
average number of stops by 29 percent, with average speed improving by
14 percent (Attachment B). Travelers in Orange County are projected to save
approximately $268.9 million on fuel costs and reduce GHG emissions by
approximately 1.4 billion pounds over the three-year project cycle. The reduction in
GHG emissions is achieved by decreasing the number of stops, smoothing traffic
flow, and minimizing vehicle acceleration and deceleration. These results are
comparable to signal synchronization efforts nationwide and were achieved despite
significant fluctuations in local travel patterns influenced by various factors. The
following table lists six completed signal synchronization projects that have
implemented new timing plans since the 2025 update to the Board, along with the
corresponding travel time and speed improvements:

Corridor Limits Lepgth Travel Time Average Speed
(Miles) | Improvements | Improvements
Magnolia Street to
Barranca Parkway Bake Parkway 17.00 9 percent 11 percent
Bolsa Chica Road
to
Edinger Avenue Auto Mall/ 12.20 10 percent 11 percent
State Route 55
Ramps
First Street/ Bolsa Chica to
Bolsa Avenue Newport Avenue 13.10 12 percent 13 percent
MacArthur Walmart Shopping
Boulevard/ Center to 8.20 15 percent 17 percent
Talbert Avenue MacArthur Place
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Length Travel Time Average Speed

Corridor Limits (Miles) | Improvements | Improvements

Bryan Avenue to

Red Hill Avenue Bristol Street 6.65 5 percent 5 percent
Tustin Avenue/ First Street to
Rose Drive Wabash Avenue 11.40 11 percent 13 percent

Due to the limited number of travel-time runs collected along the Edinger Avenue
Corridor Project, crowdsourced data was used to provide a more robust statistical
sample for evaluating project performance for this update. The analysis
incorporated one month of travel time and average speed data before and after
implementation of the new timing plans, providing a broader dataset to assess
corridor improvements.

Currently, there are 30 active projects funded by OCTA that aim to synchronize
traffic signals. These projects are in various stages of implementation and have
been awarded a total of approximately $78.6 million in grants, including external
funds. This investment is in addition to the $128.9 million for completed projects
described earlier in this report. Once completed, these projects will synchronize an
additional 1,385 signalized intersections and 259 miles of roadway. The projects,
which are in the implementation phase, include a total of 1,062 intersections
(76.6 percent) that will be a revisit of timing implemented previously as part of this
program but need updating to align with current traffic patterns.

Resynchronizing traffic signals periodically is the best practice to respond to
changes in traffic. Project P allows previously completed streets and highways
projects to compete again for funding during the annual call. The following chart
displays the cumulative count of signalized intersections of completed projects
organized by the order in which it was presented to the Board. For each reporting
year, the total signalized intersections implemented is further divided to indicate the
total number of those signalized intersections that were initially timed and have
been retimed as part of the program.
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Total Cumulative Count of Signalized Intersection Implemented
by Date Reported to the Board

M Initial Timed Signals Revisited Signals
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The last column in the chart above shows the additional 1,385 signalized
intersections that will be synchronized by projects that are currently underway and
discussed above.

Countywide Signal Synchronization Baseline

On February 12, 2024, the Board approved the selection of a consultant to deliver
the Countywide Signal Synchronization Baseline Project (Baseline Project). This
Baseline Project will build on the investments to date and retime approximately
2,500 signalized intersections in Orange County. The Baseline Project will evaluate
corridor synchronization as a network, reduce the impact to crossing coordination,
and establish a new baseline for signal synchronization performance. OCTA has
leveraged the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality and Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program funds to ensure that partner agencies can participate without
requiring matching funds. The Baseline Project has completed the collection of
signalized intersection counts and existing condition inventory. Signal
synchronization simulation models are being developed to support the optimization
of the coordination timing plans. Implementation of optimized timing plans are
planned to begin in late 2026 with a monitoring phase until project completion in
2029.

Next Steps

OCTA continues to work with local agencies through various OCTA-led groups,
including the Technical Steering Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, and
the traffic forum to identify corridors that are eligible for funding and that would
benefit from signal program funding as part of the annual call.
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Summary

OCTA and local agencies have successfully implemented new cooperative traffic
signal synchronization timing on 115 corridors. Another 30 projects are planned or
underway alongside the Baseline Project. The synchronization of traffic signals
along these regional corridors continually results in significant improvements to
traffic flow by reducing total travel times, stops per mile, and improving average
safe speeds while decreasing fuel costs, GHG, and overall vehicle emissions.

Attachments

A. OCTA-Funded Signal Synchronization Projects (2008 — Present)

B. Summary of Results for Completed Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization
Projects
Prepared by: Approved by:
Wi Py A s
et L2l
Alicia Yang Rose Casey
Senior Project Manager Executive Director, Planning

(714) 560-5362 (714) 560-5729
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Summary of Results for Completed Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Projects

ATTACHMENT B

M1 / M2 Grant

Estimated Project

Estimated Project

Timing Length Board Life Gas Savings |Life Greenhouse Gas| Travel Time | Average Speed Stops
Corridor Name Completed Lead Agency (Miles) | Signals Allocation (Dollars)* Savings (lbs.) Improvement | Improvement | Improvement
1 Euclid Street 2008 OCTA 15 62 $ 480,083 | $ 3,091,631 16,188,276 20% 24% 43%
2 Pacific Park Drive/Oso Parkway 2009 OCTA 9 34 $ 248272 | $ 3,647,370 19,098,249 22% 29% 50%
3 Alicia Parkway’ 2010 OCTA 11 41 $ 939,144 | $ 806,001 4,220,358 13% 12% 40%
4 Beach Boulevard’ 2010 OCTA 21 70 $ 1243859 $ 10,469,722 54,821,202 14% 21% 28%
5 Chapman Avenue (south)’ 2010 OCTA 14 52 $ 798,161 | $ 3,244,679 16,989,696 16% 18% 46%
6 Edinger Avenue/Irvine Center Drive/Moulton Parkway’ 2011 OCTA 22 109 $ 846,217 | $ 4,609,706 24,137,220 11% 14% 34%
7 Harbor Boulevard’ 2011 OCTA 16 107 $ 831,855 | $ 3,226,111 16,892,430 11% 12% 23%
8 Orangethorpe Avenue' 2011 OCTA 17 47 $ 697,585 | $ 2,659,036 13,923,183 17% 20% 42%
9 State College Boulevard/Bristol Street’ 2011 OCTA 17 97 $ 633,160 | $ 4,089,735 21,414,531 15% 18% 28%
10 Westminster Avenue’ 2011 OCTA 13 48 $ 308,847 | $ 4,233,390 22,166,736 14% 17% 35%
11 Brookhurst Street’ 2012 OCTA 16 56 $ 631,764 | $ 7,850,213 41,105,031 19% 18% 31%
12 El Toro Road' 2012 OCTA 11 40 $ 478,916 | $ 3,302,828 17,294,160 19% 24% 32%
13 Katella Avenue’ 2012 OCTA 17 69 $ 673,845 | $ 4,435,716 23,226,165 14% 14% 36%
14 La Palma Avenue' 2012 OCTA 18 61 $ 803,999 | $ 6,281,546 32,391,229 18% 22% 27%
15 Bastanchury Road 2013 Fullerton 8 27 $ 539,936 | $ 1,053,007 5,513,723 13% 15% 49%
16 Euclid Street* 2013 Fullerton 17 66 $ 1,000,000]| $ 4,316,031 22,599,458 15% 17% 39%
17 Lambert Avenue 2013 La Habra 10 26 $ 520,000 | $ 4,578,312 23,972,807 14% 16% 41%
18 Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive 2013 OCTA 10 43 $ 683,200 | $ 2,309,842 12,094,717 15% 17% 37%
19 Yorba Linda Boulevard' 2013 OCTA 12 46 $ 521,837 | $ 1,813,693 9,496,799 12% 10% 21%
20 Lincoln Avenue 2014 Anaheim 13 53 $ 777910 | $ 1,564,300 8,190,935 9% 15% 25%
21 Valley View Street 2014 Buena Park 3 20 $ 280,000 | $ 3,056,089 16,002,194 28% 24% 37%
22 17th Street 2014 Costa Mesa 3 9 $ 220,000 | $ 123,098 644,563 7% 3% 0%
23 Baker Street/Placentia Avenue 2014 Costa Mesa 8 27 $ 519,960 | $ 540,228 2,828,724 14% 16% 34%
24 Fairview Road/Street 2014 Costa Mesa 8 31 $ 620,001 | $ 1,735,472 9,087,220 11% 12% 24%
25 Victoria Street 2014 Costa Mesa 3 11 $ 200,000 | $ 124,820 653,581 22% 15% 25%
26 Brea Boulevard 2014 Fullerton 4 16 $ 320,000 | $ 813,531 4,259,783 12% 13% 43%
27 Commonwealth Avenue 2014 Fullerton 8 30 $ 600,000 | $ 803,023 4,204,761 11% 12% 36%
28 Lemon Street/Anaheim Boulevard 2014 Fullerton 2 13 $ 280,000 | $ 531,872 2,784,969 16% 21% 40%
29 Placentia Avenue 2014 Fullerton 4 15 $ 380,000 | $ 570,921 2,989,436 18% 22% 48%
30 Culver Drive 2014 Irvine 11 39 $ 779,856 | $ 3,625,648 18,984,498 12% 12% 19%
31 Jamboree Road 2014 Irvine 9 27 $ 230,608 | $ 3,173,217 16,615,495 9% 9% 19%
32 Jeffrey Road 2014 Irvine 9 40 $ 410,032 | $ 1,910,910 10,005,845 9% 10% 26%
33 La Habra Boulevard/Central Avenue/ 2014 La Habra 6 23 |s 460000 1,550,184 8,117,025 10% 11% 27%
State College Boulevard

34 Paseo de Valencia 2014 Laguna Hills 3 12 $ 190,742 | $ 169,859 889,411 8% 5% 34%
35 Ball Road 2014 OCTA 11 38 $ 733416 | $ 1,532,115 8,022,411 5% 7% 13%
36 Crown Valley Parkway 2014 OCTA 9 30 $ 367,200 | $ 556,861 2,915,820 4% 3% 20%
37 Edinger Avenue* 2014 OCTA 12 38 $ 753,800 | $ 1,264,832 6,622,870 2% 5% 25%
38 First Street/Bolsa Avenue 2014 OCTA 12 49 $ 980,000 | $ 3,506,276 18,359,448 11% 12% 26%
39 Lake Forest Drive 2014 OCTA 2 10 $ 119,679 | $ 685,904 3,591,510 19% 23% 33%
40 Los Alisos Boulevard 2014 OCTA 7 21 $ 332617 | $ 27,876 145,962 5% 3% 16%
41 MacArthur Boulevard/Talbert Avenue 2014 OCTA 7 24 $ 392,256 | $ 524,129 2,744,427 7% 8% 13%
42 Magnolia Street 2014 OCTA 16 54 $ 399,943 | $ 2,208,937 11,566,362 10% 12% 26%
43 Marguerite Parkway 2014 OCTA 9 31 $ 323,056 | $ 609,084 3,189,264 11% 12% 21%
44 Pacific Park Drive/Oso Parkway* 2014 OCTA 8 32 $ 490,222 | $ 1,912,481 10,014,071 16% 19% 29%
45 Warner Avenue 2014 OCTA 13 43 $ 621,848 | $ 1,797,186 9,410,366 8% 6% 15%
46 Avenida Pico 2014 San Clemente 4 21 $ 416,453 | $ 705,991 3,696,687 9% 10% 21%
47 El Camino Real 2014 San Clemente 4 19 $ 359,998 | $ 1,482,733 7,763,838 9% 10% 25%
48 Del Obispo Street 2014 San Juan Capistrano 4 16 $ 138,800 | $ 992,762 5,198,269 13% 10% 11%
49 Knott Avenue 2015 Buena Park 7 28 $ 448,000 | $ 1,918,098 10,043,483 23% 26% 37%
50 Newport Coast Drive 2015 Newport Beach 5 15 $ 260,000 | $ 651,984 3,413,896 10% 0% 6%
51 San Joaquin Hills Road 2015 Newport Beach 4 11 $ 220,000 | $ 584,913 3,062,701 1% 12% 32%
52 Jeronimo Road' 2015 OCTA 6 16 $ 267,360 | $ 1,508,063 7,896,471 12% 3% 35%
53 Santa Margarita Parkway 2015 OCTA 5 20 $ 311912 | $ 1,705,334 8,929,416 15% 18% 41%
54 Trabuco Road' 2015 OCTA 5 16 $ 266,971 ] $ 1,294,844 6,780,018 15% 18% 32%
55 Avenida Vista Hermosa 2015 San Clemente 3 17 $ 305,856 | $ 252,899 1,324,219 17% 19% 54%
56 Camino De Los Mares 2015 San Clemente 2 13 $ 248,208 | $ 1,806,683 3,153,365 27% 37% 57%
57 Artesia Boulevard 2016 Buena Park 2 11 $ 422,142 | $ 795,156 4,163,572 20% 16% 38%
58 Alton Parkway 2016 Irvine 14 48 $ 1,209,39% | $ 3,082,089 16,138,332 12% 14% 39%
59 Barranca Parkway 2016 Irvine 13 44 $ 210643419 2,734,900 14,320,395 10% 11% 26%
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M1 / M2 Grant

Estimated Project

Estimated Project

Timing Length Board Life Gas Savings |Life Greenhouse Gas| Travel Time | Average Speed Stops
Corridor Name Completed Lead Agency (Miles) | Signals Allocation (Dollars)? Savings (lbs.) Improvement | Improvement | Improvement

60 Adams Avenue' 2016 OCTA 5 17 $ 1042374 $ 2,065,973 10,817,781 7% 14% 27%
61 Antonio Parkway’ 2016 OCTA 10 27 $ 1,156,920 | $ 2,274,125 11,907,699 16% 19% 23%
62 Bake Parkway 2016 OCTA 6 19 $ 532,603 | $ 1,434,344 7,510,464 12% 12% 28%
63 La Paz Road 2016 OCTA 8 23 $ 328,192 | $ 1,951,861 10,220,270 14% 16% 21%
64 Newport Avenue/Boulevard (north)' 2016 OCTA 7 24 $ 946,045 | $ 581,731 3,046,041 12% 15% 36%
65 Newport Boulevard (south) 2016 OCTA 7 33 $ 13045% | $ 944,446 4,945,276 5% 7% 17%
66 State College Boulevard*' 2016 OCTA 5 35 $ 1041579 $ 1,484,920 7,775,289 10% 11% 16%
67 Seal Beach Boulevard/Los Alamitos Boulevard 2016 Seal Beach 3 13 $ 586,720 | $ 1,016,379 5,321,931 10% 11% 31%
68 Anaheim Boulevard 2017 Anaheim 4 18 $ 787,940 | $ (95,430) (499,686) -1% 0% 9%
69 Harbor Boulevard* 2017 Anaheim 4 22 $ 731,867 | $ 1,414,593 7,407,047 8% 9% 15%
70 Birch Street/Rose Drive 2017 Brea 4 14 $ 664,230 | $ 629,603 3,296,709 23% 30% 37%
71 Bristol Street* 2017 OCTA 8 45 $ 1884620| % 1,649,926 8,639,290 7% 8% 13%
72 Goldenwest Street 2017 OCTA 8 32 $ 380,800 | $ 374,406 1,960,454 11% 7% 23%
73 Harbor Boulevard* 2017 Santa Ana 10 46 $ 1852080 $ 4,320,825 22,624,563 10% 10% 15%
74 Sunflower Avenue 2018 Costa Mesa 3 14 $ 617,960 | $ 631,288 3,305,529 15% 32% 38%
75 Imperial Highway/SR 90 2018 La Habra 10 46 $ 2760001]| 9% 6,317,107 33,077,428 14% 17% 22%
76 El Toro Road* 2018 Laguna Woods 3 15 $ 478,000 | $ 1,116,724 5,847,356 17% 20% 33%
77 Moulton Parkway* 2018 Laguna Woods 11 37 $ 610,440 | $ 939,620 4,920,008 12% 2% 41%
78 Marguerite Parkway* 2018 Mission Viejo 9 30 $ 759,232 | $ 1,663,372 8,709,695 8% 9% 18%
79 Olympiad Road-Felipe Road 2018 Mission Viejo 6 18 $ 515,656 | $ 197,900 1,036,240 3% 3% 6%
80 Chapman Avenue* 2018 OCTA 14 55 $ 234404419 2,322,428 12,160,622 8% 9% 0%
81 Kraemer Boulevard/Gl Il Street/Grand Avenue 2018 OCTA 15 61 $ 2433520| % 1,722,240 9,017,938 12% 7% 8%
82 QOrangewood Avenue 2019 Anaheim 3 15 $ 683,328 | $ 1,140,726 5,973,032 17% 22% 46%
83 Malvern Avenue/Chapman Avenue 2019 Fullerton 9 40 $ 2202304 |9 3,589,756 18,796,563 15% 17% 39%
84 Irvine Boulevard 2019 Irvine 7 29 $ 378,166 | $ 2,757,359 14,437,996 17% 21% 37%
85 Irvine Center Drive/Edinger Avenue* 2019 Irvine 9 39 $ 1824000/ $ 3,402,931 17,818,317 16% 19% 31%
86 Von Karman Avenue/Tustin Ranch Road 2019 Irvine 8 30 $ 1439980 | $ 2,231,534 11,684,688 13% 14% 27%
87 Alicia Parkway* 2019 OCTA 11 40 $ 1847,200| $ 3,550,240 18,589,652 12% 13% 31%
88 Coast Highway 2019 OCTA 9 27 $ 1799210 $ 1,907,001 9,985,376 5% 5% 8%
89 El Toro Road* 2019 OCTA 7 25 $ 11124471 $ 4,079,112 21,358,911 20% 25% 42%
90 Westminster Avenue/17th Street* 2019 OCTA 16 63 $ 2820102 | $ 141,754 742,246 5% 5% 16%
91 Camino Vera Cruz 2019 San Clemente 1 5 $ 192,686 | $ 145,831 763,596 9% 8% 35%
92 La Palma Avenue*? 2020 Anaheim 11 39 $ 2518146 | $ 6,957,096 36,428,521 7% 6% 16%
93 Fairview Road*? 2020 Costa Mesa 9 34 $ 1695150 | $ 8,987,055 47,057,724 27% 30% 45%
94 Brookhurst Street*? 2020 OCTA 17 59 $ 2895884 | 9% 12,421,778 65,042,507 19% 25% 35%
95 Los Alisos Boulevard Route*! 2020 OCTA 11 40 $ 1,777,782 | $ 550,476 2,882,383 2% 2% 19%
96 Magnolia Street* 2020 OCTA 16 50 $ 27116941 % 276,528 1,447,948 2% 0% 3%
97 Bear Street 2021 Costa Mesa 2 14 $ 494,752 | $ 148,122 3,024,813 10% 11% 25%
98 Gilbert Street/Idaho Street? 2021 Fullerton 5 19 $ 917,280 | $ 243,515 1,275,085 3% 2% 8%
99 Garden Grove Boulevard' 2021 OCTA 9 34 $ 2,116,670 | $ 3,086,850 16,163,261 14% 16% 30%
100 Main Street' 2021 OCTA 12 67 $ 3058176 | $ 3,120,385 16,338,858 14% 15% 28%
101 Aliso Creek Road 2022 OCTA 5 23 $ 1143978 $ 1,581,765 8,282,388 14% 15% 25%
102 Katella Avenue*! 2022 OCTA 20 73 $ 3924488| % 4,645,486 24,324,540 9% 10% 24%
103 Lake Forest Drive* 2022 OCTA 7 27 $ 1441643 $ 1,554,381 8,139,001 13% 15% 29%
104 Baker Street-Placentia AvenuelVictoria Street 2023 Costa Mesa 10 41 |s 1772956 | $ 1,597,837 8,366,544 10% 8% 24%
105 Orangethorpe Avenue* 2023 Fullerton 17 57 $ 3,577,668 | $ 4,555,090 23,851,212 13% 15% 26%
106 Culver Drive/Bonita Canyon/Ford* 2023 Irvine 9 39 $ 1,139,728 $ 3,152,424 16,506,620 9% 11% 28%
107 MacArthur Boulevard 2023 Irvine 7 22 $ 1,258,440 | $ 2,995,279 15,683,782 14% 17% 36%
108 Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive* 2023 Orange 11 55) $ 2,766,833 | $ 3,313,053 17,347,700 11% 13% 29%
109 Seal Beach Boulevard (ATC Upgrades)* 2023 Seal Beach 5 20 $ 546,750 4,146,847 21,713,587 27% 39% 53%
110 Barranca Parkway* 2024 Irvine 17 66 $ 3,740,268 3,203,204 16,772,514 9% 11% 21%
111 MacArthur Boulevard/Talbert Avenue*’ 2024 OCTA 8 26 $ 3,541,154 3,197,172 16,740,929 15% 17% 18%
112 Warner Avenue* 2024 OCTA 14 42 $ 49104251 % 3,178,409 16,642,680 10% 12% 24%




Summary of Results for Completed Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Projects

M1 / M2 Grant Estimated Project Estimated Project
Timing Length Board Life Gas Savings |Life Greenhouse Gas| Travel Time | Average Speed Stops
Corridor Name Completed Lead Agency (Miles) | Signals Allocation (Dollars)* Savings (lbs.) Improvement | Improvement | Improvement
113 Edinger Avenue*'@ 2025 OCTA 12 40 $ 5947421 ] % 2,933,047 15,357,923 10% 11% 58%
114 First Street/Bolsa Avenue* 2025 OCTA 13 60 $ 362385018 3,996,122 20,924,363 12% 13% 40%
115 Red Hill Avenue 2025 OCTA 7 28 $ 1,676,072 | $ 719,423 3,767,018 5% 5% 13%
Summary of All Projects 1048 4064 | $ 128,901,406 | $ 268,919,840 1,403,551,805 12% 14% 29%

* Project is a revisit and retiming of a previously funded corridor.
"Project Board allocation includes external funding.

2 After study runs for these corridors were collected after the breakout of the coronavirus pandemic and results could be negatively impacted.

3 Crowdsourced data was used to generate the Travel Time and Average Speed Improvements.
A $3.90 per gal gasoline price used to estimate savings.
Note: Improvements are averaged across both directions over the full corridor.

ATC - Advanced Traffic Controller

Board - Board of Directors

gal - gallons

Ibs - pounds

M1 - Measure M

M2 - Measure M2

OCTA - Orange County Transportation Authority

SR-90 - State Route 90

Green highlight - Newly reported and completed project
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IN Program Overview

OCTA

mmmme Program

« M2: Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program (Project P)

» OCTA has used M2 Project P funds to leverage external funding to enhance regional signal
synchronization efforts through SB 1 (Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017), LPP, and SCCP grants

— I CTe:]

* Improve the flow of traffic by developing and implementing regional signal coordination
across jurisdictional boundaries

mmm  APproach

» Target over 2,000 signalized intersections across the County
» Offer annual competitive funding for projects nominated by local cities and the County

» Fund 80 percent of project costs through Project P with awarded local jurisdictions
providing 20 percent match

County — Orange County

LPP — Local Partnership Program

M2 — Measure M2

OCTA - Orange County Transportation Authority

SCCP — Solutions for Congested Corridors Program Orange County Transportation Authority 2



FN Typical Process

OCTA
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Data Collection Design

Agency-
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for Capital
Improvements

Detailed Field
Review

Clearance

Traffic Counts Timing Settings

Travel Time

Studies Optimize Timing

Plans

- Capital Improvements

O&M — Operations and Maintenance

- Signal Operations

B

O&M PHASE
Implementation
Field Devices
Central System _
Software Ongoing
Monitoring and
Support for
Updated Basic Two Years
Timing Settings
New Optimized
Timing Plans
Orange County Transportation Authority 3



OCTA

Recently Completed Projects

First Street/ MacArthur Boulevard/ Tustin Avenue/
Barranca Parkway* Edinger Avenue*? Bolsa Avenue* Talbert Avenue* Red Hill Avenue Rose Drive*

OCTA

Implementing

Agency OCTA

City of Orange

OCTA OCTA

City of Irvine

First Street to
Wabash Avenue

Walmart Shopping Center
to MacArthur Place

Bryan Avenue to
Bristol Street

Bolsa Chica to
Newport Avenue

Bolsa Chica Road to
Auto Mall/SR-55 Ramps

Magnolia Street to

Project Limits Bake Parkway

Number of

. 3 4 5 3 3 6
Agencies
Length (miles) 17.00 12.20 13.10 8.20 6.65 11.40
Signallzed 66 40 60 26 28 55

Intersections

Travel Time
Improvement

“®

5% r{"\ 13% f\"\‘

10% G 12% 15% G

11% (\'\ 13% f'\"\ 17% '{‘7\

=

C

1% f\"\

Average Speed

Improvement
HHEPE 21% 9oF 58% weF 40% YoF 18% :E: 13% YoF 29% YoF
Improvement NO[7 | r, [ r, [ 17 Y [=]r, | r,
EEElIIEE (LR 16,772,514 15,357,923 20,924,363 16,740,929 3,767,018 17,347,700
Savings (Ibs.)
* Denotes a corridor that has been revisited Lbs. — pounds

OCTA - Orange County Transportation Authority
SR-55 — State Route 55

*a Crowdsourced data was used to generate travel time and average speed improvements
% - Percent

Orange County Transportation Authority



FN Status of Synchronization Projects

OCTA
/”L/ (/
LO’JANGELES \.\
» . 115 COMPLETED
Ll g l P ~. RIVERSIDE
= \w « 83 Completed
*%'—f:j. » 32 Previously completed,
S I recently retimed

30 UNDERWAY

* 11 In progress or planned
* 19 Previously completed,

7\ retiming in progress

OCTA - Funded Signal

Synchronization Projects

(2008 - present)

= Completed

== Planned or in progress

. Previously completed,
re-timing in progress

Previously completed,

recently re-timed

: SAN-DIEGO
Completed Projects Source: OCTA

Freeways / Toll Roads

Other roads KAD
() =

Mies

Orange County Transportation Authority 5



IN Results for All Completed Projects

OCTA

115 signal
projects
completed

Fuel savings
by up to
$268.9 million

OCTA RTSSP
project
accomplishments

Reduced
Greenhouse
Gas by over

1.4 billion

pounds

Stops reduced
an average of
29%

RTSSP — Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program

Travel time

improved an

average of
12%

Speeds
improved an
average of
14%

99 M2-funded projects 16 additional projects

$98.5 million M2 $30.4 million external

*

694 unique miles 354 revisited miles

2,512 unique intersections 1,552 revisited intersections

* 32 projects are a revisit of a previously completed corridor due to changing travel patterns

Orange County Transportation Authority

J
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Project Status

FN Countywide Signal Synchronization Baseline

OCTA

Project Goals

[]Eﬁ’ Retime approximately 2,500 signalized

existing conditions models

» Ongoing: Optimization of new timing plans an
preparation for implementation in late 2026

» Completed: Counts, field inventory, and
intersections across Orange County g

# Evaluate corridor synchronization as a connected
network to improve crossing coordination

« Completed: Data platform for stakeholders to
view corridor and network performance

_-|  Establish a new baseline to measure and track Sfnes © Ongoing: Evaluating corridor performance

Monitor corridor and network performance
continuously using crowdsourced data

L

Continue timing adjustments/implementation

» Will commence following the completion of all
Testing

Make seasonal adjustments to keep the signal
network responsive and efficient

at

Orange County Transportation Authority 7
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FN Next Steps

« Continue to work with local agencies to identify corridors that
are eligible for funding and would benefit from signal program

funding as part of the annual call for projects

« Implementation of a countywide signal synchronization
baseline is currently underway. This project aims to begin the
deployment of optimized timing plans in late 2026 and will set
the stage for the next phase of the signal program

Orange County Transportation Authority 8



OCTA

Active
Transportation
Biannual Update

2026




m Active Transportation Update

OCTA

E-bike Safety

Move OC

Next STEP

Outreach and Education
OC Connect

E-bike — Electric bicycle
STEP - Safe Transportation Education Program
OC - Orange County

Orange County Transportation Authority 2



FN Electric Bicycle Strategy Area Groups

OCTA

Participating Agencies Goals

4t District PTA * Mission Providence Hospital Trauma * Advance priority actions identified in Action

Center Plan
e (Caltrans District 12

- Orange County Parks * ldentify additional actions beyond OCTA’s

« City of Anaheim purview
- City of Costa Mesa * Orange County Sheriff + Streamline coordination on e-bike safety
efforts

* Orange County Fire Authority

*  City of Fullerton e Share best practices and resources
* Orange County Public Works P

» City of Huntington Beach

_ _ + Orange County Healthcare Agency
« City of Laguna Niguel

» Orange County District Attorney’s RIDE

« City of Irvine SAFELY Unit

+ Department of Education + Rady’s Children's Health
* Fullerton Police Department « SCAG

* Huntington Beach Police .

University of California Irvine
* Irvine Police Department

Caltrans — California Department of Transportation
PTA — Parent/Teacher Association . .
SCAG — Southern California Association of Governments Orange County Transportation Authority 3



FN Electric Bicycle — Strategy Area Groups

OCTA

Steering Committee

Focus:

- Data integrity

« Interagency/organization
coordination

* Retailer collaboration

L ——

Priority Actions Identified:
« Standardize crash data

* Prioritize data to understand
e-mobility crash trends

« Assess micromobility safety
patterns and risk factors

Priority Actions Identified:

Develop targeted materials for
parents and students in the
school community

Equip retailers with customer-
facing materials for safe riding

E-mobility — Electric mobility

SAFELY — Smart Accountability for Electric Bicycles and Electric Motorcycle and Law Enforcement for Youth

Priority Actions Identified:

» District Attorney's Office RIDE
SAFELY Unit resource
inventory

« Local agency ordinance
database

Orange County Transportation Authority
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m Electric Bicycle — Buyer’s Guide Development and Parent Survey

OCTA

SURVEY
BUYERS GUIDE SNAPSHOT
Practical purchasing o8 256 .o bHh
QUIdance a Total respondents *ﬁ Parents of children who own e-bikes
ﬁ f PARENT RESPONSE FINDINGS
© 630/0 Not sure of their child’s Py 830/0 I(;ﬁxje ;sg(lide\fvgll:;helr
e-bike class 4
safety
0 ™ 0 Not at all or only
! 56 A) Eﬁlri(:e]ased the e-bike AIA 53 /0 slightly familiar with
e-bike laws

46% OF ALL RESPONDENTS have a friend or family member
who has been involved in an e-bike crash

Orange County Transportation Authority 5
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FN Electric Bicycle — Safety Video

OCTA

« Long-form (3:48) video promoting various e-bike safety tips
 Humorous take using a nature documentary style
« Safety pledge in exchange for entry to win one of six $100 gift cards
« Shared with cities, bicycle shops, schools, and community partners
* Ad aired in five theaters across the County
 Anaheim GardenWalk 6
« Century Huntington Beach and XD
 Brea 22 East
« Aliso Viejo 20 with IMAX
* Yorba Linda IMAX 10

PLANET

E-BIKE RIDERS

Orange County Transportation Authority 6
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TN Move OC

OCTA

Countywide Active Transportation Plan

» Updates and builds on the 2019 OC Active Plan PROJECT STATUS
» Vision, goals, objectives (VGO) driven framework

« Improve accessibility, safety, and convenience of active transportation ' SURELTT

* Four sub-regions reflecting unique travel needs within the County ¥ Project kick-off and initiation

Data requests and existing

Project Process B o nditions report
Develop
Engage The Analyze Input and .
> Community >> Conditions Recommsendatmn . NEXT
» Demographics « Public outreach « VGO focused « Infrastructure 202 rpe)rggﬁ%ngﬁ‘t’ebpme”t Team
* Land use * Institutional * Existing conditions * Programming _
 Travel demand engagement « Stakeholder « Policy = gg\t/)(lallc(:)Err%%ﬁ?ement Plan
* Infrastructure engagement * Funding P
 Safety data * Public input
- Develop VGOs . ESTIMATED COMPLETION

2028

Stakeholder engagement throughout

Orange County Transportation Authority 7



—— g

FN Next Safe Transportation Education Program

OCTA
TOTAL INVESTMENT FUNDING MIX PROGRAM REACH
< $2.1M $1.25M $850K « UP TO 50
Total project cost SCAG REAP 2.0 ATP grant Spots available
PROGRAM MODEL CURRENT ACTIVITY
Evaluation plus concept 47 f 50 .
- development O Program spots filled
X (D

Walk audits * Parent and staff input

City collaboration and concept review
PROGRAM MIX

22 19 3
Education programming @ Evaluation only @ Education only @ Receiving both
Iﬂ Cv\ssli;gblie? + Safety materials CONCEPT STATUS
alk/bicycle activities
Instruction ? 42 ° 25 ® Underway: recommendations
& Eqycation events # V% Walk audits ® Next: city review/approval

® Then: school review

ATP — Active Transportation Program

K — Thousand

M — Million

REAP — Regional Early Action Planning Orange County Transportation Authority 8
SCAG — Southern California Association of Governments



m Next Safe Transportation Education Program (Cont.)

Walking Bus Training, Beswick Elementary, Tustin

QR -‘2:,
Y ] )‘ /i ) :

L

We Care About You! e;ﬁ I

Walk to School day Event, Sunkist Elementary, Anaheim Orange Cou nty Transpor‘tation Authonty 9



FN Active Outreach and Education

OCTA
~ PROJECT COMPLETE $400K $ SCAG REAP 2.0
Total cost Grant funding
PROGRAM Safety e00 Community Bike Age-specific @@ Safety
ELEMENTS education @ events rodeos Q modules materials
= 88 w 10,030

Events delivered Residents engaged

u 14,556 a 13,223

Education materials distributed Safety equipment distributed
Costa Mesa Bike Rodeo
2025 OCPRSA PROTOS Award %¥ 2026 CAPIO Excellence Award
AWARD-WINNING OUTREACH Community Relations / Institutional Programs o Public Information and Communication

CAPIO - California Public Information Officials
OCPRSA - Orange County Public Relations Society of America Orange County Transportation Authority 10



FN OC Connect

OCTA

® PrOJeCt Over\"ew: GARDEN GROVE LEGEND
@ OC Connect Project

« Completed PA/ED includes 3.1 miles of ., -

o oq( a ORANGE — Existing Trails and
. agugn Ayo o, Q Separated Bikeways
proposed Class | bicycle facilities & & ~o= o ssstsarandstops
& i en QoS o(:, Garden Grove

Santa Ana

. . . . High School K
* Includes historic bridge preservation =

~
e
GARDEN GROVE BLVD I 11 Mile Buffer*
53
N ’K/ *Identifies a
< buffer within

» Connects Segment | of OC Loop to

- 3-) év walking or
SKA 4, Y biking%istance.
Garden Grove and Santa Ana NS o N o
« Current Work: B "N |
é,, College

* Phase |l Environmental Site e witlowicl

Park
Rosita Golf Course . [CIVIC CENTER DR -

Assessment rofero-cro NS SR Ew o=

—
SENAYE Academy mulisdnla AD.EIPZ DOWNTOWN 1s
- | SANTA ANA

ISTMINSTER |

& & ™ o

B [a} w = b=

kY | o o V’

=) (®] o o 2

o7 = % (o) ] 7

3 @ & > e SANTA ANA

o ! T < ! z < o E

& e S <

m I L o

I

PA/ED - Project Approval and Environmental Document

Orange County Transportation Authority 11



FN Next Steps

OCTA
Near-term actions across the Active Transportation Program

Implement Safety
and Education

Advance Plans
and Projects

E-BIKE SAFETY MOVE OC
Share buyer guidance and continue data, Complete existing conditions and establish
education, and enforcement priorities the Project Development Team and Public
Engagement Plan
NEXT STEP Move OC target completion: 2028
Complete recommendations and advance city
and school review OC CONNECT
Complete the Phase Il Environmental Site
OUTREACH Assessment

Leverage completed materials and
partnerships to support future education

Coordinate, Fund,
and Report

PARTNERSHIPS

Continue coordination with local agencies,
schools, retailers, and community groups

FUNDING

Pursue grant and partnership opportunities
for future initiatives and projects

BOARD

Return to the Board of Directors with progress
updates, milestones, and upcoming actions

Orange County Transportation Authority
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