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AGENDA 
 
 

1. Welcome 
2. Pledge of Allegiance  
 
3. ANNUAL MEASURE M PUBLIC HEARING 

a.  Overview of Taxpayers Oversight Committee 
b.  Review of the 2013 Taxpayers Oversight Committee Actions 
c.  Local Eligibility Subcommittee Report 
d.  Audit Subcommittee Report 
e.  Public Comments* 
f.  Adjournment of Public Hearing 

4. Approval of Minutes/Attendance Report for December 10, 1013 
 
5. Action Items 

A. Measure M1 Revenue & Expenditure Quarterly Report (Dec 13) 
Presentation – Andy Oftelie, Executive Director Finance; Receive and File 
 

B. Measure M2 Revenue & Expenditure Quarterly Report (Dec 13)  
Presentation – Andy Oftelie, Executive Director Finance; Receive and File 
 

C. 2014 Annual Hearing Follow-up and Compliance Findings 
Discussion – Jan Grimes, Taxpayers Oversight Committee Co-Chair 
 

D. Local Jurisdictions Expenditure Reports – Eligibility Findings 
Presentation – Jack Wu Annual Eligibility Review Subcommittee Chair 
 

6. Presentation Items  
A. Organizational Assessment 

Presentation – Tamara Warren, Manager, M Program Office 
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C. Highway Program Update 
Presentation – Rose Casey, Director, Highway Programs 
 

7. OCTA Staff Updates (5 minutes each) 
• Timely Use of Funds  – Andrew Oftelie, Executive Director of Finance & Administration 

 
8. Committee Member Reports 

9. Public Comments* 
10. Adjournment 
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INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

   
1. Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs 

Semi-Annual Review – September 2013 
 Dec. 9, 2013 

   
2. Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Annual Eligibility 

Review 
  

   
3. Fourth Quarter 2013 Debt and Investment Report  Jan. 27, 2014 

   
4. Orange County Local Transportation Authority 

Measure M2 Agreed-Upon Procedures Reports, 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

  

   
5. Measure M2 Performance Assessment Report 

Update 
  

   
   

   
   
   
   

   
   

 
 

  





Measure M2 
Taxpayers Oversight Committee 

 
December 10, 2013 

Meeting Minutes 
 
 
 
Committee Members Present: 
Jan Grimes, Orange County Acting Deputy Auditor-Controller, Co-Chairman 
Narinder “Nindy” Mahal, First District Representative 
Howard Mirowitz, Second District Representative, Co-Chairman 
Terre Duensing, Third District Representative 
Philip C. La Puma, PE, Fourth District Representative 
Cynthia Hall, Fourth District Representative 
Terry Fleskes, Fifth District Representative 
Nilima Gupta, Fifth District Representative  
 
Committee Member(s) Absent: 
Anh-Tuan Le, First District Representative 
Jack Wu, Second District Representative 
Randy Holbrook, Third District Representative 
 
Orange County Transportation Authority Staff Present: 
Jim Beil, Executive Director, Capital Programs 
Rose Casey, Director of Highway Programs 
Marissa Espino, Strategic Communications Officer 
Janice Kadlec, Public Reporter Specialist 
Kia Mortazavi, Executive Director, Planning 
Andy Oftelie, Executive Director, Finance and Administration 
Ken Phipps, Deputy Executive Director 
Alice Rogan, Strategic Communications Manager, External Affairs 
Tamara Warren, Program Manager, M Program Management Office 
 
 1. Welcome 

Chair Jan Grimes welcomed everyone to the Taxpayers Oversight Committee (TOC) 
meeting and began the meeting 6:00 p.m.  
 

 2. Pledge of Allegiance 
  Chair Jan Grimes asked everyone to join her in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   
 

 3. Approval of Minutes/Attendance Report for October 8, 2013 
Chair Jan Grimes asked if there were any additions or corrections to the October 8, 
2013 Minutes and Attendance Report. 
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Nilima Gupta asked for the following correction on page four, paragraph six, first 
sentence:  “Nilima Gupta said if this happens and a lawsuit goes forward, what 
happens to the January 31, 2013 2014 deadline.”   
 
A motion was made by Nilima Gupta, seconded by Terre Duensing, and carried 
unanimously to approve the October 8, 2013 TOC minutes and attendance report as 
corrected.   

 
 4. Chairman’s Report 

There was no Chairman’s Report. 
 
 5. Action Item(s)  
 

A. M1/M2 Quarterly Review & Expenditure Reports (June 13) 
Andy Oftelie gave a brief overview of the M1/M2 Quarterly Review & Expenditure 
Report for the period ending June 2013.  He noted the June report has not been 
through the Audit Subcommittee because they have not met so he reported on 
just a few highlighted things.   

 
B. M1/M2 Quarterly Review & Expenditure Reports (September 13) 

Andy Oftelie gave a brief overview of the M1/M2 Quarterly Review & Expenditure 
Report for the period ending September 2013.  He noted the September report 
has not been through the Audit Subcommittee because they have not met so he 
reported on just a few highlighted things.   

 
Nindy Mahal asked if the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center 
(ARTIC) had been reduced in any way since conception.  Jim Biel said they did 
reduce the square footage of ARTIC since the original concept.  Nindy Mahal 
asked if ARTIC was still going to be a transportation hub for the area.  Jim Biel 
said yes, only the square footage of the station has been reduced.  High-speed 
rail is still expected to run through ARTIC.  
 
Howard Mirowitz said he read there was a major change order to the ARTIC 
construction caused by federal regulation regarding the boarding area.  It has to 
be less high off the tracks than was originally specified.  How can something like 
this not be found out until construction?  Jim Biel said this is a change order the 
City of Anaheim is implementing and it is called the “level boarding issue.”  There 
is a conflict between federal law and the clearances for freight as is cuts through 
the station and the federal law and the clearances for passenger rail.  Other 
stations within Southern California have run into this and they have gotten 
variances to allow for what was originally designed and this is how the City of 
Anaheim is proceeding.  The Federal Rail Authority has basically said they will not 
allow a waiver from Federal Law so the City of Anaheim is working with the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to get a variance for the State 
requirements on the passenger rail clearance.  They fully expect the CPUC to 
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approve a variance within the next few months and the City of Anaheim is 
proceeding with the changeover modifications. 
 
Howard Mirowitz asked a question on the M2 September 13 report under column 
“O.”  Where does the $4,072,000 in reimbursements come from?  Andy Oftelie 
said this reimbursement comes from OCUTT.  This is the amount OCTA needs to 
pay back to OCUTT by the year 2041. 
 
Terry Fleskes asked for clarification – what OCTA is coming up with to reduce 
administrative costs in the future has to be efficiencies.  It is not a timing thing 
because the projected revenues are substantially different.  Andy Oftelie said the 
reason is - OCTA started accruing administrative costs five years prior to actual 
M2 sales tax collection in order to jumpstart projects. They did not start collecting 
the revenue until April 2011, so OCTA had five years of administrative costs that 
they accrued with no revenue to pay for it.  This resulted in, per OCTA Board 
action, borrowing the money from OCUTT. 
 
Terry Fleskes asked at the end of M1, what is the projected amount of M1 funds 
that will carry over into M2. Andy Oftelie said for Transit they expect approximately 
$80 million and this money is scheduled (with Board approval) to go to the 
Commuter Urban Rail Endowment (CURE) fund to pay for Metrolink services.   
 
Terry Fleskes asked if the Ordinance under M1 would allow the use of money 
carried over to M2 projects. Andy Oftelie said as long as the expenditure 
description is the same. Andy Oftelie said they also expect approximately $2 
million carried over for Streets and Roads which will be added to a M2 call for 
projects and approximately $14 million for Freeways will be added to a M2 eligible 
project which project description will be consistent with a M1 project.  He said the 
current plan is to close out M1 by June 2014.  The last expenditure in the transit 
mode will be an internal cash transfer from M1 to the CURE fund in a separate 
fund set aside to pay for Metrolink operations which is what it was designated for 
in M1. 
 
A motion was made by Howard Mirowitz, seconded by Phillip La Puma, and 
passed unanimously to receive and file the M1/M2 Quarterly Review & 
Expenditure Report (June 2013) and the M1/M2 Quarterly Review & Expenditure 
Report (September 2013).   

 
 6. Presentation Items 
 

A. Project K Update 
Rose Casey gave an update on the M2 I-405 project, Project K, the largest single 
project investment in the M2 program.  OCTA approved the project on December 
9, 2013.  This approval recommends Caltrans move forward with Alternative 1 
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which would add one general purpose lane in each direction.  Construction should 
begin in August of 2015 and the construction duration will be from 2015 to 2020. 
 
Nindy Mahal asked if it was true the general purpose lanes will cost $1.7 billion, 
but adding another general purpose lane at the same time would not cost as 
much.  Rose Casey said the one general purpose lane in each direction would 
cost $1.3 billion and as a result of comments received about braided ramps in 
Fountain Valley, deleting those ramps would bring the cost down to $1.25 
billion.  Adding a second general purpose lane in each direction would cost 
approximately $100 million more bringing the total to $1.35 billion and the express 
lane option would be $1.65 billion.  The Board received information in September 
and November that the express lanes could potentially fully finance 
themselves.  Basically there was not a consensus to move forward with this 
alternative, but there was a consensus to move forward with the M2 Project K 
alternative, adding one general purpose lane in each direction, so the OCTA 
Board decided to move forward with Alternative 1.   
 
Nindy Mahal asked why not go ahead and build two additional lanes in each 
direction; it is only $100 million and the bridges along the corridor are being 
widened to accommodate two additional lanes.  Rose Casey said M2 Project K 
has a specific scope the voters approved and since revenues were lost at the 
beginning of the M2 because of the economy, to take on another $100 million 
commitment at this time would not be wise.  
 
Philip La Puma asked if M2 would allow high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
lanes.  Rose Casey said yes, there are M2 projects that specifically identify 
additional carpool lanes and she listed these projects for him.  Ken Phipps said 
Project K has no HOV lanes.  Phillip La Puma said he just wanted to know where 
other M2 HOV projects were located. 
 
Philip La Puma said James Pinheiro’s presentation about HOV lane degradation 
at the last TOC meeting was alarming.  To him, James Pinheiro identified an 
obligation which could impact M2.  He would like to know how big an impact this 
could be.  If OCTA cannot meet the Federal Highways Administration’s (FHWA) 
requirements on degradation they are going to withhold funds – how will this 
impact what the TOC is trying to do.   
 
Rose Casey said there have been more discussions on HOV degradation in the 
past few months.  Both Caltrans and the FHWA recognize the 180 day 
commitment is unrealistic in terms of projects. Phillip La Puma said in having read 
the law it is pretty specific – you must overcome the degradation within 180 
days.  It clearly says funds will be withheld until the degradation is removed.  He 
believes this will have an impact on M2.  Rose Casey said it could but right now 
Caltrans and FHWA know OCTA has projects which can help alleviate 
degradation. 
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Kia Mortazavi said the current requirement is the state prepare a plan and submit 
it to the FHWA and this has been done.  The FHWA is reviewing this plan and it is 
expected the FHWA will come back and ask for some revisions.  Philip La Puma 
said he reviewed this plan and in several areas it says “further study is 
necessary.”  Kia Mortazavi said part of the discussion going on between the state 
and the FHWA is Measure M is a voter initiative which passed and certain 
commitments were made - OCTA wants to uphold to this.  Also, HOV lane 
degradation is a statewide issue and will need a statewide solution.  The problem 
is the state does not have a solution to the problem.  One of the options is the 
state can initiate better enforcement on carpool violators.  Right now violations run 
around 5%. This is being discounted by the state as a solution, but nevertheless, it 
is a solution that is not being implemented by the state.  Before they investigate 
the more capital intensive solutions to the problem, they need to review some of 
the management strategies that can be done to solve the problem.  Kia Mortazavi 
said the system is built out so they cannot build their way out of it - the state has 
to figure out a way to manage their way out of it.   
 
Philip La Puma said this is going to impact M2 and all the good work done by 
OCTA.  It worries him that all the work being put into this wonderful program is 
going to be negatively impacted by something OCTA does not have control 
over.  This needs to be really spelled out so we know where OCTA stands.   
 
Ken Phipps said he understands what Philip La Puma is asking – basically he is 
asking how much federal money is at risk.  OCTA cannot tell him because OCTA 
does not know.  The law has been written and it has very serious consequences 
and in his opinion they are very much unintended consequences. OCTA has 
elevated the issues in Washington D.C., Sacramento, and obviously Caltrans.  It 
is not just an Orange County issue but a national issue.  In all likelihood the law 
will end up getting changed. 
 
Terry Fleskes asked if there were any active steps OCTA is pursuing to change 
the law.  Ken Phipps said they have elevated their concerns to the Department of 
Transportation statewide and at the federal level.   
 
Philip La Puma said in the meantime billions of dollars are at risk.  Kia Mortazavi 
said OCTA needs to get their projects ready because it doesn’t get any cheaper 
down the road.  Ken Phipps said OCTA’s biggest risk is funding the projects.  The 
Measure M program of projects was designed entirely on sales tax 
revenue.  When the program was conceived it did not include any outside 
funds.  Because of the downturn in the economy, the originally expected sales 
taxes are not expected to come in and the program needs to look for other 
sources of funding.  OCTA has been successful to date, but still the future 
requires another $720 million of additional money.  OCTA’s risk is delay and 
inflation associated with that delay and not being able to find other funding.   
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B. Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program Overview 
Kia Mortazavi gave an overview on the Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization 
Program. 
 
Nilima Gupta asked why the funding was so different between two projects which 
were basically the same length and same amount of signals.  Kia Mortazavi said 
each corridor is different in terms of the age of the infrastructure they may have.  
For example some projects need no new signals, the hardware inside the cabinets 
is in good shape and they simply need timing. Others projects may need a bigger 
investment in hardware and infrastructure.   
 
Howard Mirowitz asked which of the two Euclid Street projects came in first.  Kia 
Mortazavi said the Euclid Street projects are the same corridor, it just came in 
twice.  Howard Mirowitz asked how much the original project cost and how much 
the second project cost.  Kia Mortazavi said the first project cost $450,000 and the 
second project cost $1.25 million.  Howard Mirowitz asked why the second 
project’s resynchronization cost so much more than the original synchronization.  
Kia Mortazavi said the first time they focused only on timing and did not invest any 
money in hardware or other equipment upgrades.  The second time they went 
beyond what they did the first time to see what they could do to make the corridor 
work even better.   
 
Terry Fleskes asked if it mattered who is doing it – the county or the city.  Kia 
Mortazavi said not really in terms of the cost estimates.   
 
Howard Mirowitz asked if the money in Measure M for this project was sufficient to 
pay for re-synchronizing all the proposed synchronizations on a regular basis 
every three years for the rest of the life of M2.  Kia Mortazavi said yes.  When 
OCTA set up the program they did a traffic system plan which looked at the 2,000-
signal, 750-mile network and what it would take to cycle it through.  Also realizing 
over the life of the network, equipment will need to be changed several times.  
They have sufficient funding and also have funding to invest in Traffic 
Management Centers, but do not want to invest in these until all the studies and 
assumptions prove out.   
 
Cynthia Hall asked what average speed improvement means on the list of 
projects.  Kia Mortazavi said the chart takes in the average speed along the 
corridor before synchronization and the average speed along the corridor after 
synchronization and determines the average time saved.   
 
Nindy Mahal asked if this project is all manual labor intensive.  Kia Mortazavi said 
OCTA gathers the facts about the signals traffic along the corridors, runs them 
through computer models, and then sits down with the cities with OCTA’s 
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recommendations.  It is signed off by the cities, implemented usually by the cities, 
and OCTA monitors.  
 

 7. OCTA Staff Updates 
 

Metrolink:  Andy Oftelie gave an update on Metrolink.  Progress is being made on 
Metrolink’s financial management, especially since the audit firm KPMG has taken 
over the accounting financing division at Metrolink.  They are in the middle of 
recruitment for Chief Financial Officer (CFO); they are down to two finalists.  
 
Andy Oftelie reported at a prior TOC meeting Metrolink did not submit their controller 
report last year and this impacted OCTA by approximately $2 million.  OCTA stepped 
in and assisted Metrolink in preparing the report and OCTA did receive their $2 
million and again he thanked KPMG for their assistance in this matter.  In addition 
Metrolink submitted their fiscal year 2013 report on time.  These are all good 
indicators that things are moving in the right direction, but they still have a long way to 
go.    
 
Nindy Mahal asked how the Metrolink’s accounting system got so bad.  Is it just 
because they are new?  Andy Oftelie said they are not new, it is just a real 
organizational cultural problem.  He does not think their finance/accounting division 
organizationally gets the respect it needs for a public agency like Metrolink.  For 
years, the CFO was not at the same level as other executive managers or a part of 
the executive management team.  It is a combination of lack of resources and lack of 
financial expertise. 
 
Annual Hearing Planning:  Alice Rogan gave an overview of the TOC’s Annual Public 
Hearing which will take place on February 11, 2014. 

 
 8. Annual Eligibility Review AER Subcommittee Report 

Terre Duensing said the AER Subcommittee had not met and she had nothing to 
report. 

 
 9. Audit Subcommittee Report 

Jan Grimes said the he Audit Subcommittee had not met and she had nothing to 
report. 
 

 10. Committee Member Reports 
The Environmental Oversight Committee (EOC) met on November 20, 2013 and 
Philip C. La Puma gave a brief overview of the meeting and reported the EOC 
approved the release of the Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) and Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for a 90-day public comment period.  
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Alice Rogan reported there are tours available of the ARTIC project and this might be 
something the TOC would like to do.  She will send out some available dates to the 
committee members to do the tour. 

 
 11. Public Comments 

Sally Guon from San Clemente said she has been hearing a lot about improving 
traffic congestion.  She wanted to know if 25% - 30% of the congestion is on 
commutes by students in the academic area and less than five miles – what money is 
being allocated for improvement in moving people naturally by foot or bicycle rather 
than by motorized vehicles.   
 
Alice Rogan said OCTA staff can contact her.  Measure M does not have specific line 
items for active transportation.  Cities can use their Fair Share funds for active 
transportation related projects, but the TOC does not control this.   

 
 12. Adjournment 

The Measure M Taxpayers Oversight Committee meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.  
The next meeting will be February 11, 2014. 



Taxpayers Oversight Committee 
Fiscal Year 2013-2014 
Attendance Record 

X = Present E = Excused Absence * = Absence Pending Approval U = Unexcused Absence     -- = Resigned                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
  

9-Jul 13-Aug 10-Sep 8-Oct 12-Nov 10-Dec 14-Jan 11-Feb 11-Mar 8-Apr 13-May 10-Jun Meeting Date 

Terre Duensing   X  X  X       
               
Terry Fleskes  E  X  X       
             
Jan Grimes   X  X  X       
             
Nilima Gupta   X  X  X       
               
Cynthia Hall   X  X  X       
               
Randy Holbrook   X  X  *       
              
Phil La Puma   X  X  X       
               
Anh-Tuan Le   E  X  *       
              
Nindy Mahal   X  X  X       
             
Howard Mirowitz  X  X  X       
             
Jack Wu  X  X  *       
             

 
Absences Pending Approval 
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12/10/13 Randy Holbrook Personal 
12/10/13 Anh-Tuan Le Work-related 
12/10/13 Jack Wu Personal 
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Schedule 1

Period from
Year to Date Inception through

($ in thousands) Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013
(A) (B)

Revenues:
Sales taxes $ -               $ 4,003,972         
Other agencies' share of Measure M1 costs:

Project related 4,036           581,942            
Non-project related -               620                   

Interest:
Operating:

Project related -               1,745                
Non-project related 1,092           269,172            

Bond proceeds -               136,067            
Debt service -               82,054              
Commercial paper -               6,072                

Orange County bankruptcy recovery -               42,268              
Capital grants -               156,434            
Right-of-way leases 120              6,386                
Proceeds on sale of assets held for resale 2,256           26,831              
Miscellaneous:

Project related -               26                     
Non-project related 1                  777                   

Total revenues 7,505           5,314,366         

Expenditures:
Supplies and services:

State Board of Equalization (SBOE) fees -               56,883              
Professional services:

Project related 276              207,135            
Non-project related 103              35,747              

Administration costs:
Project related 431              23,771              
Non-project related 701              96,089              

Orange County bankruptcy loss -               78,618              
Other:

Project related 26                2,095                
Non-project related 6                  15,966              

Payments to local agencies:
Turnback -               594,009            
Other 4,290           941,974            

Capital outlay 1,479           2,093,505         
Debt service:

Principal payments on long-term debt -               1,003,955         
Interest on long-term debt and 
   commercial paper -               561,842            

Total expenditures 7,312           5,711,589         

Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures 193              (397,223)           

Other financing sources (uses):
Transfers out:

Project related (17,750)        (406,433)           
Non-project related -               (5,116)               

Transfers in: project related -               1,829                
Bond proceeds -               1,169,999         
Advance refunding escrow -               (931)                  
Payment to refunded bond escrow agent -               (152,930)           

Total other financing sources (uses) (17,750)        606,418            

Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures
and other sources (uses) $ (17,557)        $ 209,195            

Measure M1
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance

as of December 31, 2013
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Schedule 2

Period from
Inception Period from

Year Ended through January 1, 2014
Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 forward

($ in thousands) (actual) (actual) (forecast) Total
(C.1) (D.1) (E.1) (F.1)

Tax revenues:
Sales taxes $ -             $ 4,003,972  $ -                   $ 4,003,972  
Other agencies' share of Measure M1 costs -             620            -                   620            
Operating interest 1,092         269,172     1,847                271,019     
Orange County bankruptcy recovery -             20,683       -                   20,683       
Miscellaneous, non-project related 1                777            -                   777            

Total tax revenues 1,093         4,295,224  1,847                4,297,071  

Administrative expenditures:
SBOE fees -             56,883       -                   56,883       
Professional services, non-project related 103            26,886       -                   26,886       
Administration costs, non-project related 701            96,089       1,666                97,755       
Transfers out, non-project related -             5,116         -                   5,116         
Orange County bankruptcy loss -             29,792       -                   29,792       
Other, non-project related 6                6,866         -                   6,866         

Total administrative expenditures 810            221,632     1,666                223,298     

Net tax revenues $ 283            $ 4,073,592  $ 181                   $ 4,073,773  

(C.2) (D.2) (E.2) (F.2)
Bond revenues:

Proceeds from issuance of bonds $ -             $ 1,169,999  $ -                   $ 1,169,999  
Interest revenue from bond proceeds -             136,067     -                   136,067     
Interest revenue from debt service funds -             82,054       -                   82,054       
Interest revenue from commercial paper -             6,072         -                   6,072         
Orange County bankruptcy recovery -             21,585       -                   21,585       

Total bond revenues -             1,415,777  -                   1,415,777  

Financing expenditures and uses:
Professional services, non-project related -             8,861         -                   8,861         
Payment to refunded bond escrow -             153,861     -                   153,861     
Bond debt principal -             1,003,955  -                   1,003,955  
Bond debt interest expense -             561,842     -                   561,842     
Orange County bankruptcy loss -             48,826       -                   48,826       
Other, non-project related -             9,100         -                   9,100         

Total financing expenditures and uses -             1,786,445  -                   1,786,445  

Net bond revenues (debt service) $ -             $ (370,668)    $ -                   $ (370,668)    

Measure M1
Schedule of Calculations of Net Tax Revenues and Net Bond Revenues (Debt Service)

as of December 31, 2013
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Schedule 3

Net Variance Variance 
Tax Revenues Total Total Net Tax Project Expenditures Reimbursements Percent of

Program to date Net Tax Project Estimate at Revenues to Est Budget to Est through through Net Budget
Project Description Actual Revenues Budget Completion at Completion at Completion Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 Project Cost Expended
(G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N) (O) (P) (Q)
($ in thousands)

Freeways (43%)

I-5 between I-405 (San Diego Fwy) and I-605 (San Gabriel Fwy) $ 982,243           $ 982,287     $ 810,010     $ 788,022     $ 194,265           $ 21,988           $ 879,956        $ 87,996             $ 791,960      97.8%
I-5 between I-5/I-405 Interchange and San Clemente 68,744             68,747       72,862       74,962       (6,215)              (2,100)           70,294          10,358             59,936        82.3%
I-5/I-405 Interchange 87,251             87,255       72,802       73,075       14,180             (273)              98,157          25,082             73,075        100.4%
SR-55 (Costa Mesa Fwy) between I-5 and SR-91 (Riverside Fwy) 58,168             58,170       44,511       49,349       8,821               (4,838)           55,514          6,172               49,342        110.9%
SR-57 (Orange Fwy) between I-5 and Lambert Road 29,084             29,085       24,128       22,758       6,327               1,370            25,617          2,859               22,758        94.3%
SR-91 (Riverside Fwy) between Riverside Co. line & Los Angeles Co. line 125,590           125,595     116,136     105,389     20,206             10,747           123,995        18,606             105,389      90.7%
SR-22 (Garden Grove Fwy) between SR-55 and Valley View St. 400,565           400,583     313,297     311,943     88,640             1,354            660,084        348,762           311,322      99.4%

Subtotal Projects 1,751,645        1,751,722  1,453,746  1,425,498  326,224           28,248           1,913,617     499,835           1,413,782   
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -                   -             311,917     311,917     (311,917)          -                311,917        -                   311,917      

Total Freeways $ 1,751,645        $ 1,751,722  $ 1,765,663  $ 1,737,415  $ 14,307             $ 28,248           $ 2,225,534     $ 499,835           $ 1,725,699   
     % 43.0% 44.7%

Regional Street and Road Projects (11%)

Smart Streets $ 153,633           $ 153,639     $ 151,230     $ 151,230     $ 2,409               $ -                $ 157,664        $ 11,939             $ 145,725      96.4%
Regionally Significant Interchanges 89,619             89,624       89,624       89,624       -                  -                83,826          146                  83,680        93.4%
Intersection Improvement Program 128,026           128,033     128,033     128,033     -                  -                115,060        3,720               111,340      87.0%
Traffic Signal Coordination 64,014             64,016       64,016       64,016       -                  -                67,792          3,747               64,045        100.0%

12,803             12,803       12,803       12,803       -                  -                11,277          149                  11,128        86.9%

Subtotal Projects 448,095           448,115     445,706     445,706     2,409               -                435,619        19,701             415,918      
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -                   -             2,409         2,409         (2,409)              -                2,409            -                   2,409         

Total Regional Street and Road Projects $ 448,095           $ 448,115     $ 448,115     $ 448,115     $ -                  $ -                $ 438,028        $ 19,701             $ 418,327      
     % 11.1% 10.8%

Measure M1
Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures Summary

as of December 31, 2013

Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand 
Management
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Net Variance Variance 
Tax Revenues Total Total Net Tax Project Expenditures Reimbursements Percent of

Program to date Net Tax Project Estimate at Revenues to Est Budget to Est through through Net Budget
Project Description Actual Revenues Budget Completion at Completion at Completion Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 Project Cost Expended
(G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N) (O) (P) (Q)
($ in thousands)

Measure M1
Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures Summary

as of December 31, 2013

Local Street and Road Projects (21%)

Master Plan of Arterial Highway Improvements $ 160,710           $ 160,721     $ 160,721     $ 160,721     $ -                  $ -                $ 148,554        $ 99                    $ 148,455      92.4%
Streets and Roads Maintenance and Road Improvements 594,744           594,771     594,771     594,771     -                  -                594,025        -                   594,025      99.9%
Growth Management Area Improvements 100,000           100,000     100,000     100,000     -                  -                96,286          431                  95,855        95.9%

Subtotal Projects 855,454           855,492     855,492     855,492     -                  -                838,865        530                  838,335      
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -                   -             -             -             -                  -                -               -                   -             

Total Local Street and Road Projects $ 855,454           $ 855,492     $ 855,492     $ 855,492     $ -                  $ -                $ 838,865        $ 530                  $ 838,335      
     % 21.2% 21.7%

Transit Projects (25%)

Pacific Electric Right-of-Way $ 19,711             $ 19,712       $ 15,000       $ 14,200       $ 5,512               $ 800               $ 17,491          $ 3,342               $ 14,149        94.3%
Commuter Rail 367,648           367,665     367,665     337,665     30,000             30,000           411,438        60,805             350,633      95.4%
High-Technology Advanced Rail Transit 446,781           446,802     446,802     440,688     6,114               6,114            468,474        154,215           314,259      70.3%
Elderly and Handicapped Fare Stabilization 20,000             20,000       20,000       20,000       -                  -                20,000          -                   20,000        100.0%
Transitways 164,258           164,265     146,381     127,150     37,115             19,231           163,418        36,765             126,653      86.5%

Subtotal Projects 1,018,398        1,018,444  995,848     939,703     78,741             56,145           1,080,821     255,127           825,694      
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -                   -             56,342       56,342       (56,342)            -                56,342          -                   56,342        

Total Transit Projects $ 1,018,398        $ 1,018,444  $ 1,052,190  $ 996,045     $ 22,399             $ 56,145           $ 1,137,163     $ 255,127           $ 882,036      
     % 24.7% 22.8%

Total Measure M1 Program $ 4,073,592        $ 4,073,773  $ 4,121,460  $ 4,037,067  $ 36,706             $ 84,393           $ 4,639,590     $ 775,193           $ 3,864,397   
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Schedule 1

Period from
Year to Date Inception to

($ in thousands) Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013
(A) (B)

Revenues:
Sales taxes $ 140,628       $ 718,856       
Other agencies' share of Measure M2 costs:

Project related 42,536         198,564       
Interest:

Operating:
Non-project related 1,996           3,522           

Bond proceeds 2,714           18,922         
Debt service 3                  35                
Commercial paper -               395              

Right-of-way leases 124              476              
Miscellaneous

Project related -               13                
Non-project related -               7                  

Total revenues 188,001       940,790       

Expenditures:
Supplies and services:

State Board of Equalization (SBOE) fees 1,612           7,384           
Professional services:

Project related 5,343           166,580       
Non-project related 882              9,154           

Administration costs:
Project related 3,506           23,241         
Non-project related 2,749           26,696         

Other:
Project related 94                815              
Non-project related 13                3,513           

Payments to local agencies:
Project related 41,107         267,384       

Capital outlay:
Project related 53,853         284,551       
Non-project related -               32                

Debt service:
Principal payments on long-term debt -               6,410           
Interest on long-term debt and 
   commercial paper 11,134         60,841         

Total expenditures 120,293       856,601       

Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures 67,708         84,189         

Other financing sources (uses):
Transfers out:

Project related (922)             (6,803)          
Transfers in:

Project related 1,326           33,249         
Non-project related 16,424         16,424         

Bond proceeds -               358,593       

Total other financing sources (uses) 16,828         401,463       

Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures
and other sources (uses) $ 84,536         $ 485,652       

Measure M2
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance

as of December 31, 2013
(Unaudited)
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Schedule 2

Period from Period from
Inception January 1, 2014

Year Ended through through
Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 March 31, 2041

($ in thousands) (actual) (actual) (forecast) Total
(C.1) (D.1) (E.1) (F.1)

Tax revenues:
Sales taxes $ 140,628     $ 718,856     $ 14,722,876       $ 15,441,732  
Operating interest 1,996         3,522         772,632            776,154       

Total tax revenues 142,624     722,378     15,495,508       16,217,886  

Administrative expenditures:
SBOE fees 1,612         7,384         220,932            228,316       
Professional services, non-project related 774            5,797         100,099            105,896       
Administration costs, non-project related 2,749         26,696       140,603            167,299       
Transfers out, non-project related -             -             20,608              20,608         
Other, non-project related 13              3,513         26,497              30,010         

Capital outlay, non-project related -             32              -                   32                
Environmental cleanup 2,737         4,720         309,910            314,630       

Total expenditures 7,885         48,142       818,650            866,792       

Net tax revenues $ 134,739     $ 674,236     $ 14,676,858       $ 15,351,094  

(C.2) (D.2) (E.2) (F.2)
Bond revenues:

Proceeds from issuance of bonds $ -             $ 358,593     $ 1,450,000         $ 1,808,593    
Interest revenue from bond proceeds 2,714         18,922       26                     18,948         
Interest revenue from debt service funds 3                35              55                     90                
Interest revenue from commercial paper -             395            -                   395              

Total bond revenues 2,717         377,945     1,450,081         1,828,026    

Financing expenditures and uses:
Professional services, non-project related 108            3,357         -                   3,357           
Bond debt principal -             6,410         1,450,058         1,456,468    
Bond debt and other interest expense 11,134       60,841       1,066,040         1,126,881    
Other, non-project related -             -             -                   -              

Total financing expenditures and uses 11,242       70,608       2,516,098         2,586,706    

Net bond revenues (debt service) $ (8,525)        $ 307,337     $ (1,066,017)       $ (758,680)     

Measure M2
Schedule of Calculations of Net Tax Revenues and Net Bond Revenues (Debt Service)

as of December 31, 2013
(Unaudited)
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Schedule 3

Net Tax Variance Variance 
Revenues Total Total Net Tax Project Expenditures Reimbursements Percent of
Program to Net Tax Project Estimate at Revenues to Est Budget to Est through through Net Budget

Project Description Date Actual Revenues Budget Completion at Completion at Completion Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 Project Cost Expended
(G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N) (O) (P) (Q)
($ in thousands)

A I-5 Santa Ana Freeway Interchange Improvements $ 26,575       $ 605,065        $ 604,672       $ 604,672       $ 393            $ -            $ 1,585         $ -             $ 1,585        0.3%
B,C,D I-5 Santa Ana/San Diego Freeway Improvements 67,014       1,525,794     1,435,535    1,435,535    90,259       -            36,853       8,536         28,317      2.0%
E SR-22 Garden Grove Freeway Access Improvements 6,785         154,485        154,485       154,485       -             -            4                -             4                0.0%
F SR-55 Costa Mesa Freeway Improvements 20,695       471,178        469,971       469,971       1,207         -            5,579         13              5,566        1.2%
G SR-57 Orange Freeway Improvements 14,628       333,043        322,828       322,828       10,215       -            38,153       8,769         29,384      9.1%
H,I,J SR-91 Riverside Freeway Improvements 51,380       1,169,836     1,165,048    1,165,048    4,788         -            24,080       6,162         17,918      1.5%
K,L I-405 San Diego Freeway Improvements 78,736       1,792,667     1,299,540    1,299,540    493,127     -            19,572       774            18,798      1.4%
M I-605 Freeway Access Improvements 1,131         25,747          25,747         25,747         -             -            64              -             64              0.2%
N All Freeway Service Patrol 8,481         193,106        193,106       193,106       -             -            40              -             40              0.0%

Freeway Mitigation 14,496       330,049        318,850       318,850       11,199       -            36,324       1,305         35,019      11.0%

Subtotal Projects 289,921     6,600,970     5,989,782    5,989,782    611,188     -            162,254     25,559       136,695    
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -             -                611,189       611,189       (611,189)   -            17,694       -             17,694      

Total Freeways $ 289,921     $ 6,600,970     $ 6,600,971    $ 6,600,971    $ (1)               $ -            $ 179,948     $ 25,559       $ 154,389    
     % 43.0% 27.7%

O Regional Capacity Program $ 67,425       $ 1,535,128     $ 1,489,846    $ 1,489,846    $ 45,282       $ -            $ 288,763     $ 130,392     $ 158,371    10.6%
P Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program 26,969       614,024        613,906       613,906       118            -            5,665         272            5,393        0.9%
Q Local Fair Share Program 121,362     2,763,197     2,763,197    2,763,197    -             -            104,440     -             104,440    3.8%

Subtotal Projects 215,756     4,912,349     4,866,949    4,866,949    45,400       -            398,868     130,664     268,204    
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -             -                45,400         45,400         (45,400)     -            19,045       -             19,045      

Total Street and Roads Projects $ 215,756     $ 4,912,349     $ 4,912,349    $ 4,912,349    $ -             $ -            $ 417,913     $ 130,664     $ 287,249    
     % 32.0% 51.5%

Measure M2
Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures Summary

as of December 31, 2013
(Unaudited)

Freeways (43% of Net Tax Revenues)

Street and Roads Projects (32% of Net Tax Revenues)
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Schedule 3
Measure M2

Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures Summary
as of December 31, 2013

(Unaudited)

Net Tax Variance Variance 
Revenues Total Total Net Tax Project Expenditures Reimbursements Percent of
Program to Net Tax Project Estimate at Revenues to Est Budget to Est through through Net Budget

Project Description Date Actual Revenues Budget Completion at Completion at Completion Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 Project Cost Expended
(G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N) (O) (P) (Q)
($ in thousands)

R High Frequency Metrolink Service $ 60,359       $ 1,374,254     $ 1,346,199    $ 1,346,199    $ 28,055       $ -            $ 136,916     $ 71,198       $ 65,718      4.9%
S Transit Extensions to Metrolink 59,519       1,355,146     1,313,602    1,313,602    41,544       -            884            312            572           0.0%
T Metrolink Gateways 13,487       307,076        274,584       274,584       32,492       -            28,351       4,366         23,985      8.7%
U Expand Mobility Choices for Seniors and Persons

   with Disabilities 20,225       460,479        460,479       460,479       -             -            17,358       16              17,342      3.8%
V Community Based Transit/Circulators 13,481       306,941        306,941       306,941       18              10              8                0.0%
W Safe Transit Stops 1,488         33,879          33,879         33,879         -             -            5                -             5                0.0%

Subtotal Projects 168,559     3,837,775     3,735,684    3,735,684    102,091     -            183,532     75,902       107,630    
Net (Bond Revenue)/Debt Service -             -                102,091       102,091       (102,091)   -            8,107         -             8,107        

Total Transit Projects $ 168,559     $ 3,837,775     $ 3,837,775    $ 3,837,775    $ -             $ -            $ 191,639     $ 75,902       $ 115,737    
     % 25.0% 20.8%

$ 674,236     $ 15,351,094   $ 15,351,095  $ 15,351,095  $ (1)               $ -            $ 789,500     $ 232,125     $ 557,375    

Transit Projects (25% of Net Tax Revenues)

Measure M2 Program
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Schedule 3
Measure M2

Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures Summary
as of December 31, 2013

(Unaudited)

Variance Variance 
Revenues Total Project Expenditures Reimbursements Percent of
Program to Total Project Estimate at Revenues to Est Budget to Est through through Net Budget

Project Description Date Actual Revenues Budget Completion at Completion at Completion Dec 31, 2013 Dec 31, 2013 Project Cost Expended
(G) (H.1) (I.1) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N) (O) (P) (Q)
($ in thousands)

X Clean Up Highway and Street Runoff 
  that Pollutes Beaches $ 14,448       $ 324,358        $ 324,358       $ 324,358       $ -             $ -            $ 4,720         $ 177            $ 4,543        1.4%

Total Environmental Cleanup $ 14,448       $ 324,358        $ 324,358       $ 324,358       $ -             $ -            $ 4,720         $ 177            $ 4,543        
     % 2.0% 0.6%

Collect Sales Taxes (1.5% of Sales Taxes) $ 10,783       $ 231,626        $ 231,626       $ 231,626       $ -             $ -            $ 7,384         $ -             $ 7,384        3.2%
     % 1.5% 1.0%

Oversight and Annual Audits (1% of Revenues) $ 7,224         $ 162,179        $ 162,179       $ 162,179       $ -             $ -            $ 11,046       $ 3,822         $ 7,224        4.5%
     % 1.0% 1.0%

Environmental Cleanup (2% of Revenues)

Taxpayer Safeguards and Audits





 

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

February 11, 2014  
 
 
To: Taxpayers Oversight Committee 
 
From: Annual Eligibility Review Subcommittee  
 
Subject: Measure M2 Annual Eligibility Review Subcommittee Recommendations 

for Fiscal Year 2012-13 Expenditure Reports 
 
Overview 
 
The Measure M2 Ordinance requires all local jurisdictions in Orange County to 
annually satisfy eligibility requirements in order to receive fair share and competitive 
grant net revenues. The Annual Eligibility Review subcommittee review process for 
the fiscal year 2012-13 expenditure reports has been completed.  
 
Recommendations  
 
1. Approve the expenditure reports for 34 local jurisdictions in Orange County 

and find 34 local jurisdictions eligible to receive fair share and competitive 
grant net revenues for fiscal year 2013-14.  
 

2. Direct staff to return with an eligibility finding for the City of Huntington Beach 
pending adoption and submittal of the fiscal year 2012-13 expenditure report. 

 
3. Recommend to the Taxpayers Oversight Audit Subcommittee that the cities of 

Aliso Viejo, Seal Beach, Stanton and Westminster be considered for audit next 
year.  

 
Background 
 
The Taxpayer’s Oversight Committee (TOC) is responsible for reviewing local 
agencies Local Signal Synchronization Plan, Mitigation Fee Program, Expenditure 
Report, Congestion Management Plan, and Pavement Management Plan for 
compliance with Ordinance No. 3.  The eligibility component due this eligibility cycle 
includes fiscal year 2012-13 expenditure reports for each local jurisdiction in Orange 
County.  
 
The Annual Eligibility Review (AER) subcommittee has been designated by the TOC 
to review the eligibility submittals with support from Orange County Transportation 
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Authority (OCTA) staff. The AER subcommittee members include Jack Wu (Chair), 
Terre Duensing, Nilima Gupta, Narinder Mahal, and Cynthia Hall.  
 
Local jurisdictions are required to annually submit expenditure reports within six 
months of the close of local agencies fiscal year (December 31st). City of 
Huntington Beach is an exception since the local jurisdiction follows a federal 
fiscal year (October 1 to September 30) and will therefore submit an expenditure 
report by March 31st.  
 
Discussion 
 
OCTA staff reviewed the expenditure reports to ensure consistency and accuracy. 
The AER subcommittee convened on January 21, 2014 to review and discuss the 
expenditure reports. Based on the review of all of the local agency expenditure 
reports, the AER subcommittee has recommended the cities of Aliso Viejo, Seal 
Beach, Stanton, and Westminster be considered next year when the TOC Audit 
subcommittee selects which local agencies to audit.  
 
The AER subcommittee found the expenditure reports in compliance with the 
Ordinance and recommend to the TOC for eligibility approval. The FY 2013-14 
Measure M2 Eligibility Review of Expenditure Reports for FY 2012-13 Summary is 
included in Attachment A. Upon TOC approval, OCTA staff will present
the eligibility findings to the Regional Planning and Highways Committee on March 3, 
2014 and to the OCTA Board of Directors on March 10, 2014.   
  
Summary 
 
The Annual Eligibility Review subcommittee reviewed expenditure reports and 
found local jurisdictions compliant with the Ordinance. The City of Huntington 
Beach’s expenditure report will be submitted in fall 2014 with the eligibility findings 
for FY 2014-15.  
 
 
Attachment  
 
A. FY 2013-14 Measure M2 Eligibility Review of FY 2012-13 Expenditure 

Reports Summary 
 



FY 2013-14 Measure M2 Eligibility 
Review of FY 2012-13 Expenditure Reports 

Summary

ATTACHMENT A

*Huntington Beach follows a federal fiscal year and must submit the
 M2 Expenditure Report for FY 2012-13 by March 31, 2014. 

Agency
Expenditure 

Report Received 
by 12/31/13

Resolution 
Received by 

12/31/13

Maintenance 
of Effort 
(MOE) 

Reported

Expenditure Report 
Found Compliant by 
Taxpayers Oversight 

Committee 
Subcommittee

Aliso Viejo Yes Yes Yes Yes

Anaheim Yes Yes Yes Yes

Brea Yes Yes Yes Yes

Buena Park Yes Yes Yes Yes

Costa Mesa Yes Yes Yes Yes

County of Orange Yes Yes N/A Yes

Cypress Yes Yes Yes Yes

Dana Point Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fountain Valley Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fullerton Yes Yes Yes Yes

Garden Grove Yes Yes Yes Yes

Huntington Beach* N/A N/A N/A N/A

Irvine Yes Yes Yes Yes

La Habra Yes Yes Yes Yes

La Palma Yes Yes Yes Yes

Laguna Beach Yes Yes Yes Yes

Laguna Hills Yes Yes Yes Yes

Laguna Niguel Yes Yes Yes Yes

Laguna Woods Yes Yes Yes Yes

Lake Forest Yes Yes Yes Yes

Los Alamitos Yes Yes Yes Yes

Mission Viejo Yes Yes Yes Yes

Newport Beach Yes Yes Yes Yes

Orange Yes Yes Yes Yes

Placentia Yes Yes Yes Yes

Rancho Santa Margarita Yes Yes Yes Yes

San Clemente Yes Yes Yes Yes

San Juan Capistrano Yes Yes Yes Yes

Santa Ana Yes Yes Yes Yes

Seal Beach Yes Yes Yes Yes

Stanton Yes Yes Yes Yes

Tustin Yes Yes Yes Yes

Villa Park Yes Yes Yes Yes

Westminster Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yorba Linda Yes Yes Yes Yes





 
 

Presentation  
Items 

 





                                                                         COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
 
January 27, 2014 

    

  

 To:  Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 
 

Subject: Release Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

Executive Committee meeting of January 6, 2014 

 
Present: Chairman Winterbottom, Vice Chairman Nelson, and 

Directors Bates, Hennessey, Nguyen, and Spitzer  
Absent: Director Murray  
 

Committee Vote 

The item was passed by the Committee Members present. 
 
Committee Recommendations 

A. Authorize release of the Natural Community Conservation Plan/ 
Habitat Conservation Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for a 90-day public comment period. 

 

B. Direct staff to prepare a long-term expenditure plan for the 
Environmental Mitigation Program funds for review by the 
Environmental Oversight Committee and the Finance and 
Administration Committee. 

 
 

 





 

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

January 6, 2014 
 
 
To: Executive Committee 
 
From: Darrell Johnson, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Subject: Release Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 

Conservation Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement 

 
 
Overview 
 
Measure M2 provides funding for programmatic mitigation to off-set impacts of 
Measure M2 freeway projects. The Natural Community Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan, along with a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement demonstrates that sufficient 
conservation is being provided to address the biological mitigations related to 
the Measure M2 freeway projects. These documents are ready to be circulated 
for public review with the direction of the Orange County Transportation 
Authority Board of Directors. 
 
Recommendations  
 
A. Authorize release of the Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 

Conservation Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for a 90-day public comment period. 

 
B. Direct staff to prepare a long-term expenditure plan for the 

Environmental Mitigation Program funds for review by the Environmental 
Oversight Committee and the Finance and Administration Committee. 

 
Background 
 
The Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA) Environmental 
Mitigation Program (Mitigation Program) provides for allocation of at least  
five percent of the total Measure M2 (M2) freeway budget for comprehensive 
environmental mitigation for impacts resulting from the freeway improvements. 
 
The Mitigation Program was approved by Orange County voters under the  
M2 half-cent sales tax for transportation improvements in November 2006.  
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In August 2007, the OCTA Board of Directors (Board) approved a five-year  
M2 Early Action Plan, covering the years 2007 to 2012, to advance the 
implementation of key M2 projects, including the Mitigation Program. In 
November 2009, the Board approved master and planning agreements to 
establish a process, roles, responsibilities, and commitments for the 
preparation of a Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation 
Plan (NCCP/HCP), along with a Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS). In mid-2010, the Board approved 
the initiation of the NCCP/HCP planning process. Pursuant to the  
M2 Ordinance, the Mitigation Program was implemented under both the master 
and planning agreements between OCTA, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), and state and federal resources agencies.   
 

The master agreement set the framework for providing programmatic mitigation 
for biological impacts related to the 13 M2 freeway improvement  
projects (covered projects). The approach for this program is to develop and 
implement a NCCP/HCP, along with a DEIR/EIS. This process helps fulfill the 
M2 commitment by providing programmatic environmental mitigation to 
streamline the permit process associated with biological permitting and reduce 
freeway project delays. 
 

The Mitigation Program is intended to minimize biological regulatory permitting 
delays in the implementation of the freeway projects. The various forms of 
mitigation have included acquisition and/or restoration of land for conservation. 
To date, OCTA has acquired approximately 950 acres of open space lands and 
funded approximately 400 acres of habitat restoration projects. The acquired 
lands and funded restoration projects are incorporated into the NCCP/HCP as 
part of OCTA’s mitigation commitment. The conservation strategy also 
complements existing preserved lands within the County.  
 

This process will offer early and higher-value environmental benefits such as 
habitat protection, connectivity, and resource preservation in exchange for 
streamlined and up front project approvals for the freeway projects. As directed 
in the M2 Ordinance, the Environmental Oversight Committee (EOC), a 
subcommittee created by the Board, is responsible for making 
recommendations to the Board on matters related to the Mitigation Program.  
 

Discussion 
 

OCTA has worked closely with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (wildlife agencies), and Caltrans to 
develop a comprehensive NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS. The NCCP/HCP process 
examines habitat resources within broad geographic areas and identifies 
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conservation and mitigation measures to protect those resources consistent 
with the scale and location of M2 freeway projects.   
 

The main intent of the NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS documents is to demonstrate 
how OCTA is providing for the conservation and management of covered 
wildlife species within the planning area. Covered wildlife species include 
threatened, endangered, and species of special concern that are designated by 
the state and federal endangered species acts. Specifically, these species are 
potentially affected as part of the 13 M2 covered projects.  This will enable 
OCTA to implement covered projects in a manner that complies with applicable 
state and federal fish and wildlife protection laws and other environmental laws.  
This includes the California and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESA), the  
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).  
 

This conservation approach includes the preservation, restoration, and 
enhancement of natural communities and ecosystems to support the identified 
M2 NCCP/HCP covered species (covered species) within the planning area. It 
outlines clear expectations and regulatory assurances regarding the  
13 M2 covered projects. The benefit will be a more cost efficient project review 
process resulting in greater conservation values than project-by-project, 
species-by-species review. 
 

The key elements of the draft NCCP/HCP are: 
  

 Covered species, projects, and activities 

 Conservation targets and biological goals and objectives 

 Conservation strategy and analysis  

 Preserve management and monitoring 

 Plan implementation, assurances, and funding 
 

The NCCP/HCP is meant to demonstrate that OCTA is providing adequate 
conservation that meet the targets set by the specific goals and objectives 
developed to cover the biological mitigation needs of the freeway projects, as 
well as contributing to a net benefit to the covered species. An executive 
summary is included as Attachment A.  
 

The wildlife agencies will issue permits to OCTA once findings are made based 
on the NCCP/HCP. This will enable OCTA to streamline the environmental 
(biological component) review process for each of the M2 freeway projects. If 
biological mitigation is necessary for the freeway projects, the project specific 
biological study will provide an analysis of the expected impacts. The biological 
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study will reference the NCCP/HCP and its’ permits in order to meet the 
mitigation needs. 
 
The NCCP/HCP covers the mitigation needs of the biological permitting 
processes, which is only a portion of the regulatory requirements.  Regulatory 
permits will also be necessary to comply with the state and federal clean water 
acts. Staff is working with the State Water Resources Control Board, the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and the Army Corps of Engineers to 
develop a similar programmatic process. 
 

The DEIR/EIS analyzes three alternatives: (1) No Project/No Action;  
(2) proposed NCCP/HCP; and (3) federal and state ESA-listed species only 
NCCP/HCP (reduced plan). The DEIR/EIS addresses potential impacts 
associated with the three proposed project alternatives. Based on the initial 
findings of the DEIR/EIS, the proposed plan would result in no impact, less 
than significant impacts with mitigation, or beneficial improvement for all 
environmental resources. An executive summary of the DEIR/EIS including an 
overall impacts summary for all alternatives is provided in Attachment B.  The 
EOC endorsed the release of the draft NCCP/HCP along with the DEIR/EIS for 
public review and input at its November 20, 2013 meeting.  
 

Upon direction from the Board, the NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS will be released for 
a 90-day public comment period, as required by the NCCP/HCP planning 
process, as well as to comply with CEQA and NEPA. The necessary notices  
will be mailed to the State Clearinghouse, Federal Register, stakeholders, and will 
be published in local newspapers. OCTA will host two open houses during the 
comment period – one to be held concurrently with an EOC meeting and another 
held separately. The dates for the open house meetings are anticipated to occur 
during the first quarter of 2014. The public comment period will provide an 
opportunity to encourage participation, gather feedback from stakeholders, and 
address public concerns. The NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS will be available at the 
OCTA headquarters and on the OCTA website for public review.   
 

Following the public comment period, any comments received will be 
incorporated into the final NCCP/HCP and EIR/EIS. The final NCCP/HCP will 
be brought to the Board for adoption, during the early part of 2015.   
 

The NCCP/HCP also outlines the requirements for monitoring and managing the 
acquired properties (preserves). These preserves will be managed to ensure the 
long-term health and viability of covered species and ecological values.  
 

The wildlife agencies require that Resource Management Plans (RMPs) are 
developed for each preserve. The RMPs provide guidelines for the management 
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of the properties in accordance with the goals and objectives set forth in the 
NCCP/HCP. The RMPs will provide guidance for the ongoing protection and 
preservation of the natural resources found within the preserves. In addition, 
safety issues such as fire protection, as well as accommodating safe access 
and appropriate recreational use of the site by adjacent property owners and 
the general public, will be addressed. 
 
It is important to note that the RMPs process is separate from the NCCP/HCP 
planning process. Typically, the RMPs are expected to be developed within two 
years of permit issuance, or within two years of the recording of a conservation 
easement of a preserve. Since public access to the preserves is recognized as 
an important co-benefit in the Board-approved acquisition criteria, and there 
has been public interest in these preserves, the RMPs will be released 
concurrent with the NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIR. Early completion of the RMPs 
will also provide a basis for more accurately identifying the specific costs and 
obligations for long-term management of each preserve. The public will be 
encouraged to provide input on the RMPs for each preserve on a concurrent 
schedule with review of the NCCP/HCP.  
 
Funding Requirements  
 
Attachment C outlines the current and anticipated expenditures based on 
commitments made through the NCCP/HCP planning process. These 
expenditures include: the cost of the acquisition properties and funded 
restoration projects; expected funds necessary for long-term management 
(endowment) of the acquired properties; Early Action Plan financing cost for the 
Mitigation Program; the cost for developing the NCCP/HCP; and future forecasted 
expenditures needed for the remaining obligations in fulfilling the NCCP/HCP 
requirements. These costs are well within the projected total M2 revenues for the 
Mitigation Program, which is estimated to be just over $300 million. 
 
Funding to address the commitments of the NCCP/HCP is discussed in the 
document. As a first priority, funds will be needed to meet the remaining 
commitments of the NCCP/HCP (land acquisition and focused restoration projects).  
 
The M2 freeway projects will also require that OCTA and Caltrans meet 
regulatory compliance needs of the state and federal regulatory agencies 
pursuant to the State and Federal Clean Water Acts. M2 Mitigation Program 
funds will also be utilized to cover these necessary regulatory requirements.   
 
OCTA will also be required to establish an endowment to pay for the long-term 
management and maintenance costs of the preserves. Estimates of the  
endowment funding needed are shown in the NCCP/HCP. Over the next  
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ten years, Mitigation Program revenues will be needed to both pay for ongoing 
management needs plus contribute to the endowment. 
 

As part of the final approval of the NCCP/HCP, OCTA and the wildlife agencies 
will enter into an implementing agreement (IA) that determines the obligations 
and commitments of each party. This IA, in combination with the RMPs for 
each preserve, will define specific long-term management and maintenance 
obligations that OCTA must meet. 
 

The acquired properties that will be managed as preserves will also require a 
long-term land manager/managers. In the next calendar year, while the 
NCCP/HCP is being reviewed and finalized, staff will begin to outline options 
and a process for determining the entity (or entities) appropriate for long-term 
management. These options and the recommended process will be reviewed 
by the EOC before being presented to the OCTA Board for approval. 
 

Note, the estimated endowment cost could change as OCTA hones in on the  
long-term management cost of the acquired properties. The objective over the 
next calendar year is to define the management options and a process for 
determining a land manager or managers concurrent with the final approval of the 
NCCP/HCP and its IA. Subsequent to the plan and IA approvals, the preserve 
properties can be placed under a conservation easement, and agreements can be 
entered into with a land manager or managers. At this point, all of the financial 
obligations, including the long-term management costs, associated with the 
NCCP/HCP can be determined with a high-degree of certainty. Given the 
endowment is intended to fund the management of the preserve in perpetuity, 
staff will work with the EOC, Finance and Administration Committee, and 
ultimately the Board to determine the appropriate investment strategy for the 
Mitigation Program. Using the current OCTA investment assumptions, the 
estimated endowment for the Mitigation Program is $56 million. 
 

Staff will continue to work closely with the EOC and the wildlife agencies to 
effectively identify long-term land managers that will implement the goals and 
objectives of the NCCP/HCP, and make the appropriate recommendations to the 
Board. In addition to the interim land management period which provides OCTA 
some experience and a track record on the cost of managing open-space lands, 
OCTA will have opportunities to continue to track the land management costs 
during the anticipated ten-year period to establish the endowment.   
 

Based upon M2 funding projections and current estimates of funding needs for 
the NCCP/HCP, there will be future revenues under the Mitigation Program of 
M2 that will be over and above what is necessary to support the NCCP/HCP. 
During calendar year 2014, staff will develop options for use of such funds for 
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review and action by the EOC and the Finance and Administration Committee 
and ultimate approval by the Board. 
 
Summary 
 
OCTA has completed the NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS for the 13 freeway 
improvement projects under M2. The draft documents meet the objectives and 
goals of NCCP/HCP process. Upon Board direction, staff will circulate the 
NCCP/HCP and DEIR/EIS for a 90-day public review period. 
 
Over the next calendar year, staff will develop options and a recommended 
process for determining long-term preserve management.  Staff will also 
develop recommendations for a long-term expenditure plan for the  
M2 Freeway Mitigation Program funds.   
 
Attachments 
 
A. Pre-Draft Public Review – Orange County Transportation Authority –

Measure M2 Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan – December 2013  

B. Pre-Draft Public Review – Orange County Transportation Authority – 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement – 
Measure M2 Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan – December 2013 

C. Environmental Mitigation Program Current and Anticipated Expenditures   
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Approved by: 

 
 

Dan Phu Kia Mortazavi 
Section Manager, Project Development 
(714) 560-5907 

Executive Director, Development 
(714) 560-5741 
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Authority – Measure M2 Natural Community Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan – December 2013 
 

B. Pre-Draft Public Review – Orange County Transportation 
Authority – Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement – Measure M2 Natural Community Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan – December 2013 





Environmental Mitigation Program Current and Anticipated Expenditures 

 

ATTACHMENT C 





 
 

Information 
Items 

 



                                                                                       COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
December 9, 2013 
 
 
To: Members of the Board of Directors 
    
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Semi-Annual 
Review - September 2013 

Regional Planning and Highways Committee Meeting of December 2, 2013 

Present: Directors Bates, Donchak, Harper, Lalloway, Miller, Murray, 
Nelson, and Spitzer 

Absent: None 

Committee Vote 

This item was passed by the Members present. 

Committee Recommendations 

A. Approve adjustments to the Comprehensive Transportation Funding 
Programs project allocations as presented. 

 
B. Approve two project delays for the cities of Fullerton and Santa Ana as 

presented. 
 
C. Approve the City of Lake Forest’s Project S requests to delay the 

Panasonic Avionics Corporation Station Van Program and cancel the 
Invensys, Inc., Station Van Program as presented. 

 
 





 

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

December 2, 2013 
 
 
To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee 
 
From: Darrell Johnson, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Subject: Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Semi-Annual 

Review – September 2013 
 
 
Overview 
 

The Orange County Transportation Authority recently completed the  
semi-annual review of projects funded through the Comprehensive 
Transportation Funding Programs.  This process reviews the status of  
Measure M and Measure M2 grant-funded projects and provides an 
opportunity for local agencies to update project information and request project 
modifications.  Recommended project adjustments are presented for review 
and approval. 
 

Recommendations 
 

A. Approve adjustments to the Comprehensive Transportation Funding 
Programs project allocations as presented. 
 

B. Approve two project delays for the cities of Fullerton and Santa Ana as 
presented. 
 

C. Approve the City of Lake Forest’s Project S requests to delay the 
Panasonic Avionics Corporation Station Van Program and cancel the 
Invensys, Inc., Station Van Program as presented. 

 

Background 
 

The Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP) is the 
mechanism the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) uses to  
administer funding for street, road, signal, and water quality projects throughout 
Orange County.  The CTFP contains a variety of funding programs and 
sources including Measure M (M1) and Measure M2 (M2) revenues, federal  
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Regional Surface Transportation Program funds, and State-Local Partnership 
Program (SLPP) funds. The CTFP provides local agencies with a 
comprehensive set of guidelines for administration and delivery of various 
transportation funding grants.  Consistent with the CTFP guidelines, OCTA 
staff meets with representatives from local agencies to review the status of 
projects and proposed changes. This process is commonly referred to as the 
semi-annual review (SAR).   The goals of the SAR process are to review 
project status, determine the continued viability of projects, address local 
agency issues, and ensure timely closeout of the M1 Streets and Roads 
Program.   
 
Discussion 
 
M1 Program Summary 
 
Since 1991, OCTA has competitively awarded more than $678.2 million in  
M1 funds to local agencies through the CTFP.  These projects were 
programmed for fiscal year (FY) 1992-93 through FY 2010-11.  Below is a 
summary of CTFP allocations using M1 funds (allocations in millions of 
dollars): 
 

M1 CTFP Program Summary 

 
 
In addition, 93 percent of M1 CTFP projects have been delivered (completed 
and pending).  This is a two percent increase in project delivery compared to 
the prior review cycle, and local agencies indicated that 99 percent of  
M1 CTFP projects will be delivered by the end of the calendar year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 

Phases

Allocations

(prior to SAR

adjustments)

Project 

Phases

Allocations

(with SAR

adjustments)

Started
1

65                  $           60.0 48                  $           48.4 

Pending
2

117                $           86.3 105                $           64.3 

Completed
3

1,689            $         533.0 1,718            $         565.5 

Total Allocations 1,871            $         679.3 1,871            $         678.2 

Project Status

March 2013 September 2013

1.
 Started indicates that the project is underway and the funds are obligated. 

2.
 Pending indicates that the project work is completed and the final report submittal/approval is 
pending. 

3.
 Completed indicates that the project work is complete, final report approved, and final payment 
has been made. 
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This is consistent with prior commitments to close out the M1 CTFP (all 
payments issued) by December 2014, and evident by the lack of project 
adjustments requested during the SAR.  Since the last SAR, staff identified 
$1.1 million in bid savings.  Consistent with prior Board of Directors (Board) 
action, the remaining M1 funds will be used to augment future M2 call for 
projects (call). 
 

M2 Program Summary 
 
Since the start of M2, OCTA has issued a number of calls and awarded  
$178 million in competitive funds for the following programs: 1) M2 Regional 
Capacity Program (Project O), 2) Traffic Signal Synchronization Program 
(Project P), and 3) the Environmental Cleanup Program (Project X).  Below is a 
summary of CTFP allocations using M2 funds (allocations in millions of 
dollars). Additional details are provided in Attachment A. 
 

M2 CTFP Program Summary 

 
 
This SAR captures additional allocations of $2.8 million in new Project X (Tier 1) 
allocations, $222,898 in project cancellations6, and $212,212 in project savings.  
This review showed a substantial increase ($60 million) in started projects, and a 
respectable $8.7 million in delivered projects (pending and completed).  Staff 
also worked diligently with local agencies to ensure 100 percent allocation of 
SLPP funds ($24.3 million) by June 30, 2013, per the state’s deadline.  SLPP 
funds were used to supplement M2 calls.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project 

Phases

Allocations

(prior to SAR

adjustments)

Project 

Phases

Allocations

(with SAR

adjustments)

Planned
1 155                $         133.6 97                  $           72.3 

Started
2 67                  $           37.0 129                $           97.0 

Pending
3 31                  $             4.3 24                  $             5.2 

Completed
4 8                    $             0.7 29                  $             3.5 

Total Allocations
5 261                $         175.6 279                $         178.0 

Project Status

March 2013 September 2013

1.
 Planned indicates that the funds have not been obligated and/or are pending contract award. 

2.
 Started indicates that the project is underway and the funds are obligated. 

3.
 Pending indicates that the project work is completed and the final report submittal/approval is 
pending. 

4.
 Completed indicates that the project work is complete, final report approved, and final 
payment has been made. 

5.
 Allocation changes are the result of recently Board-approved 2013 programming actions and 
reductions for project cancellations at the request of local agencies. 

6.
 During the March 2013 SAR, a $131,936 allocation was cancelled, but not reflected until this 
SAR. 
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The M2 CTFP emphasizes the construction of regional transportation projects.  
Attachment B provides a map and list of projects that started construction in the 
last six month reporting period. 
 
Project Adjustments 
 
The September 2013 M2 CTFP SAR adjustments are itemized in Attachment C.  
The adjustments include two scope changes, two project delays, one transfer 
request, one phase cancellation, and two requests related to Project S, Transit 
Extensions to Metrolink.  There are no M1 CTFP project adjustment requests.  
The Technical Advisory Committee approved the recommendations on October 
9, 2013. 
 
Scope Changes 
 
The Euclid Street Signal Synchronization Project (La Habra Boulevard to  
Ellis Avenue) is a multi-jurisdictional project that extends from the  
City of La Habra, south to the City of Fountain Valley.  As the lead agency for 
the project, the City of Fullerton (Fullerton) is requesting a scope change for 
the portion of the project in the City of Garden Grove (Garden Grove).   
Garden Grove is requesting to purchase additional licenses for the Centracs 
central system software in lieu of purchasing controllers for the intersections 
within the city limits.  The software will allow Garden Grove to connect the 
Euclid Street signals to Garden Grove’s traffic management center.  Field 
conditions indicated that centralizing communications was a higher priority to 
purchasing the new controllers.  Garden Grove plans to purchase the new 
controllers at a later date.   
 
The City of Tustin (Tustin) is requesting a scope modification for the  
Tustin Ranch Road Extension (Walnut Avenue to Warner Avenue).  The 
current scope entails the construction of a connector ramp at the intersection of 
Tustin Ranch Road and Edinger Avenue because the two streets will not cross 
at grade.  Tustin requests removing the proposed connector between  
Tustin Ranch Road and Edinger Avenue, and extending Valencia Avenue from 
Kensington Park Drive to Tustin Ranch Road.  The connection between  
Tustin Ranch Road and Edinger Avenue will occur via Valencia Avenue and 
Kensington Park Drive.  The scope modification will better utilize land along 
Tustin Ranch Road and will improve circulation on Edinger Avenue by 
eliminating an intersection within 1,500 feet of the intersection at  
Kensington Park Drive.  Staff has determined that the use of SLPP funds will 
not be impacted by the scope change. 
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Delays 
 
This SAR included two requests for project delays from Fullerton and the  
City of Santa Ana (Santa Ana).  Delays are allowed in accordance with  
precept 35 of the CTFP Guidelines and require city council concurrence and 
OCTA Board approval. 
 
Fullerton is requesting a 12-month delay for the Catch Basin Debris Screen 
Project to FY 2013-14.  Fullerton’s preferred installer for the automatic 
retractable screens was unable to complete the work, and Fullerton requests 
additional time to obtain new proposals from different companies.  Fullerton 
received city council concurrence on October 1, 2013. 
 
Santa Ana is requesting a 24-month delay for the Santa Ana Delhi Channel 
Diversion Project under the Environmental Cleanup Program (Tier II).  
The delay will allow Santa Ana to negotiate and execute cost sharing 
agreements with the cities of Newport Beach and Costa Mesa, as well as the 
County of Orange Flood Division.  The delay will also allow for additional time 
to prepare engineering and construction documents.  Santa Ana received  
city council concurrence on September 16, 2013. 
 
Transfer 
 
The City of Anaheim is requesting to transfer $8,044 from the engineering to 
construction phase on the Katella Avenue Interchange Widening Project 
(Manchester Avenue to Anaheim Way).  The transfer will cover additional 
construction management expenditures. 
 
Cancellation 
 
The City of Buena Park (Buena Park) is requesting cancellation of the  
Full Capture Installation Project, Phase II.  Buena Park’s original installer went 
out of business and Buena Park was unable to absorb cost increases from a 
new installer.  Buena Park will re-apply for funding at a later date.  The full 
allocation will be returned to the fund and re-programmed in a future call. 
 
Project S 
 
The City of Lake Forest (Lake Forest) is requesting two grant modifications 
related to Project S, Transit Extensions to Metrolink.  Project S adjustments are 
administered through the SAR.  Lake Forest is requesting a cancellation for the 
Invensys, Inc., Station Van Lease Project.  The company is restructuring and  
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unable to contribute the required match for the project.  Lake Forest is also 
requesting a delay for the Panasonic Avionics Corporation (Panasonic) Station 
Van Lease Program.  Panasonic is unable to participate in the project at this 
time, but expects to receive approvals from the company’s executive 
leadership for participation starting in July 2014. 
 
Summary 
 
The Orange County Transportation Authority has recently reviewed the status 
of grant-funded streets and roads projects funded through the Comprehensive 
Transportation Funding Programs.  Staff recommends approval of the project 
adjustments requested by local agencies, including two delay requests, and the 
Project S requests by the City of Lake Forest.  The next semi-annual review is 
currently scheduled for March 2014. 
 
Attachments 
 
A. Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (Measure M2) – 

Allocations by Program 
B. Started Measure M2 Projects Since March 2013 
C. Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs – Semi-Annual Review 

Adjustment Requests 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: 

 

 Approved by: 

 
Paul Rumberger  Kia Mortazavi 
Transportation Funding Analyst 
(714) 560-5747 

 Executive Director, Planning 
(714) 560-5741 

 



Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (Measure M2) 

Allocations by Program

ATTACHMENT A

Agency ACE ICE FAST SLPP TSSP ECP Total
Aliso Viejo -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 384,859$         384,859$         
Anaheim 15,791,039      2,827,205        1,702,000        3,393,000        1,509,777        1,278,264        26,501,285      
Brea -                   -                   927,000           -                   -                   371,945           1,298,945        
Buena Park -                   -                   1,782,370        -                   728,000           281,370           2,791,740        
Costa Mesa 1,078,800        2,719,500        -                   1,482,000        1,559,961        2,971,228        9,811,489        
County of Orange 23,209,585      -                   -                   9,270,000        -                   476,272           32,955,857      

Cypress 27,398             -                   -                   -                   -                   165,090           192,488           
Dana Point -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   542,662           542,662           
Fountain Valley -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   197,553           197,553           
Fullerton 2,448,016        -                   -                   -                   3,119,936        99,966             5,667,918        
Garden Grove -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   528,449           528,449           
Huntington Beach 266,906           379,733           -                   -                   -                   295,588           942,227           
Irvine 1,721,703        187,934           105,000           -                   4,736,326        3,373,105        10,124,068      
La Habra -                   263,443           -                   -                   980,000           -                   1,243,443        
La Palma -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   66,277             66,277             
Laguna Beach -                   165,830           -                   -                   -                   400,000           565,830           
Laguna Hills 371,513           -                   -                   -                   190,742           197,215           759,470           
Laguna Niguel 1,459,651        -                   -                   -                   -                   1,428,139        2,887,790        
Laguna Woods -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Lake Forest 1,231,444        -                   -                   -                   -                   196,000           1,427,444        
Los Alamitos -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Mission Viejo 4,124,387        -                   -                   2,479,291        -                   446,000           7,049,678        
Newport Beach 3,543,413        -                   -                   -                   480,000           1,374,330        5,397,743        
OCTA -                   -                   -                   -                   15,481,974      -                   15,481,974      
Orange -                   155,000           1,400,000        -                   -                   286,075           1,841,075        

Placentia -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Rancho Santa Margarita -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   134,599           134,599           
San Clemente -                   -                   -                   -                   1,330,514        56,500             1,387,014        
San Juan Capistrano 1,050,000        -                   -                   -                   138,800           160,025           1,348,825        
Santa Ana 18,822,782      -                   -                   3,120,000        1,350,506        3,071,218        26,364,506      
Seal Beach -                   -                   -                   -                   586,720           48,671             635,391           
Stanton -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   120,000           120,000           
Tustin 9,910,035        -                   -                   4,510,035        -                   1,143,457        15,563,527      
Villa Park -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   297,000           297,000           
Westminster 1,029,413        -                   -                   -                   -                   272,500           1,301,913        
Yorba Linda 2,165,730        -                   -                   -                   -                   73,095             2,238,825        

Total 88,251,815$    6,698,645$      5,916,370$      24,254,326$    32,193,256$    20,737,452$    178,051,864$  

1 As of 9/30/2013



Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (Measure M2) 

Allocations by Status

Agency Planned Started Pending Completed Total
Aliso Viejo 195,104$         -$                 -$                 189,755$         384,859$         
Anaheim 731,867           25,000,931      587,250           181,237           26,501,285      
Brea 200,000           927,000           -                   171,945           1,298,945        
Buena Park 1,744,441        965,800           -                   81,499             2,791,740        
Costa Mesa 2,872,560        6,839,301        -                   99,628             9,811,489        
County of Orange 20,420,000      11,670,000      789,585           76,272             32,955,857      

Cypress -                   79,335             -                   113,153           192,488           
Dana Point 470,236           -                   72,426             -                   542,662           
Fountain Valley 99,645             -                   -                   97,908             197,553           
Fullerton 1,996,237        3,136,769        265,762           269,150           5,667,918        
Garden Grove -                   500,000           -                   28,449             528,449           
Huntington Beach 610,427           298,800           33,000             -                   942,227           
Irvine 7,733,943        2,350,293        -                   39,832             10,124,068      
La Habra 55,200             1,188,243        -                   -                   1,243,443        
La Palma -                   66,277             -                   -                   66,277             
Laguna Beach 200,000           165,830           -                   200,000           565,830           
Laguna Hills 71,072             556,098           70,350             61,950             759,470           
Laguna Niguel 1,369,781        1,459,651        -                   58,358             2,887,790        
Laguna Woods -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Lake Forest 88,000             -                   50,000             1,289,444        1,427,444        
Los Alamitos -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Mission Viejo 5,104,582        100,000           1,845,096        -                   7,049,678        
Newport Beach 859,310           4,380,483        -                   157,950           5,397,743        
OCTA 9,058,275        5,541,939        881,760           -                   15,481,974      
Orange 216,750           1,500,000        50,000             74,325             1,841,075        

Placentia -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Rancho Santa Margarita 134,599           -                   -                   -                   134,599           
San Clemente 58,464             1,272,050        -                   56,500             1,387,014        
San Juan Capistrano 1,050,000        298,825           -                   -                   1,348,825        
Santa Ana 7,779,813        18,386,350      100,000           98,343             26,364,506      
Seal Beach 624,720           -                   -                   10,671             635,391           
Stanton 120,000           -                   -                   -                   120,000           
Tustin 6,379,956        9,020,070        63,501             100,000           15,563,527      
Villa Park 200,000           -                   97,000             -                   297,000           
Westminster 172,500           785,663           343,750           -                   1,301,913        
Yorba Linda 1,730,560        508,265           -                   -                   2,238,825        

Total 72,348,042$    96,997,973$    5,249,480$      3,456,369$      178,051,864$  

2 As of 9/30/2013



Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (Measure M2) 

Abbreviation
ACE
ECP
FAST
ICE
SLPP
TSSP

OCTA Orange County Transportation Authority

Definition

Planned

Started

Pending

Completed

Meaning

Planned indicates that the funds have not been

obligated and/or are pending contract award.
Started indicates that the project is underway and

the funds are obligated.
Pending indicates that the project work is

completed and the final report submittal/approval

is pending.
Completed indicates that the project work is

complete, final report approved, and final payment

has been made.

Meaning

Arterial Capacity Enhancements
Environmental Cleanup Program
Freeway Arterial/Street Transitions
Intersection Capacity Enhancements
State-Local Partnership Program
Traffic Signal Synchronization Program

3













 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs

Semi-Annual Review Adjustment Requests
ATTACHMENT C

Agency Project Number Program Project  Title Phase
Current

FY
Months

Proposed

FY

 Original 

Amount 

 Action

Request 

 Proposed 

Amount 
Description

Fullerton 11-FULL-TSP-3550 TSSP

Euclid Street Signal 

Synchronization (La Habra 

Boulevard to Ellis Avenue)

I 11/12 N/A N/A  $         780,160 
 SCOPE 

CHANGE 
 $         780,160 

City is requesting a scope change (as lead) to use funding

for Centracs central system software license in lieu of

purchasing controllers in the City of Garden Grove.

Tustin 12-TUST-ACE-9004 ACE
Tustin Ranch Road Extension 

(Walnut Avenue to Warner Avenue)
C 12/13 N/A N/A  $      4,510,035 

 SCOPE 

CHANGE 
 $      4,510,035 

Tustin 12-TUST-ACE-9004 SLPP
Tustin Ranch Road Extension 

(Walnut Avenue to Warner Avenue)
C 12/13 N/A N/A  $      4,510,035 

 SCOPE 

CHANGE 
 $      4,510,035 

 $      9,800,230  $      9,800,230 

Fullerton 12-FULL-ECP-3550 ECP Catch Basin Debris Screen Project I 12/13 12 13/14  $           49,983  DELAY  $           49,983 

Delay to allow City of Fullerton to find new supplier. Original

supplier unable to complete work. Delay: 12 months.

Fullerton's City Council concurrence received on

October 1, 2013.

Santa Ana 13-SNTA-ECP-3680 ECP
Santa Ana Delhi Channel Diversion 

Project
I 14/15 24 16/17  $      2,572,875  DELAY  $      2,572,875 

Delay to allow City of Santa Ana to negotiate and enter into

cost sharing agreements with the project partners and to

prepare engineering/construction documents.  

Delay: 24 months. Santa Ana's City Council concurrence

received on September 16, 2013.

 $      2,622,858  $      2,622,858 

Anaheim 11-ANAH-FST-9000 FAST
Katella Avenue (Manchester 

Avenue to Anaheim Way)
E 11/12 N/A N/A  $         350,000  TRANSFER  $         341,956 Transfer $8,044 from engineering to construction.

Anaheim 11-ANAH-FST-9000 FAST
Katella Avenue (Manchester 

Avenue to Anaheim Way)
C 12/13 N/A N/A  $      1,352,000  TRANSFER  $      1,360,044 Transfer $8,044 from engineering to construction.

 $      1,702,000  $      1,702,000 

Buena Park 12-BPRK-ECP-3606 ECP
Full Capture Installation Project, 

Phase II
I 12/13 N/A N/A  $           90,962  CANCEL  $                     - 

Original supplier went out of business. City unable to pay

difference in costs of new supplier. Will re-apply for funding

at future date.
 $           90,962  $                     - 

Lake Forest
Transit Extensions to 

Metrolink
Project S

Panasonic Avionics Corporation 

Station Van Lease Project
I 12/13 12 13/14  $         149,467  DELAY  $         149,467 Company unable to participate until July 2014.

Lake Forest
Transit Extensions to 

Metrolink
Project S

Invensys, Inc., Station Van Lease 

Project
I 12/13 N/A N/A  $           51,911  CANCEL  $                     - Cancel due to company restructuring.

 $         201,378  $         149,467 

SLPP - State-Local Partnership Program

ECP - Environmental Cleanup Program

FAST - Freeway Arterial/Street Transition
E - Engineering

Cancellations

N/A - Not Applicable

Cancellation - Total Phase Allocations (1)

Project S - Total Phase Allocations (2)

Project S

ACE - Arterial Capacity Enhancements Program

C - Construction

Scope Changes

FY - Fiscal Year

TSSP - Traffic Signal Synchronization Project

I - Implementation

Scope Changes - Total Phase Allocations (2)

Transfer - Total Phase Allocations (1)

Delays - Total Phase Allocations (2)

Eliminate connector from Tustin Ranch Road to Edinger

Avenue on southeast corner. Construct Valencia Avenue

from Kensington Park Drive to Tustin Ranch Road,

connecting Tustin Ranch Road to Edinger Avenue via

Valencia Avenue and Kensington Park Drive.

Delay

Transfers

1



                                                                                       COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
December 9, 2013 
 
 
To: Members of the Board of Directors 

  
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Annual Eligibility Review 

Regional Planning and Highways Committee Meeting of December 2, 2013 

Present: Directors Bates, Donchak, Harper, Lalloway, Miller, Murray, 
Nelson, and Spitzer 

Absent: None 

Committee Vote 

This item was passed by the Members present. 

Committee Recommendation 

Approve all local jurisdictions as conditionally-eligible for Measure M2 
net revenues for fiscal year 2013-14, and direct staff to return with eligibility 
findings for local jurisdictions pending adoption and submittal of 
fiscal year 2012-13 expenditure reports by local agencies. 
 

 





 

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

December 2, 2013 
 
 
To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee  
 
From: Darrell Johnson, Chief Executive Officer   
 
Subject: Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Annual Eligibility Review  
 
Overview 
 
Measure M2 requires all local jurisdictions in Orange County to annually satisfy 
eligibility requirements in order to receive competitive Measure M2 funding. 
Fiscal year 2013-14 eligibility documentation has been reviewed by staff and 
the Taxpayer’s Oversight Committee, and is presented for Board of Directors’ 
review and approval. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Approve all local jurisdictions as conditionally-eligible for Measure M2 net 
revenues for fiscal year 2013-14, and direct staff to return with eligibility findings 
for local jurisdictions pending adoption and submittal of fiscal year 2012-13 
expenditure reports by local agencies.  
 
Background 
 
Local jurisdictions are required to satisfy Measure M2 (M2) eligibility 
requirements on an annual basis to remain eligible to receive fair share and 
competitive grant net revenues. The 13 requirements include:  
 

 Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

 Mitigation Fee Program (MFP) 

 Local Signal Synchronization Plan (LSSP) 

 Pavement Management Plan (PMP; submitted every other year) 

 Expenditure report 

 Circulation element 

 Capital Improvement Program  

 Participation in traffic forums 

 Maintenance of effort declaration 

 Consideration of land-use planning strategies that accommodate 
transit and non-motorized transportation 
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 Timely use of local fair share revenues 

 No supplanting of funds 

 Timely submittal of project final reports 
 
Local jurisdictions are required to submit eligibility packages annually. The 
Taxpayers Oversight Committee (TOC) is responsible for reviewing five of the 
eligibility requirements, and designates the Annual Eligibility Review (AER) 
subcommittee to review the CMP, MFP, LSSP, PMP, and expenditure report 
with support from Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) staff. The 
remaining eight eligibility items are reviewed by OCTA staff. 
 
Discussion 
 

Each local jurisdiction submitted the applicable eligibility documentation by the 
June 30 deadline. OCTA staff reviewed the submittals to ensure each eligibility 
package was complete and accurate. Staff forwarded the appropriate eligibility 
items to the TOC for further review. On September 12, 2013, the AER 
subcommittee reviewed PMP certifications for odd-numbered year agencies, 
and the CMPs and MFPs for all agencies. 
 
The AER subcommittee presented recommendations of eligibility compliance 
to the TOC on October 8, 2013. The TOC found the local jurisdictions to be in 
compliance with Ordinance No. 3, and recommended conditional eligibility 
approval for fiscal year (FY) 2013-14, pending the review of expenditure reports 
due in December 2013. The eligibility review and findings for FY 2013-14  
M2 eligibility are summarized in Attachment A. The detailed CMP review 
summary is provided in Attachment B, and the PMP summary is provided in 
Attachment C.  
 
Next Steps  
 
M2 eligibility for FY 2013-14 is conditional, pending review and approval of the 
expenditure reports for FY 2012-13. All local jurisdictions must adopt an annual 
expenditure report that tracks financial activity for M2 funds, including interest 
earned, developed traffic impact fees, and funds expended by the jurisdiction 
that satisfy maintenance of effort requirements. Upon review by staff and TOC, 
expenditure reports will be presented to the Board of Directors for an eligibility 
finding in spring 2014. The City of Huntington Beach’s (City) expenditure report 
will be submitted in fall 2014 with the eligibility findings for FY 2014-15 since 
the City’s FY is from October 1 through September 30 of each year.  
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Summary 
 

All local jurisdictions in Orange County have submitted FY 2013-14 eligibility 
packages that are consistent with Ordinance No. 3.  The TOC reviewed and 
approved the appropriate documentation, and all local jurisdictions meet the 
eligibility requirements for FY 2013-14.  
 
Attachments  
 
A. Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Eligibility Summary 
B. Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Eligibility Congestion 
 Management Program Summary  
C. Fiscal Year 2013-14 Measure M2 Eligibility Pavement 
 Management Plan Summary  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by:     Approved by: 

 
Associate Transportation   Executive Director, Planning 
Funding Analyst    (714) 560-5741 
(714) 560-5905      
 

 





















                                                                                       COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
January 27, 2014 

To: Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: Fourth Quarter 2013 Debt and Investment Report 

Finance and Administration Committee Meeting of January 22, 2014 
 
Present: Directors Bates, Hennessey, Lalloway, Moorlach, Pulido 

Spitzer, and Ury 
Absent: Director Jones  

Committee Vote 

This item was passed by the Members present. 
 
Director Pulido was not present to vote on this item. 

Committee Recommendation 

Receive and file as an information item. 
 

 





 

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

January 22, 2014 
 
 
To: Finance and Administration Committee 
 
From: Darrell Johnson, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Subject: Fourth Quarter 2013 Debt and Investment Report 
 
 
Overview 
 
The California Government Code authorizes the Orange County Transportation 
Authority Treasurer to submit a quarterly investment report detailing the 
investment activity for the period.  This investment report covers the fourth 
quarter of 2013, October through December, and includes a discussion on the 
Orange County Transportation Authority’s debt portfolio. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Receive and file the Quarterly Debt and Investment Report prepared by the 
Treasurer as an information item. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Treasurer is currently managing the Orange County Transportation 
Authority’s (OCTA) investment portfolio totaling $1.17 billion as of  
December 31, 2013.  The portfolio is divided into three managed portfolios: the 
liquid portfolio for immediate cash needs, bond proceeds portfolio to meet 
Measure M2 (M2) transportation program needs, and the short-term portfolio 
for future budgeted expenditures.  In addition to these portfolios, OCTA has 
funds invested in debt service reserve funds for the 91 Express Lanes. 
 
OCTA’s debt portfolio had an outstanding principal balance of  
$495.6 million as of December 31, 2013.  Approximately 75 percent of the 
outstanding balance is comprised of M2 debt and 25 percent is associated with 
the 91 Express Lanes program. 
 
Economic Summary:  The first reports of the new year suggest that the United 
States (U.S.) economy ended 2013 on a solid note.  Growth in economic 
indices in the areas of manufacturing, employment, and consumer confidence 
reflect a strengthening economy.  Complementing the current national growth, 
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the European economy continues to stabilize which increases the demand for 
U.S. exports.  The wealth effect from rising home prices and equity values is 
fueling consumer confidence which has led to increases in spending and 
business investment.  This is evidenced in the revised third quarter Gross 
Domestic Product measure of 3.6 percent, up from the previously reported  
2.8 percent level. 
 
The December Federal Open Market Committee (Fed) concluded with the 
announcement of its much anticipated plan to begin tapering asset purchases 
in January 2014.  Purchases of both U.S. Treasuries and Mortgage-backed 
securities will be reduced by $5 billion each with the January Fed activity.   
 
The Fed combined this announcement with a further strengthening of its 
“forward guidance” strategy towards the Fed Funds rate.  The Fed particularly 
stressed the differences between asset purchases and the timing of Fed 
“tightening” (in the form of raising short-term borrowing rates) in an effort to 
avoid a sharp negative response by the bond market.  The Fed continues to 
hold rates at near-zero levels until “well past” the time that the unemployment 
rate declines below 6.5 percent, especially if projected inflation continues to run 
below the two percent level.  
 
Debt Portfolio Activity:  During the quarter, there was no debt portfolio activity.  
The outstanding balances for each of OCTA’s debt securities are presented in 
Attachment A. 
 
Investment Portfolio Compliance:  Logan Circle Partners, one of OCTA’s two 
bond proceeds portfolio managers, had a higher money market balance than 
allowable in the investment policy at month end.  The manager held the higher 
balance because OCTA had an upcoming withdrawal from the bond proceeds 
portfolio and instructed the managers to remain liquid.  The portfolio returned to 
full compliance on January 2, 2014.   
 
OCTA continues its policy of reviewing the contents of the investment portfolio 
on a daily basis to ensure compliance.  Attachment B provides a comparison of 
the portfolio holdings as of December 31, 2013, to the diversification guidelines 
of the policy. 
 
Investment Portfolio Performance Versus Selected Benchmarks: OCTA’s 
investment managers provide OCTA and its financial advisor, Sperry Capital, 
with monthly performance reports.  The investment managers' performance 
reports calculate monthly total rates of return based upon the market value of 
the portfolios they manage at the beginning of the month versus the market 
value at the end of the month.  The market value of the portfolio at the end of 
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the month includes the actual value of the portfolio based upon prevailing 
market conditions, as well as the interest income accrued during the month.   
 
OCTA has calculated the total returns for each of the investment managers for 
short-term operating monies and has compared the returns to specific 
benchmarks as shown in Attachment C.  Attachment D contains an annualized 
total return performance comparison by investment manager for the previous 
two years.  Attachment E provides a two-year yield comparison between the 
short-term portfolio managers, the Orange County Investment Pool, and the 
Local Agency Investment Fund. 
 
The returns for OCTA‘s short-term operating monies are compared to the Bank 
of America Merrill Lynch (BAML) 1-3 year Treasury Index benchmark.  The 
BAML 1-3 year Treasury Index is one of the most commonly used short-term 
fixed-income benchmarks.  Each of the four managers invests in a combination 
of securities that all conform to OCTA’s 2013 Annual Investment Policy.  For 
the quarter ending December 31, 2013, the weighted average total return for 
OCTA’s short-term portfolio was 0.15 percent, 9 basis points above the 
benchmark return of 0.06 percent.  For the 12-month period ending  
December 31, 2013, the portfolio’s return totaled 0.46 percent, ten basis points 
above the benchmark return of 0.36 percent for the same period.   
 
The returns for OCTA’s bond proceeds portfolio are compared to a customized 
benchmark comprised of treasury securities that match the projected draw 
schedule.  Each of the two managers invest in a combination of securities that 
all conform to OCTA’s 2013 Annual Investment Policy.  For the quarter ending 
December 31, 2013, the weighted average total return for OCTA’s bond 
proceeds portfolio was 0.05 percent, 10 basis points above the benchmark 
return of -0.05 percent.  For the 12-month period ending December 31, 2013, 
the portfolio’s return totaled 0.22 percent, 25 basis points above the benchmark 
return of -0.03 percent for the same period.   
 
Longer-dated treasury security yields rose during the quarter with the Fed 
tapering announcement.  The majority of the movement was in the five to ten 
year part of the curve where most of the Fed asset-purchasing occurs.  
Conversely, treasuries one year and shorter finished with slightly lower yields 
due to traditional year-end demand combined with investors wanting to stay 
short in anticipation of rising rates.  Notes in the two and three year range, 
where much of OCTA’s funds are invested, experienced a sell-off resulting in 
yields rising ten and 22 basis points respectively during December. 
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A complete listing of all securities is provided in Attachment G.  Each portfolio 
contains a description of the security, maturity date, book value, market value, 
and book yield provided by Clearwater Analytics. 
 

Cash Availability for the Next Six Months:  OCTA has reviewed the cash 
requirements for the next six months.  It has been determined that the liquid 
and the short-term portfolios can fund all projected expenditures during the 
next six months. 
 
Summary 
 
As required under the California Government Code, the Orange County 
Transportation Authority is submitting its quarterly debt and investment report 
to the Board of Directors.  The investment report summarizes the Orange 
County Transportation Authority’s Treasury activities for the period  
October 2013 through December 2013.   
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Attachments 
 
A. Orange County Transportation Authority Outstanding Debt  

December 31, 2013. 
B. Orange County Transportation Authority Investment Policy Compliance 

December 31, 2013. 
C. Orange County Transportation Authority Short-term Portfolio 

Performance Review Quarter Ending December 31, 2013. 
D. Orange County Transportation Authority Short-term Portfolio 

Performance December 31, 2013. 
E. Orange County Transportation Authority Comparative Yield 

Performance December 31, 2013. 
F. Investment Manager Diversification and Maturity Schedules  

December 31, 2013. 
G. Orange County Transportation Authority Portfolio Listing  

as of December 31, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: 

 

 Approved by: 

 
Rodney Johnson  Andrew Oftelie 
Deputy Treasurer 
Treasury Public Finance 
714-560-5675 

 Executive Director,  
Finance and Administration  
714-560-5649 

 









































































                                                                                       COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
January 27, 2014 

To: Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: Orange County Local Transportation Authority Measure M2 
Agreed-Upon Procedures Reports, Year Ended June 30, 2013 

Finance and Administration Committee Meeting of January 22, 2014 
 
Present: Directors Bates, Hennessey, Lalloway, Moorlach, Pulido 

Spitzer, and Ury 
Absent: Director Jones  

Committee Vote 

This item was passed by the Members present. 

Committee Recommendations (reflects a change from staff’s recommendation) 

A. Receive and file the Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Measure M2 Agreed-Upon Procedures Reports, Year Ended 
June 30, 2013. 

 
B. Auditors to revise report to reflect that the City of Irvine lacked 

evidence that two monthly summary reports were submitted within 
30 days, as required. 
 

 
 













 
 

ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

 
MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE 

 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES REPORTS 

 
Year Ended June 30, 2013

tlepe
Text Box
ATTACHMENT A



 

ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE 
 

AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES REPORTS 
 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 

The cities listed below were selected by the Audit Subcommittee of the Taxpayers Oversight Committee to 
perform agreed-upon procedures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  Please refer to the individual 
divider tab for our report on each Agency. 

City of Cypress 

City of Irvine 

City of Laguna Beach 

City of Los Alamitos 

City of Newport Beach 

City of Placentia 

City of Rancho Santa Margarita 

City of San Clemente 

City of San Juan Capistrano 

City of Villa Park 

 

 



1 
 

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF CYPRESS 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Cypress' (City) level of compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $2,670,215 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund, Lighting District #2 Fund, and the City Capital Projects 
Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $4,938,609 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE

FRESN O  •   L AGUN A H I L LS   •   PALO ALTO  •   P LEASANTON  •   RAN C HO CUC AMON GA  •   ri  v ersi    d e   •   Sacramento

25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $1,456,037 representing approximately 29% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $35,861.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $2,101,606 for the past three fiscal years, which included $556,006 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $1,545,600 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  The remaining cash balance 
of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
  2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2)  $         5,012 

2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     766,113 
 

7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 
monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 236, Measure M Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $637,258 
(see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 

 
Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $594,124 representing approximately 93% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
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9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 
Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 
 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Maintenance Administration 371,305$       
Street Maintenance 205,656         
Street Cleaning 154,450         
Traffic Safety 135,377         
Traffic Signal Maintenance 167,616         
Tree Maintenance 277,969         
Parkway Maintenance 699,351         
Sidewalk Repair 243,311         
Residential Street Rehabilitation 1,024,454      
Sidewalk Construction 1,135,320      
Tree Irrigation 82,143           
Tree Planting 203,894         
Public Works Administration 416,233         
Engineering Administration 165,875         
Engineering Plan Checking 13,149           
Traffic Safety Engineering 142,507         
Less MOE Exclusion (for amounts allocated to other funding sources) (500,000)        

Total MOE Expenditures 4,938,609      

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Residential Street Resurfacing 500,000         
Arterial Street Rehabilitation 137,258         

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 637,258         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 5,575,867$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Cypress and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF IRVINE 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Irvine's (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance 
(Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible for 
compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon procedures 
engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those parties 
specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures 
described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $5,112,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $18,591,125 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE

FRESN O  •   L AGUN A H I L LS   •   PALO ALTO  •   P LEASANTON  •   RAN C HO CUC AMON GA  •   ri  v ersi    d e   •   Sacramento

25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com
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b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $1,497,199 representing approximately 8% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $341,192.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $9,638,038 for the past three fiscal years, which included $2,478,258 in Measure 
M Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds 
in the amount of $7,159,780 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  The remaining cash 
balance of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     3,422,765 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 154, Renewed Measure 
M2 Fair Share Fund.  Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2013 were $2,051,105 (see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 

 
Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $816,899 representing approximately 40% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
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9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We review the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 
Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 
 

 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Department Administration 1,349,676$    
Traffic Engineering/Circulation 2,356,510      
ITRAC 9,010             
Project Management 424,545         
Project Development 606,335         
Development Engineering 1,676,490      
Street & Row Maintenance 5,758,698      
Landscape Maintenance 6,409,861      

Total MOE Expenditures 18,591,125    

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:

Citywide Traffic Signal Rehabilitation, Upgrades, Maintenance & Repair 372,094         
11-12 Slurry Seal/Local Street Rehabilitation 912,911         
12-13 Citywide Traffic Signal Rehabilitation 195,677         
Trabuco/Monroe Signal Improvement 210,593         
Jamboree Road Rehabilitation 150,841         
John Inmon Storm Drain Rehabilitation 50,000           
11-12 LED Signal Replacement 3,121             
Jamboree Signal Synchronization 28,452           
12-13 ITRAC Systems Upgrades 57,211           
12-13 Streetscape Rehabilitation 70,205           

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 2,051,105      

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 20,642,230$ 

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Irvine and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Laguna Beach's (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $1,358,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (110), Capital Improvement Fund (116), Gas Tax Fund 
(132), and Street Lighting Fund (134).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $3,160,373 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $820,045 representing approximately 26% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $54,509.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.   
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $976,098 for the past three fiscal years, which included $261,916 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $714,182 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a 
result of our procedures.  The remaining cash balance of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     306,480 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     357,880 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 132, Gas Tax Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $42,000 (see 
Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 

 
Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $31,489 representing approximately 75% of 
total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures. 
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9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Public Works Administration 338,605$       
Public Works Mechanical Maintenance 117,902         
Capital Improvement 802,170         
Street Improvements 1,866,002      
Street Lights 18,600           
Street Slurry Seal and Rehabilitation (funded by Gas Tax revenues) 17,094           

Total MOE Expenditures 3,160,373      

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Street Slurry Seal and Rehabilitation (funded by Measure M revenues) 42,000           

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 42,000           

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 3,202,373$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Laguna Beach and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Los Alamitos’ (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $136,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $675,565 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $144,136 representing approximately 21% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $12,737.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $498,562 for the past three fiscal years, which included $133,079 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $365,484 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a 
result of our procedures.  The remaining cash balance of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
  2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2)  $       29,112 

2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     183,285 
 

7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 
monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 26, Measure M Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $290,096 
(see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 
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Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $252,566 representing approximately 87% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Maintenance & Operations - Street Maintenance 364,961$       
Personnel - Street Maintenance 310,604         

Total MOE Expenditures 675,565         

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Corporate Center Drive / Calle Lee Reconstruction 37,403           
Residential Street Improvements 20,254           
Humbolt Street Rehabilitation 27,358           
Los Vaqueros Circle Street 5,982             
Reagan Street Rehabilitation 5,982             
Old Town - E/W Street Improvements 193,117         

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 290,096         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 965,661$      

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Los Alamitos and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Newport Beach's (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $8,229,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, object, and activity.  The City 
records its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $12,725,677 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE
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25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $2,883,439 representing approximately 23% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $809,023.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $4,137,368 for the past three fiscal years, which included $1,079,482 in Measure 
M Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) 
funds in the amount of $3,057,886 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures and at June 30, 2013 the remaining cash balance of these funds were as 
follows:  

   
  Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 

2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     1,278,267 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     1,516,605 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City established the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund (Fund 280).  Total Measure M Local 
Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $93,365 (see Schedule A).  No 
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 
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Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $80,120 representing approximately 86% of 
total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 
 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
General Services Field Maintenance 3,525,692$    
General Services Operations Support 445,443         
General Services Parks/Parkway Maintenance 1,208,711      
General Services Street Tree Maintenance 1,609,800      
Public Works Engineering Services 1,702,183      
Public Works Transportation and Development Services 1,223,005      
Public Works Electrical Maintenance 617,736         
General Fund Street Related CIP 2,135,594      
Public Works Admin 257,513         

Total MOE Expenditures 12,725,677    

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
BALBOA/CHNL RD PVMT RECON 82,452           
FSHN ISLND/AREA ST OVRLAY 583                
SIDEWLK/CURB/GUTTER & ADA 10,330           

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 93,365           

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 12,819,042$ 

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Newport Beach and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF PLACENTIA 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Placentia’s (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $546,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired as to how the 
City identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $910,563 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $260,094 representing approximately 29% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $129,209.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $1,387,171 for the past three fiscal years, which included $470,302 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $916,869 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  The remaining cash balance of 
these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     402,375 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 210, Measure M Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $350,581 
(see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
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b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 

 
Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $267,525 representing approximately 76% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF PLACENTIA, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Traffic Controls Maintenance 105,283$       
Payroll for Street Maintenance 620,330         
Engineering Services 103,970         
Contract Planning Services 16,640           
Materials & Supplies - Street Maintenance 64,340           

Total MOE Expenditures 910,563         

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Valencia Avenue Pavement Rehabilitation 2,819             
Citywide Street Improvement 342,523         
Bastanchury Road Traffic Signal 5,239             

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 350,581         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,261,144$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Placentia and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Rancho Santa Margarita's (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management 
is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-
upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $350,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $350,000 (see  
Schedule A), which meets the minimum requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $276,562 representing approximately 79% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did not include indirect 
costs.  No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 

 
6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 

the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $1,623,522 for the past three fiscal years, which included $425,295 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $1,198,227 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  The remaining cash balance 
of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     338,465 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 212, Measure M Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $703,219 
(see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 
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Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $527,414 representing approximately 75% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Professional Services - Contract Administration 26,376$         
Miscellaneous Street Maintenance 22,714           
Street Maintenance Contract 257,258         
Street Maintenance 22,059           
Traffic Improvements 2,167             
Street Maintenance - NPDES 19,426           

Total MOE Expenditures 350,000         

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Street Maintenance Program 385,221         
Residential Street Improvement 294,785         
Santa Margarita Parkway Pavement Rehabilitation 21,268           
Melinda Road Median Improvements 205                
Buena Suerte/La Miranda Median Improvements 451                
Street Maintenance - Sidewalk Repairs 1,289             

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 703,219         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,053,219$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          Rancho Santa Margarita and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF SAN CLEMENTE 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of San Clemente’s (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $951,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $4,454,149 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE

FRESN O  •   L AGUN A H I L LS   •   PALO ALTO  •   P LEASANTON  •   RAN C HO CUC AMON GA  •   ri  v ersi    d e   •   Sacramento

25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com



 

30 
 

4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $648,098 representing approximately 15% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $24,965.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $2,140,080 for the past three fiscal years, which included $569,792 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $1,570,289 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  The remaining cash balance 
of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     496,329 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 012, Gas Tax Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $476,014 
(see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 

 
Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $407,090 representing approximately 86% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
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9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Traffic Signals 651,950$       
Traffic Maintenance 301,471         
Street Maintenance & Repair 767,394         
Street Lighting 392,665         
Major Street Maintenance 1,254,044      
Street Improvement 625,261         
Engineering Administrative Services (175,524)        
Engineering Traffic 553,759         
Engineering Design and Development 578,155         
Less MOE Exclusion (for amounts allocated to other funding sources) (495,026)        

Total MOE Expenditures 4,454,149      

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Calle Amanecer - Phase II 334                
Calle Valle Rehabilitation 12,207           
Camino De Los Mares Rehabilitation 40,865           
Calle De Los Molinos 12,496           
Avenida Pico Traffic Signal Synchronization 121,613         
El Camino Real Traffic Signal Synchronization 141,045         
Arriba Linda & Cerrito Cielo Rehabilitation 60,000           
Avenida Vaquero Rehabilitation 4,855             
Camino De Los Mares Frontage Road 11,642           
La Ventana Rehabilitation 37,500           
Via Breve Rehabilitation 27,500           
Vica Picao Plaza Rehabilitation 5,957             

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 476,014         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 4,930,163$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          San Clemente and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of San Juan Capistrano's (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management 
is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-
upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $353,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $1,645,746 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $465,141 representing approximately 28% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $17,353.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $1,436,970 for the past three fiscal years, which included $384,209 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $1,052,761 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  No exceptions were noted as 
a result of our procedures.  The remaining cash balance of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2) $     474,110 
2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     528,223 

 
7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 

monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 32, Measure M Fair 
Share.  Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were 
$173,473 (see Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 
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Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $109,315 representing approximately 63% 
of total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions 
were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect Measure M expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect Measure M expenditures tested totaled $943.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  

 
10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 

to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 

Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Public Works - Administration 1,009,135$    
Public Works - General Maintenance 103,848         
Public Works - Street Maintenance 321,674         
Public Works - Street Cleaning 142,597         
Public Works - Street Lighting 145,119         
Public Works-Traffic Control 162,089         
Public Works-Winter Storm Preparation 46,563           
Public Works-Median Maintenance 299,746         
Public Works-Engineering 122,015         
Public Works-Traffic Engineering 292,960         
MOE Exclusion - Transfer to Gas Tax Fund (1,000,000)     

Total MOE Expenditures 1,645,746      

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
El Camino Real at Don Juan Retaining Wall 63,353           
OCTA Grade Crossing 52,532           
Del Obispo Rehab-Agacuate to Blue Fin 4,365             
Del Obispo & Junipero Serra Rd. Rehab. 10,740           
Pavement Management Program 16,963           
Trabuco Creek Road Improvements 510                
Avenida De La Vista Sidewalk and Ramps 3,230             
Sign Retroflectivity Program 16,642           
Paseo Peregrino Cul de Sac Drainage Mitigation 5,000             
Bridge at Acjachema Street and La Calera Street 138                

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 173,473         

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,819,219$   

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of 
          San Juan Capistrano and were not audited.
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES — CITY OF VILLA PARK 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Villa Park’s (City) level of compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible 
for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  This agreed-upon 
procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those 
parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the 
procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or for any other 
purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained the OCLTA Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Calculation Report and identified the required 

minimum amount to be spent on MOE expenditures by the City.  
 
Results:  The City was required to spend $263,000 in MOE expenditures during the fiscal year ended  
June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which funds the City used to track all street and road expenditures and inquired how the City 
identifies MOE expenditures in its general ledger.  

 
Results:  All MOE expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, program, and activity.  The City 
recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

 
3. We obtained the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 and determined whether 

the City met the minimum MOE requirement.  
 

Results:  The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $289,701 (see  
Schedule A), which exceeded the requirement.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants
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4. We haphazardly selected a sample of MOE expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  
For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is 
allowable per the Ordinance. 

 
Results:  MOE expenditures tested totaled $255,894 representing approximately 88% of total MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures.  If applicable, we 
haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and supporting documentation 
for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, we identified indirect MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
Indirect MOE expenditures tested totaled $124,408.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

6. We obtained a listing of Measure M Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the City and calculated 
the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the City’s 
Measure M Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were expended within 
three years of receipt.  

 
Results:  The City received $200,560 for the past three fiscal years, which included $47,194 in Measure M 
Turnback (M1) funds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, and Measure M Local Fair Share (M2) funds in 
the amount of $153,366 for fiscal years ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a 
result of our procedures and at June 30, 2013.  The remaining cash balance of these funds was as follows: 
 

Allocation Year   Funding Source  Remaining Cash Balance 
  2011/2012  Local Fair Share (M2)  $       3,095 

2012/2013  Local Fair Share (M2)  $     73,566 
 

7. We documented which fund the City used to track expenditures relating to Measure M Local Fair Share 
monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
Results:  The City’s Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures are recorded in Fund 5, Local Sales Tax Fund.  
Total Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 were $19 (see 
Schedule A).  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

8. We obtained the City’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and haphazardly selected a sample 
of Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures from the City’s general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item 
selected, we performed the following:  
 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may include a 

check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal vouchers or other 
appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the City’s Seven-
Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M Local Fair Share projects. 
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Results:  Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures tested totaled $19 representing 100% of total Measure M 
Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  The transaction is an administrative 
expense for Measure M projects and is not related to one specific project from the City’s Seven-Year CIP.  
No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

9. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures.  If 
applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged and reviewed 
supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.  
 
Results:  Based upon our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with the City’s 
accounting personnel, Measure M Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

10. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M Local Fair Share Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as result of our procedures. 
 

11. We reviewed to determine the City was found eligible by the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee. 
 

Results:  We reviewed correspondence received by the City from the TOC Eligibility Subcommittee that 
indicated the City was found eligible to receive Measure M Local Fair Share funds.  As a result, no 
exceptions were noted. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the 
Measure M2 Local Transportation Ordinance.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to 
you. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 

 
 
 

Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
 



SCHEDULE A 
 

CITY OF VILLA PARK, CALIFORNIA 
Schedule of Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 

Year Ended June 30, 2013 
(Unaudited) 
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Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Street Maintenance Personnel 118,450$       
Traffic Signal Maintenance 9,177             
Traffic Stripping 566                
Traffic Electricity 6,421             
Landscape Median Maintenance 16,100           
Water Medians 21,653           
Roadway, Fence & Wall 2,949             
Street Signs 5,220             
Sidewalk Repair 20,000           
Pavement Rehabilitation 18,637           
City Entrance Monuments 52,355           
Traffic Engineering 300                
Engineering Retainer 17,873           

Total MOE Expenditures 289,701         

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures:
Postage Expense 19                  

Total Measure M Local Fair Share Expenditures 19                  

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 289,720$      
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ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL 
TRANSPORATION AUTHORITY 

 
MEASURE M2 SENIOR MOBILITY PROGRAM 

 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES REPORTS 

 
Year Ended June 30, 2013 

 
 

 

The cities listed below were selected by the Audit Subcommittee of the Taxpayers Oversight Committee to 
perform agreed-upon procedures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  Please refer to the individual 
divider tab for our report on each Agency. 
 
City of Irvine 
 
City of Newport Beach 
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON  
APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES – CITY OF IRVINE 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Irvine’s (City) compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program as of, and for 
the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible for compliance with the Measure M2 
Project U Senior/Disabled Program Funding Policy Guidelines and for its cash, revenue and expenditure records.  
This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by 
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the 
responsibility of those parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no representation regarding the 
sufficiency of the procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this report has been requested, or 
for any other purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained and read the Cooperative Agreement for the Senior Mobility Program between OCLTA and the 

City to determine that the agreement was properly approved and executed.   
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which fund(s) the City used to track expenditures relating to the Measure M2 Senior 
Mobility Program monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2013.    
 
Results:  The City’s expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund, and object.  The City records its 
Senior Mobility Program expenditures in its General Fund.  During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the 
City reported total program expenditures of $791,645, which included the City’s match.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

3. We obtained a listing of Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program payments made from OCLTA to the City and 
calculated the amount the City received for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash balance of the 
City’s Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether funds were 
expended within three of years of receipt.   
 
Results:  The City received $272,346 for the past three fiscal years.  There was no remaining cash balance for 
these funds as of June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE

FRESN O  •   L AGUN A H I L LS   •   PALO ALTO  •   P LEASANTON  •   RAN C HO CUC AMON GA  •   ri  v ersi    d e   •   Sacramento

25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com



 

2 
 

4. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We verified that the City satisfied the requirement of a twenty percent (20%) match of the total annual 
formula allocation. 
 
Results: The total match expenditures amounted to $650,932, which is approximately 463% of the total 
annual formula allocation of $140,712.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

6. We haphazardly selected a sample of Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program expenditures from the City’s 
general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which would have 

included a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or 
other appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure selected above in (a) were exclusively for the Senior Mobility Program and 
meets the requirements outlined in the Measure M2 Project U Senior/Disabled Program Funding Policy 
Guidelines and the cooperative agreement.   

 
Results: A total of $165,264 expenditures were tested, representing approximately 21% of total Measure M2 
Senior Mobility Program expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a 
result of our procedures.  
 

7. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program 
expenditures.  If applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged 
and reviewed supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 
 
Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

8. We determined if the City contracts with a third party service provider for senior transportation service, and 
performed the following:   
 
a. Verified that the contractor was selected using a competitive procurement process.   

 
b. Reviewed the contract agreement to ensure the inclusion of the term: “Wheelchair accessible vehicles are 

available and used when requested.”  
 

Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the City did not contract with a third party service provide for senior transportation service.  No 
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
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9. We obtained proof of insurance coverage for the City’s contractor (if applicable) and we performed the 
following: 
 
a. Reviewed the insurance coverage to ensure the terms satisfy the requirements established in the 

Cooperative Agreement. 
 

b. Verified that the proof of insurance was submitted to OCTA prior to commencement of any work and 
within ten (10) calendar days from the effective date of the Cooperative Agreement.   

 
Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the City did not contract with a third party service provider for senior transportation service.  No 
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

10. We obtained and sampled monthly summary reports, and determined the reports were properly prepared and 
submitted within thirty (30) calendar days of month end.    
 
Results:  Through review of the City’s monthly summary reports, it was noted that the monthly expense 
reported agreed to supporting documentation.  However, two of the reports tested were not submitted to 
OCTA within 30 calendar days of month end.  No other exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of 
Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we performed 
additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1.  The responses are 
included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described above.  
Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance or opinion on 
them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 
 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES —CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

 
 
 
Board of Directors 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA), solely to assist you in evaluating the 
City of Newport Beach’s (City) compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program as 
of, and for the fiscal year ended, June 30, 2013.  The City's management is responsible for compliance with the 
Measure M2 Project U Senior/Disabled Program Funding Policy Guidelines and for its cash, revenue and 
expenditure records.  This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation 
standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  The sufficiency of these 
procedures is solely the responsibility of those parties specified in the report.  Consequently, we make no 
representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures described below, either for the purpose for which this 
report has been requested, or for any other purpose. 
 
The procedures performed and the results of those procedures were as follows: 
 
1. We obtained and read the Cooperative Agreement for the Senior Mobility Program between OCLTA and the 

City to determine that the agreement was properly approved and executed.   
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

2. We documented which fund(s) the City used to track expenditures relating to the Measure M2 Senior 
Mobility Program monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2013.    
 
Results:  The City’s expenditures are tracked in the general ledger by fund and object.  The City records its 
Senior Mobility Program expenditures in its General Fund.  During the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013, the 
City reported total program expenditures of $609,365, which included the City’s match.  No exceptions were 
noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

3. We obtained a listing of Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program payments made by OCLTA to the City and 
calculated the amount the City received by the City for the past three fiscal years.  We obtained the cash 
balance of the City’s Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program as of June 30, 2013 and determined whether 
funds were expended within three of years of receipt.   
 
Results:  The City received $220,454 for the past three fiscal years.  There was no remaining cash balance for 
these funds as of June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP
Certified Public Accountants

VALUE  THE  D IFFERENCE

FRESN O  •   L AGUN A H I L LS   •   PALO ALTO  •   P LEASANTON  •   RAN C HO CUC AMON GA  •   ri  v ersi    d e   •   Sacramento

25231 Paseo De Alicia, Suite 100   Laguna Hills, CA 92653   Tel: 949.768.0833   Fax: 949.768.8408    www.vtdcpa.com
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4. We reviewed the City’s interest allocation methodology to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited 
to the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program Fund.  
 
Results: No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

5. We verified that the City satisfied the requirement of a twenty percent (20%) match of the total annual 
formula allocation. 
 
Results: The total match expenditures amounted to $499,247, which is approximately 453% of the total 
annual formula allocation of $110,118.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 
 

6. We haphazardly selected a sample of Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program expenditures from the City’s 
general ledger expenditure detail.  For each item selected, we performed the following: 

 
a. Agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which would have 

included a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal voucher or 
other appropriate supporting documentation. 
 

b. Verified that the expenditure selected above in (a) were exclusively for the Senior Mobility Program and 
meets the requirements outlined in the Measure M2 Project U Senior/Disabled Program Funding Policy 
Guidelines and the cooperative agreement.   

 
Results: A total of $97,918 expenditures were tested, representing approximately 16% of total Measure M2 
Senior Mobility Program expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013.  No exceptions were noted as a 
result of our procedures.  
 

7. We identified whether or not indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program 
expenditures.  If applicable, we haphazardly selected a sample of charges.  We reviewed the amounts charged 
and reviewed supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 
 
Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013 did 
not include indirect costs.  No exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 

8. We determined if the City contracts with a third party service provider for senior transportation service, and 
performed the following:   
 
a. Verified that the contractor was selected using a competitive procurement process.   

 
b. Reviewed the contract agreement to ensure the inclusion of the term: “Wheelchair accessible vehicles are 

available and used when requested.”  
 

Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the City did not contract with a third party service provide for senior transportation service.  No 
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  
 



 

6 
 

9. We obtained proof of insurance coverage for the City’s contractor (if applicable) and we performed the 
following: 
 
a. Reviewed the insurance coverage to ensure the terms satisfy the requirements established in the 

Cooperative Agreement. 
 

b. Verified that the proof of insurance was submitted to OCTA prior to commencement of any work and 
within ten (10) calendar days from the effective date of the Cooperative Agreement.   

 
Results: Based on our review of the general ledger expenditure detail and discussion with City accounting 
personnel, the City did not contract with a third party service provider for senior transportation service.  No 
exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures.  

 
10. We obtained and sampled monthly summary reports, and determined the reports were properly prepared and 

submitted within thirty (30) calendar days of month end.    
 
Results:  Through review of the City’s monthly summary reports, it was noted that the monthly expense 
reported agreed to supporting documentation.  However, two of the reports tested were not submitted to 
OCTA within 30 calendar days of month end. No other exceptions were noted as a result of our procedures. 

 
We were not engaged to, and did not, conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of an 
opinion on the accounting records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of 
Measure M2 Senior Mobility Program.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  Had we performed 
additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1.  The responses are 
included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described above.  
Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance or opinion on 
them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Local 
Transportation Authority and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than those specified parties. 
 
 
 
Laguna Hills, California 
December 13, 2013 
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                                                                         COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL 

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

 
 
January 27, 2014 

    

  

 To:  Members of the Board of Directors 

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board 
 

Subject: Measure M2 Performance Assessment Report Update 

 

Executive Committee meeting of January 6, 2014 

 
Present: Chairman Winterbottom, Vice Chairman Nelson, and 

Directors Bates, Hennessey, Nguyen, and Spitzer  
Absent: Director Murray  
 

Committee Vote 

This item was passed by the Committee Members present. 
 
Director Nguyen was not present to vote on this item. 
 
 
Committee Recommendation 

Receive and file as an information item. 
 
 

 





 

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

 January 6, 2014 
 
 
To: Executive Committee 
 
From: Darrell Johnson, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Subject: Measure M2 Performance Assessment Report Update 
 
 
Overview 
 
Measure M2 includes a requirement for a performance assessment to be 
conducted every three years to evaluate the efficiency, effectiveness, 
economy, and program results of the Orange County Transportation Authority 
in delivering Measure M2.  The second of these performance assessments, 
covering the period of July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2012, was presented to 
the Board of Directors on April 8, 2013. This report is the final update on the 
action items from the findings in the performance assessment.  
 
Recommendation  
 
Receive and file as an information item. 
 
Background 
 
On November 7, 2006, the voters of Orange County approved the Measure M2 (M2) 
Transportation Investment Plan (Plan) with a 69.7 percent vote. The Plan 
provides a revenue stream, from April 1, 2011 through April 30, 2041, to fund a 
broad range of transportation improvements. The M2 Ordinance specifies 
specific safeguards and requirements that are to be followed.    
 
Ordinance No. 3 states: “A performance assessment shall be conducted at least 
once every three years to evaluate the efficiency, effectiveness, economy, and 
program results of the Authority in satisfying the provisions and requirements of 
the investment summary of the Plan, the Plan, and the ordinance. A copy of the 
performance assessment shall be provided to the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee (TOC).”  
 
The second triennial performance assessment, covering the time period of  
July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2012, was presented to the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board of Directors (Board) on April 8, 2013. 
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The performance assessment included 12 findings, and staff agreed to 
implement the action plans outlined in the response to the findings.  
 
Discussion 
 
The key objectives of the second assessment were as follows: to evaluate the 
status of findings from the first M2 performance assessment and the 
effectiveness of changes implemented, assess the performance of OCTA on 
the efficient delivery of M2 projects and programs, and identify and evaluate 
any potential barriers to success, including opportunities for process 
improvements.   
 
Overall, the 2009-2012 assessment commended OCTA’s commitment to the 
effective and efficient management and delivery of the M2 Program.  In 
general, the assessment report found that through the Early Action Plan (EAP), 
OCTA was able to take advantage of the competitive bidding environment and 
make significant progress on a large number of projects despite the downturn 
in M2 revenues resulting from the economic recession of 2008.  
 
As part of the report, there were 12 findings related to the execution of the 
elements outlined in the scope of work. The findings either commented on 
appropriateness of actions to date or provided recommendations for 
improvements. There were no major recommendations that suggested there 
should be a change in the direction of OCTA’s actions.  
 
Below are the key areas the recommendations focused on, along with a 
summary of the action that staff has implemented.  
 

 Ensuring internal coordination/communication - staff continues to ensure 
interdivisional coordination by holding bi-monthly M2 Program 
Management Committee meetings where M2 issues are addressed. In 
addition, the Program Management Office and Capital Programs 
Division have worked together to refresh the internal Program Manager 
Academy (Academy) materials.  The Academy helps ensure that all staff 
manage projects consistently and understand OCTA and M2 objectives.  

 

 Improving external information on M2 project and program progress - 
staff is continually improving the M2 section of the OCTA website and 
has updated all project schedules to reflect current status. Many 
updates and changes have been incorporated to ensure more 
transparency and help the public better navigate and understand 
Measure M (M1).  
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 Managing the cost of the one percent cap on administrative salaries and 
benefits over the long term - staff continues to closely monitor one 
percent administrative charges on a quarterly basis and takes corrective 
action as needed. OCTA currently has Board approval for the use of 
funds from the Orange County Unified Transportation Trust (OCUTT) to 
cover costs above the one percent, with the understanding that those 
funds will be repaid with interest in future years that OCTA administrative 
costs fall below the one percent cap. With the application of state planning 
funds (Local Transportation Funds) to help address the one percent 
charges, administrative charges were less in fiscal year 2012-13. This 
allowed OCTA to repay OCUTT $800,000 at the end of 2013, reducing 
the total amount borrowed to $4.4 million. In the long run, M2 
administrative charges should decline as projects pass through this 
phase of the accelerated program, which places a heavier administrative 
burden up front. Additionally, it is expected that, overall, costs will 
balance over time.  
 

The one percent cap on administrative salaries and benefits is a challenge for 
OCTA as a result of four factors.   

 
1. Initiation of the EAP in 2007 required administrative functions four years 

prior to revenue collection.  While the EAP resulted in project savings 
and significant acceleration of the program, administrative functions 
were required during this time with associated administrative costs.   

 

2. Decreased sales tax revenue due to the recession resulted in a 
reduction in overall administrative funding available.  While the program 
effort remained the same, revenues available did not. 

 

3. Acceleration of the M2 Program, as well as early work on developing a 
multitude of M2 programs and projects requires significant early effort 
including administrative responsibilities.  As with M1, this level of effort is 
expected to decrease as projects are completed, reducing the level of 
administrative costs below the one percent cap, balancing it out over the 
life of the M2 Program.    

 
4. Lack of flexibility in the M2 Ordinance No. 3 as compared to the  

M1 Ordinance.  The M2 Ordinance restricts the one percent cap by year 
rather than over the life of the program.    
 

A table outlining the overall M2 Performance Assessment findings, as well the 
action staff has taken, can be found in Attachment A. These findings have 
been fully addressed and completed during the past calendar year as  
M2 policies and procedures have been developed and implemented.  
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The M1 TOC Audit Subcommittee reviewed the draft report at its February 12, 2013 
meeting, and the final report was presented to both the Audit Subcommittee 
and the TOC at its April 9, 2013 meeting. This final staff report will also be 
shared with the TOC at their next meeting on February 11, 2014. 
 
Summary 
 
The second Measure M2 Performance Assessment, as required by  
Ordinance No. 3, was completed and presented to the Board of Directors on 
April 8, 2013. Twelve findings/recommendations were made, to which staff 
responded and developed an action plan. Since then, all 12 findings have been 
addressed and completed. A summary of all findings and action items is 
included in Attachment A.  
 
Attachment 
 
A. July 2009 – June 2012 Measure M2 Performance Assessment 

Response to Findings  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: 

 
 

 Approved by: 

 
Tamara Warren  Kia Mortazavi 
Manager, Program Management Office  
(714) 560-5590 

 Executive Director, Planning 
(714) 560-5741 
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