TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership and Cooperation

Clayton, Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and Contra Costa County
2300 Contra Costa Boulevard, Ste. 360 Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 (925) 969-0841 FAX (925) 969-9135

TRANSPAC MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA
THURSDAY, May 13, 2010
9:00 AM TO 11:30 AM
beginning at the
(NOTE LOCATION CHANGE)
CITY OF WALNUT CREEK COUNCIL CHAMBERS
1666 MAIN STREET
WALNUT CREEK
(925) 969-0841

IT IS BIKE TO WORK DAY!
There are bicycle racks and electronic lockers around City
Hall if you are biking to the TRANSPAC Meeting

There’s a trolley to/from the Walnut Creek BART Station
OR

PARKING INFORMATION

(see map behind this agenda)
Please park in the City parking garage at 1625 North
Locust street adjacent to the Lesher Theater—see enclosed
map. Please bring the plastic “coin” that you will receive as
you enter the parking garage to the meeting and Walnut
Creek City staff will validate parking. The walkability
audit will terminate at Mt. Diablo/Locust Street. Please
wear comfortable shoes and feel free to leave the audit as
your schedule requires.

TRANSPAC reserves the right to take formal action on any item included on this agenda, whether or not
a form of resolution, motion or other indication that action will be taken is included on the agenda or
attachments thereto.
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1. Convene meeting: Pledge of Allegiance/Self-Introductions

2. Public Comment

At this time, the public is welcome to address the Committee on any item not on this agenda. Please
complete a speaker card and hand it to a member of the staff. Please begin by stating your name and
address and indicate whether you are speaking for yourself or an organization. Please keep your
comments brief. In fairness to others, please avoid repeating comments made by others and observe
any time limits that may be announced.

3. Approval of Minutes (Attachment - Action)

4. Consent Agenda — none

5. November 2010 Ballot Measure in Contract Costa: SB 83 — Increase in Vehicle Registration Fee
(VRE) to fund transportation project (Attachment — Action)

(The balance of agenda items will be considered if time permits):

6. Contracts for TRANSPAC staff services and 511 Contra Costa oversight (Attachment-Action)

7. 2010-2011 Draft TRANSPAC Budget (Attachment— Action)

8. Reports on CCTA activities (Attachments — Action)

9. Reports from Staff (Attachment —Action)

10. TAC Reports (No Attachment — Action as determined)

Oral reports on local jurisdiction and agency transportation projects since the last TRANSPAC
meeting

11. Correspondence/Copies/Newsclips/Information (Attachments — Information)

12. For the Good of the Order (No Attachment — information)

e The tour of Central County BART Stations is scheduled for June 17th and will begin at the North
Concord BART Station. (NOTE DATE and LOCATION CHANGE)

e Randy Iwasaki, the new CCTA Executive Director, will speak at the July 8, 2010 TRANSPAC
meeting.

13. At approximately 9:45 - Adjourn to a walkability audit of downtown Walnut Creek conducted
by Rafat Raie, City Engineer, City of Walnut Creek. There will be a handout for the audit. The
audit is expected to be finished at about 11:30 am and will terminate at Mt. Diablo Boulevard and
Locust Street.
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3. Approval of Minutes (Attachment —Action)

Attachments: March 11 and April 8, 2010 minutes
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TRANSPAC Meeting Summary Minutes

MEETING DATE: April 8, 2010

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Cindy Silva, Walnut Creek (Chair); Mark Ross, Martinez; David

Durant, Pleasant Hill, CCTA Representative.

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Bob Armstrong, Clayton; Diana Vavrek, Pleasant Hill; John

Mercurio, Concord; Richard Clark, Contra Costa County.

STAFF PRESENT: Ray Kuzbari, Concord; Jack Hall, CCTA; Jeremy Lochirco, Walnut

Creek; Corinne Dutra-Roberts, 511 Contra Costa; Barbara
Neustadter, Connie Peterson, TRANSPAC staff.

MINUTES PREPARED BY: C. L. Peterson

Chair Silva convened without a quorum at 9:01 a.m.
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Convene meeting: Pledge of Allegiance/Self-Introductions - Completed

Public Comment — New Planning Commissioner representatives Richard Clark (Contra Costa County)
and John Mercurio (City of Concord) were welcomed to TRANSPAC,

CONSENT AGENDA: Approval of the March 11, 2010 minutes will be forwarded to the May 13
meeting.
END CONSENT AGENDA

Presentation on the Use of Recycled Water in Transportation Projects by Michael McGill, P.E.,
President and Principal in Charge, MMS Design Associates and President of the Central Contra
Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) Board of Directors '

Mr. McGill gave a presentation on the production and quality of recycled water and its use in
transportation projects, both for irrigation and construction. A handout was distributed which
outlined CCCSD’s recycled water program and explained the advantages of recycling water, including
helping to meet the needs of a growing population by conserving drinking water supplies and
diverting less water from the Delta. As a local water supply, recycled water is under local control and
is not subject to rationing during droughts. A number of barriers exist that inhibit expanding the use
of recycled water, such as high capital costs for treatment facilities and pipeline systems, lack of tax
incentives for businesses, and little state or federal assistance. In addition, until the recent drought
situation, Northern California has had sufficient water available at low cost.

Bob Armstrong asked how Northern California’s water recycling compared with that of Southern
California. Mr. McGill answer that it is minimal in comparison because Southern California must
recycle more aggressively due to the lack of other water sources. In addition, more financial
incentives and subsidies are available in Southern California. Diana Vavrek asked if they had more
industrial users that use recycled water, and Mr. McGill replied that it does, but it also has a much
higher population in general. Barbara Neustadter asked if state and federal water policy involvement
was helping in any way. Mr. McGill believed that until lately, it wasn’t promoted in Northern
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California as the demand did not exist. It appears that with last year’s water legislation, mandating
use of recycled water is expected. Mark Ross mentioned one of the slides that talked about how
using recycled water helps reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by not pumping water from out
of the area. He said that in California, the greatest use of electricity for is pumping water. Member
Ross asked if there had been any discussions about offering credits to sell. Mr. McGill said that there
has been no talk about selling credits at this time, however, CCCSD always considers issues
concerning GHG emissions and the environment in its operations.

Bob Armstrong asked if the recycled water produced here was close to being potable. Mr. McGill
answered that it was getting close. Don Berger of CCCSD added that Southern California does have a
process for treating recycled water to be used for drinking water.

Barbara Neustadter asked about the public response to the pharmaceutical recycling program. Mr.
McGill said the turn-in rate was very high. Chair Silva suggested that it might be beneficial to have
more education at the prescription’s point of sale to inform the public about the recycling program.

ACTION: With thanks to Mr. McGill, received presentation

TRANSPAC and CCTA Representatives are requested to report on the most recent CCTA
Administration and Projects Committee (Neustadter reported for Member Pierce), Planning
Committee (Chair Silva reported for Member Durant), and CCTA meetings (Members Pierce and
Durant) “Items approved by the Authority on March 17, 2010 for Circulation to the Regional
Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), and items of interest”, the March 17, 2010 Executive
Director’s Report and the February 17, 2010 CCTA meeting minutes were included in the packet.

a. Administration and Projects Committee (APC) meeting

In the absence of Member Pierce, Barbara Neustadter reported that the Administration and
Projects Committee approved a number of actions to funding resolutions. The APC discussed
legislation and adopted a resolution for salaries and benefits for the upcoming fiscal year. An
update was given on the office relocation scheduled for July 23, and APC approved installation of
interior automatic doors in the new offices. The APC approved an amendment to Nolte’s contract
for work on the SB 83 vehicle registration fee nexus study, expenditure plan, and ballot measure
language.

The vehicle registration fee generated a number of comments. Chair Silva asked how much
money the $10 fee is expected to generate, to which Ms. Neustadter replied about $8 million per
year. The expenditure plan establishes how the money will be allocated including funds to local
jurisdictions. Early polling in other counties indicated that voters feel it is very important for the
money to be controlled at the local level and not subject to use by the State. Chair Silva said that
the results of the Contra Costa polling will be presented on April 21, and she has asked Ms,
Neustadter to request a copy of the survey report. Ms. Neustadter will obtain the written report
and is working on getting the audio. John Mercurio mentioned that in this election not only was
there the proposed $10 fee, but also a state park measure that would add another $18 to the
registration fee, which might affect voter’s approval.

b. Planning Committee (PC) meeting
Member Silva attended the PC meeting as the alternate for Member Durant. She reported that
the PC recommended that the Authority release the RFPs for three project studies, including the
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SR-4 Corridor Study (an action in the TRANSPAC the Action Plan), the Safe Routes to School
Master Plan, and technical support for development of the Sustainable Communities Strategies.
The PC approved the draft budget for Congestion Management Program activities of the
Authority for review by the Public Managers” Association before final action in June. The local
jurisdictions will be requested to fund $180,000 although actual billings have always been lower.
The PC received a request for comments concerning the New Farm Project in the Tassajara Valley
that has been submitted to the County. Richard Clark offered to arrange for a representative of
the applicant to come to speak to TRANSPAC. Chair Silva thanked Mr. Clark but declined as it
would be discussed at the Authority level and is not in TRANSPAC's jurisdiction.

ACTION: Reports received
Reports from Staff and Committees - information

Corinne Dutra-Roberts, Senior Transportation Analyst, reported on 511 Contra Costa activities. She
noted that she will attend the workshop on the Draft Clean Air Plan for 2010 in Oakland today. The
new Commuter Information Guide has been distributed to meeting attendees. This version of the
Information Guide has been pared down to focus on Contra Costa, with references to websites
provided for other areas. The Commuter Information Guide also will be distributed to local
employers and government agencies. She noted that the date listed for Earth Day in the staff report
should have been April 22. Martinez will unveil its electric charging stations on that day as well. Ms.
Dutra-Roberts reported on the Climate Action Plan workshop recently held in Antioch, where
master’s candidates for the Green Business program at Dominican College ran Antioch’s outreach
program. In the packet is a diagram of the conversation mapping system used to compile comments
from this very diverse group of participants. The content of this study will be available on the
website. In response to an inquiry, Ms. Dutra-Roberts explained the mapping exercise in more detail.

ACTION: 511 Contra Costa report was accepted
TAC Reports: Oral reports on local jurisdiction and agency transportation projects

Concord — Ray Kuzbari reported on two Measure J projects. The SR 242 Ramp project at Clayton
Road is partially funded with $4.6M from Measure J. Transportation Authority staff have agreed to
take the lead on the project and Concord staff will provide technical support. The plan is to get the
Project Study Report underway this fiscal year. The second project is the Clayton Road and Treat
Boulevard improvement project, which is fully funded by Measure J for $2M. Preliminary
engineering is underway and completion is expected by 2015.

Walnut Creek — Jeremy Lochirco reported that the Ygnacio Valley Road adaptive signal project is
nearing completion. This week John Muir Hospital will begin construction of improvements at
Ygnacio and La Casa Via which will continue through November. The Ygnacio sidewalk project will
begin this summer pending ARRA funding approval. Trench work on Ygnacio Valley Road to be done
by PG&E will also begin this summer as well as the Treat Boulevard reconstruction from Bancroft
east. Phase 3 of the Geary Road Widening project is in the early design stage and is proposed for
construction in 2012.

Chair Silva added that the Downtown Parking Task Force in Walnut Creek had come up with a
number of recommendations, and requested that Mr. Lochirco report on those recommendations.
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He reported on a number of comments about the new token system to pay fees in the City’s parking
garages, and how there was some confusion by people using it for the first time. Mr. Lochirco said
that a video had been produced on how to use the new token system.

ACTION: Reports accepted
Correspondence/Copies/Newsclips/Information — information accepted
ACTION: Information accepted

for the Good of the Order

e The Committee was reminded that the May 13, 2010 TRANSPAC meeting is also Bike to Work
Day. The meeting will convene at 9 a.m. in the Council Chambers at Walnut Creek City Hall to
handle action items, including the FY2010-11 TRANSPAC budget. Following that will be a
walkability/mobility audit tour of downtown Walnut Creek conducted by Rafat Raie, City
Engineer, City of Walnut Creek staff.

e The date of the June meeting has been changed to June 17. TRANSPAC will meet at the North
Concord BART station and will then take a tour of Central County BART stations.

e Randy lwasaki, the new CCTA Executive Director, has been invited to meet with TRANSPAC at its
July 8, 2010 meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 a.m. The next TRANSPAC meeting is scheduled for May 13,
2010 at 9 a.m. in the Council Chambers, Walnut Creek City Hall, 1666 Main Street, Walnut Creek.
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SUMMARY MINUTES
TRANSPAC Meeting — March 11, 2010

ATTENDANCE:

Elected Officials: Cindy Silva, Walnut Creek, TRANSPAC Chair; Guy Bjerke, Concord, TRANSPAC Vice
Chair; Julie Pierce, Clayton, CCTA Representative; Mark Ross, Martinez; David Durant, Pleasant Hill, CCTA
Representative. Absent (excused): Susan Bonilla, Contra Costa County.

Planning Commissioners: Bob Armstrong, Clayton; Jon Malkovich, Walnut Creek; Bob Hoag, Concord.
Absent: (excused): Diana Vavrek, Pleasant Hill. Vacant Seat: Martinez

Staff: Ray Kuzbari, Concord; John Greitzer, Contra Costa County; Tim Tucker, Martinez; Martin
Engelmann, CCTA; Eric Hu, Pleasant Hill; Jeremy Lochirco, Walnut Creek; Deidre Heitman, BART; Lynn
Overcashier, Corinne Dutra-Roberts, 511 Contra Costa; Barbara Neustadter, Connie Peterson, TRANSPAC
staff.

Meeting convened without a quorum by Chair Silva at 9:05 a.m. Member Ross arrived at 9:10 a.m.
and Member Bjerke arrived at 9:12 a.m.

1. Convene meeting: Pledge of Allegiance/Self-Introductions - Completed
2. Public Comment — None.

3. CONSENT AGENDA: Durant/Pierce/unanimous
The consent calendar was approved at 9:46 a.m, following discussion of Item 4, when a quorum
had been established.

END CONSENT AGENDA
4. SB 375 - Sustainable Communities Strategy

Martin Engelmann, CCTA Deputy Executive Director, Planning, provided an update on the
development of SB 375 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in Contra Costa. He handed out a
document called the “The Top Six Things TRANSPAC Should Know About SB 375”, which outlined the
effects that this bill would have on housing element requirements, GHG emissions targets for cars
and light trucks, requirements for a sustainable communities strategy, and CEQA exemptions for
GHG analysis. According to this analysis of SB 375, the bill would not directly affect land use
decisions and should have no discernable impact on the Measure J Expenditure Plan.

Also included in the packet was “Contra Costa County’s Principles for Collaborative Development of
the SB 375 Sustainable Communities Strategy”. These principles will serve as a guide for elected
officials in their roles at all levels as the SCS is developed. A list of appointments to the SB 375 Joint
Policy Committee (JPC) CEO and Working Group Committees was included as well. Appointments to
the CEO Committee include executive directors from the regional agencies, executive directors of
the Bay Area CMAs, and city managers. The JPC Working Group will consist of staff-level appointees.
The first meeting will be scheduled for April.

Member Bjerke asked what would be the impact of SB 375 on the Measure J Expenditure Plan if the
Plan is amended. Mr. Engelmann answered that there would be little impact on the Expenditure
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Plan because all current major projects are in the RTP. However, if Measure J is amended, any new
projects would need to be in the SCS in order to get State funding after the year 2016.

Member Bjerke asked if any kind of hierarchy chart is being developed that outlines the
responsibiliiies of the Authority or the cities. Mr. Engelmann replied that there is no chart but
thought it would be a good idea to create one. There is a work program for consultant support that
was developed in a collaborative effort among JPC staff, planning directors, the TCC and Authority
staff. Authority staff will fund the consultant support for this to help local jurisdictions “digest” the
data provided to them from MTC and ABAG. MTC and ABAG will be responsible for all the analysis of
the SCS and GHG targets.

Member Ross commented that this mandate was dropped into the laps of local level staff and there
needs to be some type of clearinghouse established among these agencies that will be available to
help local staff. Member Bjerke asked who will be responsible for different elements and who would
staff people go to with questions. Chair Silva asked which agency is most likely to have the expertise.
Member Ross thought all these agencies should have a minimum staff available on call to handle SB
375 questions.

Bob Hoag commented on Item #5 regarding requirements of GHG targets for cars and light trucks,

_noting that there are separate requirements for GHG emissions depending on the region. He asked if
any new projects would be affected if the targets are not met, and if it was possible that projects
having nothing to do with cars and trucks would be affected. Mr. Engelmann noted that there are
two different kinds of projects—transportation and development—and the issue here concerns
transportation projects. Mr. Hoag believed there was a fundamental element of fairness that was
missing, and if everyone is driving the same cars and trucks, there should be one standard to work
towards rather than regional standards. Member Ross thought that regional standards would better
address the needs of Contra Costa, which are different from Alameda or any other county. The goal
is to determine how to reduce VMT in each region, even though the cars and trucks might be the
same. Member Bjerke said he understands Mr. Hoag’s point, but added that we have freeways
which generate a lot of GHG emissions; the rules need to be fair for all, but the way we address
these goals regionally may be different.

Member Pierce brought up an issue that will also need to be addressed concerning the number of
refineries in Contra Costa and how this might affect GHG targets. She asked Mr. Engelmann about
the meetings being held with local planners at the Authority at which SB 375 has been discussed.
Member Pierce also added that the next Mayors’ Conference in Antioch will be a primer on the
impact of CEQA guidelines.

Mr. Engelmann commented on Member Ross’ concern about the need to have resources for help
from the regional agencies, noting that the regional agencies seem to be understaffed and
overwhelmed at this point. Informal meetings have taken place with the planning directors and
regional staff. The creation of an SCS task force also had been proposed to include one or two
transportation planners from each of the subareas and as well as representatives from ABAG and
MTC. The Authority would bring in planning services consultant Dyett and Bhatia to present the
information and make it workable for staff. Regional staff indicated that it would not have time to
participate, and this was the purpose of having the CEO Committee and Working Group. Mr.
Engelmann estimated that there could be up to 150 people attending the working group, which
would be good for sharing information and giving presentations but not for getting work done.
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Lynn Overcashier asked if those who implement TDM programs on behalf of the jurisdictions could
be included at some level. Mr. Engelmann responded that anyone will be able to sign up to receive
notices of JPC Working Group meetings. Mr. Engelmann added that these meetings should be
webcast to save travel time and to provide a record of the meetings that can be archived. He called
upon elected officials to make this recommendation to MTC and ABAG.

An e-mail from Bob Armstrong dated March 6, 2010 stated: “I find the whole exercise a waste of
taxpayer time and money as the whole cult of "Climate Change" has assumed the role of a state
religion, and is by any measure, a scam based on faulty/doctored science....| would like a minority
opinion placed on the record.”

ACTION: Thanked Mr. Engelmann for the presentation.
2008-2009 Conditions of Compliance Report

The Conditions of Compliance report is prepared by TRANSPAC and 511 Contra Costa staff to assist
jurisdictions in fulfilling the requirement to summarize the various steps taken to implement the
Central County Action Plan. The report is reviewed by the TAC (this year in January and February)
and then electronically transmitted to the jurisdictions to use as appropriate for individual
circumstances. A jurisdiction may use the report as it stands or may customize the information for
its own use.

Action: With thanks to Barbara Neustadter and Lynn Overcashier, report was accepted.

TRANSPAC and CCTA Representatives’ Reports. [tems approved by the Authority on February 18,
2010 for Circulation to the Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), items of interest,
the February 17, 2010 Executive Director’s Report and the January 20, 2010 CCTA meeting minutes
were included in the packet. Also attached was a CCTA staff report on the City of Pittsburg’s
proposal to withdraw from East County Fee and Financing Authority (ECCRFFA).

a. Administration and Projects Committee (APC) meeting

Member Pierce reported that the APC elected Mike Metcalf as Chair and Ed Balico as Vice Chair.
The APC approved revisions to the Authority’s record retention policy and public records
accessibility. Approval was given to issue a Request for Qualifications for financial advisory
services. Mid-year budget adjustments were approved based on lower than expected sales tax
revenues. Discussion of legislative issues included SB 83, which allows the Authority to place a
measure on the ballot to increase motor vehicle registration fees up to $10 to help fund local
projects and programs. The APC recommended bringing in a public opinion polling consultant to
evaluate public support for such a fee. The APC also discussed plans to go forward with the
Authority’s office relocation to the Vodaphone building mid-summer.

b. Planning Committee (PC) meeting
Member Durant reported that the PC elected Newell Arnerich as Chair. The March meeting was
postponed because of conflicts with the interview schedule for the Authority’s new Executive
Director. At the last meeting, the PC reviewed guiding principles for SB 375 implementation. It
was noted that Martin Engelmann would be in charge at the Authority during the time that
Interim Executive Director Paul Maxwell is on vacation.
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Member Durant reported on the City of Pittsburg's proposal to withdraw from ECCRFFA. The City
believes that an equitable share of funds is not being directed towards projects in the City,
particularly the James Donlon Boulevard project. Member Bjerke noted that this was the second
time that Pittburg has considered withdrawing from ECCRFFA, and the City has been encouraged
to try to work it out cooperatively as its compliance with regional cooperation requirements
could be impacted.

ACTION: Reports accepted.
7. Reports from Staff and Committees

Corinne Dutra-Roberts, Senior Transportation Analyst, reported that in addition to the staff report in
the packet, 511 Contra Costa has received recognition for its use of social media to provide
information and to “exert positive social pressure” as shown in the eContent article that was handed
out. 511 Contra Costa was mentioned along with the BAAQMD, PG&E and BART for effectively using
social media. Ms. Dutra-Roberts reported that the City of Pleasant Hill has taken delivery of a new
electric vehicle, which is being leased for a year with the help of Measure C funds. 511 Contra Costa
had provided funding for an electric charging station in December. 511 CC has been asked to speak
at the City of Antioch’s Climate Action public meetings, where the City will solicit input from citizens
and discuss the results of its GHG emissions report.

Chair Silva noted that the May TRANSPAC meeting occurs on Bike to Work Day, and encouraged
members to bike to the meeting if possible. She also mentioned the comment last month about
cities’ websites linking to 511 Contra Costa, noting that she asked the City of Walnut Creek to make
sure it was pointing properly to 511CC’s website. Bob Armstrong suggested getting a link on the
Claycord.com blog, and Chair Silva suggested linking to the blog Crazy in Suburbia. Bob Hoag brought
attention to an interesting YouTube video that demonstrated a folding electric bicycle called the
“Yike Bike". (See also page 169, 12/10/09 TRANSPAC packet)

ACTION: The 511 Contra Costa report was accepted.

8. TAC reports on local jurisdiction and agency transportation projects since the last TRANSPAC
meeting.
Concord — Ray Kuzbari reported that a pedestrian improvement project on Monument Boulevard
was about to begin. The project will include widening of sidewalks and installing pedestrian level
lighting between Oak Grove and Victory Lane as well as installing bike lanes on Meadow and a new
traffic signal at Robin Lane.
Martinez — Tim Tucker reported that ground will be broken on the Marina Vista improvement
project, part of a Transportation for Livable Communities grant that the City is coordinating with
PG&E. The project includes brick sidewalks, decorative street lights, enhanced crosswalks and a bike
lane.

ACTION: TAC reports were accepted.
9. Correspondence/Copies/Newsclips/Information - Information accepted

10. For the Good of the Order
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e The City of Concord was congratulated on its successful completion of a CCTA FY 08-09
Compliance Audit for a jurisdiction receiving 18% Local Street and Road Maintenance funds.

e Chair Silva has proposed that the May meeting be convened at Walnut Creek City Hall at the
usual time to handle action items and then proceed to a walkability/mobility audit tour of
downtown Walnut Creek conducted by Rafat Raie of the Walnut Creek City staff. Jeremy Lochirco
noted that bike e-lockers would be available for those riding bikes to City Hall that day. Parking
passes will be available for others. For the June meeting, a tour of Central County BART stations
is being planned, complete with presentations on issues surrounding each station. Chair Silva
welcomed suggestions for field visits to other jurisdictions, such as the Martinez Intermodal
Station.

11. The meeting was adjourned at 10:27 a.m. The next TRANSPAC meeting is scheduled for April 8,
2010 at 9 a.m. in the Community Room, City Hall, City of Pleasant Hill.
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5. November 2010 Ballot Measure in Contract Costa: SB 83 — Increase in Vehicle Registration Fee
(VRF) to fund transportation project (Attachment — Action)

Presentation/Discussion with Arielle Bourgart, Director Government & Community Relations,
CCTA and Bill Gray, President, Gray - Bowen and Company, Inc. on the development of an
Expenditure Plan pursuant to SB 83 - Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF)

Summary of Issues: Pursuant to SB 83 (Hancock) signed into law last year, the CCTA is éonsidering
placing a measure on the November 2010 ballot that would increase the registration fee on vehicles
registered in Contra Costa by $10 a year, generating about $8.5 million annually.

The funds generated from the fee may be used for a broad spectrum of transportation programs and
projects (including local streets and roads, transit improvements and expansion, bicycle and pedestrian
projects, technology improvements benefiting roadways and transit, and ‘complete streets’ programs)
among others. An Expenditure Plan must be developed for these funds and must demonstrate a nexus to
those that pay the fee.

The Authority has already conducted a public opinion poll to ascertain voters’ general attitude towards the
fee increase. The results were positive (although not overwhelmingly so, as were the results in Alameda
and San Francisco counties). On the basis of those results, plus information gleaned from a series of
stakeholder interviews, the Authority gave the direction to staff to work with an advisory group and other
stakeholders to develop a proposed Expenditure Plan outlining how the fee funds would be spent.

The Expenditure Plan Advisory committee (composed of local agency and RTPC staff, transit, bike/ped,
and business representatives) met on April 23 and, based on that discussion, three optional approaches to
the Expenditure Plan were developed to serve as the basis for further discussion among stakeholders.
Authority staff and a member of its consultant team will report on these options at the meeting. Please
note that a general theme was to keep the Expenditure Plan and funding requirements straightforward and
simple. The Advisory Committee will meet again on May 21, 2010.

Recommendations: Assess the information already assembled and discuss ideas, project types,
categories, requirements, etc. Action s determined.

Financial Implications: The cost of placement on the ballot is a $1 million dollars.

Options: Do not support the development of an Expenditure Plan and advise CCTA not to place the
proposed increase for the VRF on the ballot.

Attachments: May 6, 2010 Staff report to the CCTA Administration and Projects Committee;
April 21, 2010 PowerPoint slide presentation to CCTA on polling results for a possible ballot
measure; Vehicle Registration Fee Expenditure Plan background information; text of SB 83
(Hancock, 2009) '
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Administration and Projects Committee Meeting STAFF REPORT
Meeting Date: May 6, 2010

Subject November 2010 Ballot Measure in Contra Costa: Vehicle Registration Fee to
Fund Transportation Programs and Projects — Expenditure Plan Options

Summary of Issues 1 Atits April 21, 2010 meeting, following a presentation on the public opinion
poll results, the Authority authorized staff to begin drafting an Expenditure
Plan to accompany a vehicle registration fee proposal for the November 2010
ballot. Subsequently the Vehicle Registration Fee Advisory Committee held its
first meeting. Staff will report on the committee’s comments and initial

recommendations.
Recommendations - None. Information Only
Financial Implications If approved by the voters, a $10 vehicle registration fee could generate up'to'

$8.5 million for transportation purposes in Contra Costa.

Options N/A -
Attachments A. Draft Expenditure Plan Options for Contra Costa

B. Vehicle Registration Fee Fact Sheet

Changes from Committee

Background

The vehicle Registration Fee Advisory Committee held its first meeting on Friday April 23, Committee
members represent regional committee staff, the TCC, the Authority’s Citizens’ Advisory Committee,
transit operators, city/county engineers, business, environment and open space advocacy groups. The
Committee was charged with developing initial expendituré plan alternatives as a starting point for
discussion with the regional committees and other interested parties over the next month, Three
recommended alternatives are described in Attachment A.

For the most part, there was agreement that the bulk of the funds generated should be “returned to
source” for improvements to local streets and roads, with the caveat that a certain amount of funding
should be used for transit and for bicycle/pedestrian improvements. There was considerable interest in
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Administration and Projects Committee Meeting STAFF REPORT

May 6, 2010
Page 20f 2

the so-called “Complete Street” concept where if funds were used to rehabilitate a local street, the
project would have to consider - and address when appropriate - improvements such as striping for
bicycle lanes, sidewalks, curb cuts, etc. The objective would be to make the street safe for pedestrians
and bicyclists alike — but in a reasonable way, consistent with the street’s location and character (e.g.
rural, ngburban, urban). Bus transit representatives were also supportive of street improvements such
as bus pull outs, synchronized signals, sidewalks and bus shelters which would improve the reliability
and efficiency of transit operatioﬁ's ‘

There was a general acknowledgement that the funds accruing to cities and towns under a Measure J
type of return-to-source formula —while not ms:gmflcant over a 20 year period — would be relatively
small on an annual basis. City staff persons noted that Vehicle Registration Fee revenues coming with a
separate set of rules could add another layer of complexity in developing a financial ptan for local
projects. (There are already many funding * ‘pots” that have unique rules and requirements which
constrain flexibility). ' ' '

Notwithstanding the above discussion, the Advisory Committee alternatives all divide the funding into
three categories — Local Street Improvement and Repair, Transit for Congestion Relief, and Pedestrian &
Bicycle Access and Safety - but by varying percentages. :

Information is presented to the APC today for information. Over the next month presentations will be
made to the regional committees and other interested parties to obtain additional input. The Vehicle
Registration Fee Advisory Committee is scheduled to meet on'May 21 to recommend a draft
expenditure plan, which would be presented to the APC on June 3, following a public workshop
(scheduled for May 24). Final Authority action will take place at the July 21, 2010 Board méeting.
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VEicLE RecisTRATION FEE

Expenoiture Pran

DRAFT Expenditure Plan Allocation Optlions

Contra Costa Transportation Authority

April 23, 2010

Attachment A

" |Program Category

Hodes
Benefitting

Optlons

Local Strests and Roads Focus

Option A

Oplion B

Local Road Improvement and Repair

Thus program would provide funding for the rehabilitation,

tions of local roads and traffic
sngnals Ellglble pro)ecls may include:

« Street repaving and rehabililation

* Traffic signal maintenance and upgrades

» Signing and siriping for crosswalks and bicycle lanes
« Sidewalk repair and installation

+ "complets streats” projecis
« Curbs, guﬂars apd dra!ns
« Bus slop impi

and striping

» Safety improvéments for , bicyelists and

bus pads,

pedestrians (ADA compliance)

+ Development, | jon, operations, monltoring and
int of comidor lechnology, such as traffic

signal int clion, Yransit and gency vehicle
priority, ad d traffic g ! systems and
advancad traveler information syslems

« Projacis on local.roads fo complament freeway
managemant syslems

*« Arterial op L impr ents using ad: d
technology

* New or emerging transporiation lechnologies thal

improye ha efficiency and effsclivaness of the overall

Aulos and
Trucks
Bicycles

-[Pedesidans

Transit

80%

50%

60%

|Lransit for Congestion Relief

This program would provide funding to make the existing
{ransit system more efficient and effeclive, and improve
peak hour access lo schools and jobs. Tha goal of this

gramis lo d bile usage and thereby.
reduce congestion and air pollution. Eligible projacts
may include:

+ Transit service expansion and praservation

+ Express bus service in congested corridors

« Rapid bus orbus rapid kansh planning and
operations

+ Employer or schook-sponsored iransil pass prog

« Transil priority trealments on Jocal roads

= Park and ride facilities

* Rail station (ls BART) access and capacity
improvements

Aulos and
Trucks
Blcycles
Pedestrians
Transit

15%

40%

30%

Pedastrian and Bicycle Accass and Safely

This program would provide funding to i |mpmve the
safely of bicyclists and pedesirians by
with motor. vehi and i ge driving in congesled

areas such as trinsil hubs, schools, downlowns and
olher high activity localions. This program would also

it would also provide funding lo improve bicycle and
pedeslnan safely on arerials and other locally-

d roads. Eligible projects may inclide:

» Safe routes t¢ schools

. G[eenwayé 1o schools, including programs fo reduce
congesiion around schools for students, parenls and
teachers
« Bicycle and pédestrian signals

+ Bicycle and pedestian access lo fransit hubs, aclhmy

icenters

+ Bicycle and pédestrian sefely on arlerials and olher

locally maintained mads

alleviale traffic congestion and related air qualify impacls.

Autos and
Trucks
Bicycles
Pedsslans
Transil

5%

10%

10%

Noto: SB 83requirés thal fees collectsd be used only lo pay for programs and projects bearing a telationship or benzfit Lo the owners of motor vehicles paymg the fee and are consisient with a ragional Yransperlaion
plan. The bill alsa specifies funds, ion of poflution miti

but defines these concepts broadly.
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Cosrea Costa Transporration AuHoRiY

VEHICLE RecisTRATIoN Fee

EXPENDITURE PLan

Vehicle Registration Fee Fact Sheet

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) is -
considering placing a transportation measure on the November
2, 2010 ballot to provide a Vehicle Registration Fee of up to

$10 that would be used for local transportation and transit
improvements throughout Contra Costa County.

The opportunity for-a Countywide transportation agency to
place this fee before the voters was authorized last year by the
passage of Senate Bill 83, authored by Senator Loni Hancock.
The Vehicle Registration Fee could help counties provide
additional local funding for their transportation needs. Contra
Costa County has very significant unfunded transportation
needs, and this fee would provide funding to meet some of
those needs.

The Vehicle Registration Fee would be a key part of an overall
strategy to develop a balanced, well thought-out program that
improves transportation and transit for our residents and has
the potential to generate up to $8.5 million per year.

The Vehicle Registration Fee could fund programs that:

= Repair and maintain our local streets and roads.

= Make pubhc fransportation easier to use and more efficient.

= Make it easier to get to work or school, whether driving or
using public transportation.

= Result in the reduction of pollution from cars and trucks.
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Vehicle Registration Fee
Expenditure Plan

HESINI I Sasee

During the spring and summer of 2010,

CCTA will develop a Vehicle Registration Fee
Expenditure Plan, based on broad public
input that articulates how the funds generated
will be used. The Vehicle Registration Fee
Expenditure Plan would have the following
spexific benefits:

u Al of the money raised by the Vehicle
Registration Fee would be used exclusively
for transportation in Contra Costa County &
and none of it can be taken by the State. 2

é Help fund roadway repairs and o
maintenance that make our roads safer for %
vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. R

= Provide investments that will help to credte
a smarter, more efficient transportation
system. o

= Establish a refiable source of funding
to help fund ritical local transportation
programs.

e e A5t e P e Top RO B AL TR I
S e T e YIS, g T WO R P e

T

There must be a relationship between the
people who pay the Vehicle Registration Fee
and the programs the Vehicle Registration
Fee funds are used to fund.

N IRNPARE

PR ST

Opportunities for Public Input

CCTA.will hold a public workshop on

Monday, May 24. CCTA will notify the
public about this workshops and the VRF 5
process through newspaper notices and ‘
e-mail notification. In addition, as part of the
outreach process, CCTA staff will be available

to make presentations to City Councils,

and to meet with other key agencies and
stakeholder groups. Finally, the meetings

of the Advisory Committee, the Regional
Transportation Planning Committees, the
Administration & Projects Committee, and

the full Authority Board are all open to the
public. All meetings, meeting materials, and
project documents will be available on the

CCTA website (www.ccta.net). The datesand &
times of curréntly-scheduled public meetings -
are shown to the right. :

G aw L ae e e B 4 e

Vehicle Registration Fee Public Meetings

Date  Time  Meeting
. CCTA VRF Advisory
4230 1000am Lot
West Contra Costa
4300 8:00am  Transportation Advisory
Committee (WCCTAC)
. Southwest Area
5/3/10 300pm  Transportation
Committee (SWAT)
. CCTA Administration &
5610 830am Projects Committee
Transportation
! Partnership and
51300 9:00am Cooperation
(TRANSPAC)
51310 630pm  TRANSPLAN
519/10  600pm  CCTA Authority Board
, CCTAVRF Advisory .
5/21/10 10:00 am ~ Committee .
502410 630pm  Public Workshop
. CCTA Administration &
- 6310 830 am Projects Committee
61610 6:00pm  CCTA Authority Board
. . CCTA Administration &
ho 8:30am Projects Committea
Public Hearing before
7/2/10  6:00pm  the CCTA Authority
Board

Location

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hifl ’

San Pablo City Coundil Chambers

13831 San Pablo Avenue
San Pablo

Lafayette City Offices

3675 Mt. Diablo Boulevard
Conference Room 240 or 265
L afayette

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

City of Pleasant Hill Community Room
-100 Gregory Lane

Pleasant Hill

" Tri Delta Transit building

801 -Wilbur Avenue
Antioch

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

CCTA Offices

. 3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,

Pleasant Hilt

PMI building
3003 Oak Road, Walnut Creek
(across from Pleasant Hill BART) °

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

CCTA Offices
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

I o T
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| 4.A.15 November 2010 Ballot Measure
~ in Contra Costa:

Vehicle Registration Fee Increase to Fund
. | Transportation Programs and Projects

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
April 21,2010

L

Vehicle Registration Fee Ballot Measure

SRl R A R e R TN e S e S R GO R S S R e R s R s e]
2009’s Senate Bill 83 (Hancock) enables County CMAs to place a measure on the
ballot that increases the vehicle registration fee by up to ten dollars per registered
vehicle.

» At the $10 level, this would generate approximately $8.5 million in Contra Costa
County.

» The fee may fund these transportation programs and projects:

Transit technology

Bicycle and pedestrian projects
‘Highway operations improvements
Local streets and roads

Transit service expansion

Pollution mitigation

Match state bond funds

v v vV vV v v W

»  The measure may pass by simple majority vote.

» The fees collected must only pay for programs and projects that bear a relationship
or benefit to those paying the fee.

5=1



Vehicle Registration Fee Ballot Measure

Telephone Survey of likely
Contra Costa County November 2010 voters

Presentation of Results

Conducted for:
Contra Costa Transportation Authority

EMC Research, Inc.
436 14th Street, Suite 820
Oakland, CA 94612

(510) 844-0680

EMC 10-4203




Methodology

» Telephone Survey of likely November
2010 voters in Contra Costa County As' with  any, opinion research, the
. . ' release of selected figures froni this
» 804 completed interviews report without the analysis that
» Margin of error +3.5 percentage points explains their meaning would be
) damaging to EMC. Therefore, EMC
» Conducted April 8-15, 2010 reserves the right to correct any
> Interviews conducted by trained, misleading release of this data'in

any medium through the release of

professional interviewers S

Please note that due to rounding,
percentages may not add.up to
exactly [00%

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Conclusions

PRl s , o
> A $10VRF ballot measure in Contra Costa County is supported by a majority of likely
voters.
> Women, Democrats, and younger voters are the most supportive. The East county is the least
supportive.
It is not necessary to lower the dollar amount or insert additional accountability measures to
pass.

Repairing local streets and roads is paramount.
»  Other programs are supported, including enabling safe and convenient biking, walking, and transit
riding, qualifying for state funding, and reducing commute hour traffic.

Voters see a need for increased funding for transportation.
The perception of need is greatest in both East and West County, where four out of five voters
believe there is at least some need for money for transportation.

As in other counties, keeping the money local is the key message.
Over half of the county’s likely voters are much more likely to vote for the measure once they
hear that it will stay in the county.

Messaging does little to move the vote.
» Positive messaging does move the vote up slightly, but negative messages bring it back to where
it started, at just over half supporting the measure.

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Contra Costa County

LAMORINDA
8%
' Sntia Cos(aies,

~
\ Danville:
Lo’ O !

£ iSouT

Contra Costa Transporiation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Current support
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Additional transportation funding needed.
EEmws s s e S s s

Thinking about Contra Costa County’s transportation network, including streets, roads, and public transit, would you
say that there is a great need for additional funding, some need, a little need, or no real need for additional funding?

(Q12)

@ Great need = Some need - Don’t know Little need = No need

[
76%

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

The east and west regions of the county

express the greatest need for funding

Thinking about Contra Costa County’s transportation network, including streets, roads, and public transit, would you
say that there is a great need for additional funding, some need, a little need, or no real need for additional funding?

(Q12)

1 Great need Some need * Don’t know - Little need ' No need

. Overall (100%)
East (23%)

West (20%)
Lamorinda (8%)
Central (33%)

South (16%)

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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On the initial vote, a majority supports a
$10 Vehicle Registration Fee

Shall a local vehicle registration fee of ten
dollars be established and proceeds directed
to repairing and maintaining local streets and
roads; improving traffic flow, safety, and public
transportation efficiency; with expenditures
subject to strict monitoring and with all
revenues staying in Contra Costa County?

"No

Undecided

Would you vote “Yes” to approve this measure,
or “No” to reject it? (Q14)

@ Yes

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

5=13

Comparison of $10 VLF measures

1No

Undecided

1 Yes

Contra Costa San Francisco Marin Alameda

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




Support for the parks surcharge and the

registration fee is nearly identical
e e ]

“"No

Undecided

M Yes

$10 Registration Fee $18 License Surcharge

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Initial support for a measure is highest

among women under 50

If this measure [$10 vehicle registration fee] were on the ballot today,
would you vote “Yes” to approve this measure, or “No” to reject it? (Q14)

© % Yes

Bubble size represents proportion of demographic group

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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The measure has the lowest support in the

eastern region of the county
If this measure [$10 vehicle registration fee] were on the ballot today,
would you vote “Yes” to approve this measure, or “No” to reject it? (Q14)

O Vote

Bubble size represents proportion of demographic group

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Women are more supportive than men
across all regions of the county

If this measure [$10 vehicle registration fee] were on the allot today,
would you vote “Yes” to approve this measure, or “No” to reject it? (Q14)

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




Information and price sensitivity

Lower fee/review do not improve proposal
T T

Would [measure] make you more likely to vote Yes to approve.a vehicle registration fee? (Q15-Q17)

= Yes Undecided @ No

Initial Vote 10 Year Expenditure Review ~ 20Year Sunset $8 Fee Instead of $10

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Priorities

5-16

The top priority for funding is road repair
and maintenance

I am going to read you a list of things the [$10VRF] measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how high of
a priority it should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should
' not be a priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q1 9-29)

5 -Very high priority 14  3/Don'tknow 2 il -Nota priority atall ~ Mean

|
|

Repairing and maintaining local

streets and roads 21% 5%‘:{8%- 388
Projects that make it easier and -
safer for people to walk, bicycle, 10% 3.57
and take public transit
Projects that help the county to 7% 3.55
get state funds for transportation i
Improving access to public 8% 3.50
transportation & ‘

Contra Costa Transportation Auchority
EMC 10-4247




The fact that the projects have already been
approved is not particularly compelling to voters
| am going to read you a list of things the [$10 VRF] measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how high of

a priority it should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should
not be a priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q19-29)

M 5 -Very high priority 4 3/Don't know 2 1 -Nota priority atall ~ Mean

Encouraging programs that will
reduce commute hour traffic

©22% 197

Installing smart traffic signal

technology 3.38

2% - 9%

Projects that have already been
approved by the voters but lack
sufficient funds

336

30% 9%

Supporting housing and jobs near

public transportation 334

2% - 9%8

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Express buses and pollution reduction are
not voter priorities

SRR a e TR S|

I am going to read you a list of things the [$10 VRF] measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how high of

a priority it should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should
not be a priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q 9-29)

5 -Very high priority 74 3/Don't know 2 11 -Nota priority atall ~ Mean

Programs that reduce pollution
from cars and trucks

2% 10% 20% 329

Programs that reduce pollution

% 326
from storm water runoff :

27% %

Expanding the express bus system
along our busiest highways

29% 0 2% &

17% 3.9

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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East County Expenditure Priorities

A U, S M T M e SR s SR

L

Id like to read you a list of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how a high a priority it
should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a
priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q9-29)

» East County

»|.Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads (3.96)

» 3. Projects that help the county to get state funds for transportation
(3.57)

Mean average: |=Nota priority to 5=Véry high priority

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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South County Expenditure Priorities

Id like to read you a st of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how a high a priority it
should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a
priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q19-29)

» South County

I. Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads (3.68)

2. Projects that help make it easier and safer for people to wallk, bicycle,
and take public transit to the places they need to go (3.61)

3. Projects that help the county to get state funds for transportation
(3.57)

Mean average: |=Not a priority. to 5=Very high priority

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




Central County Expenditure Priorities

= = S et S T e Tron iR

Id like to read you a list of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how a high a priority it
should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a
priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q1 9-29)

» Central County

» |.Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads (3.87)

2. Projects that help make it easier and safer for people to walk, bicycle,
and take public transit to the places they need to go (3.61)

5 SO WRR)| o BT - | < [
~o COaiImilitTe ngilir v 1T ilren
» commuute hour traic, ke

Mean average: 1=Not a priority to 5=Very high priority

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

West County Expenditure Priorities

Id like to read you a list of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how a high a priority it
should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a
priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q9-29)

LERva

> West County

I. Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads (3.92)

» 2. Projects that help make it easier and safer for people to walk, bicycle,
and take public transit to the places they need to go (3.64)

3. Improving access to public transportation (3.64)

Mean average: 1=Not a priority to 5=Very high priority

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Lamorinda Expenditure Priorities

O e »
Id like to read you a list of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how a high a priority it
should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a
priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority. (Q19-29)

» Lamorinda

+I. Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads (3.97)

2. Projects that help the county to get state funds for transportation
(3.65)

3. Projects that help make it easier and safer for people to walk, bicycle,
and take public transit to the places they need to go (3.53)

Mean_iéverﬁgg:i I=Not a priority to 5=Very high priority

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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That the revenue would stay local is the
most persuasive message for a measure

First, | will read you some statements from people who are in favor of the measure. After each statement, please

tell me if it would make you much more likely to support the measure or somewhat more likely to support the
measure, or if it makes no difference. (Q30-36)

# Much more likely to support © Somewhat more likely to support
No difference/Don't know # More likely to oppose

All of the money will stay in Contra
Costa County, and can not be taken
away by the State

This measure will reduce pollution and
improve our air and water quality

The money from this measure will pay |
for much-needed road improvements

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

The fact that the projects have already been
approved 150t particularly compeling o vatets

After each statement, please tell me if it would make you much more likely to support the measure or somewhat
more likely to support the measure, or if it makes no difference. (Q39-46)

Much more likely to support “ Somewhat more likely to support
No difference/Don't know " More likely to oppose

Make our roads safer for pedestrians and
bike riders

This measure will lay the groundwork for
more efficient transportation systems

This measure will make it easier for
residents to get where they are going by
walking or biking

This measure will help pay for projects the
voters have already approved but which now
lack sufficient funding

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Support rises to 61% after
positive messages

Given what you have just heard,
would you now vote yes to
approve or no to reject a
measure that reads:

1 No

Shall a local vehicle
registration fee of ten
dollars be established and
proceeds directed to repairing
and maintaining local streets and
roads; improving traffic flow,
safety, and public transportation
efficiency; with expenditures
subject to strict monitoring and
with all revenues staying in
Contra Costa County? (Q37)

Undecided

M Yes

Initial: $10 After positive
messages

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Lack of a sunset is the most compelling

message against the measure.
SRR 52|
After each statement, please tell me if it would make you much more likely to oppose the measure or somewhat
more likely to oppose the measure, or if it makes no difference. (Q38-44)

Much more likely to oppose * Somewhat more likely to oppose
No difference/Don't know More likely to support

This measure means the county gets to
collect this fee forever, without ever having
to come back to the voters for a renewal

We are already paying taxes for local street
and road improvements. The county needs
to do a better job managing the money

The people who will actually pay this fee
won't see much benefit

With the current economy and the State
budget crisis, people just can’t afford to pay
more taxes and fees

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




The crowded ballot scenario is not viewed as
a reason to keep from running a measure

After each statement, please tell me if it would make you much more likely to oppose the measure or somewhat
more likely to oppose the measure, or if it makes no difference. (Q38-44)

@ Much more likely to oppose  Somewhat more likely to oppose
No difference/Don't know : 5 More likely to support

This measure is just the first step in the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s
plans to regularly increase fees.

Most of the money from this measure will
go toward streets and roads, not public
transportation and other green transit

options

November’s ballot is likely to have lots of
other revenue measures competing for

57% 3
our tax dollars :

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Even after all negative messages, support

returns to the initial level

Given everything you have just heard, would you now vote yes to approve or no to oppose the measure? (Q45)

1 No

Undecided

 Yes

———

Initial Vote After positive After negative
messages messages

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Attitudes and perceptions

Just one-third of voters think that things in the
county are on the right track

Do you think things in Contra Costa County are generally going in the right direction, or do you feel that things are
pretty seriously off on the wrong track? (Q4)

5-24

11 Wrong track

— Don't know

i1 Right
direction

2001 2003 2004 2010

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




Voters in East County are most pessimistic

about the county

Do you think things in Contra Costa County are generally going in the right direction, or do you feel that things are
pretty seriously off on the wrong track? (Q4)

® Right direction ~ Don't know ®Wrong track

2%

9%
21%

Overall (100%)
Central (33%)

South (16%)

Lamorinda (8%) 2%
West (20%) T
East (23%) 20%

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Half of county voters are inclined not to
raise taxes -

Rigges ]

Which of the following is closer to your opinion: (Q18)

-

Taxes are already high enough; Il vote |
against any increase in taxes.

Itis crucial to have high quality roads and
public transit, even if it means raising 38%
taxes.

Both/Neither/Don't know | 13%

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Anti-tax sentiment is highest in East county

and lowest in Lamorinda
—Ej

Which of the following is closer to your opinion: (Q18)

| . { i

1 Taxes are already high Overall (100%)
enough; I'll vote against
any increase in taxes.

East (23%)

o 14 I
i
[ 123 T
L 15%
o I

Both/Neither/Don't kno
nEnow South (16%)

Central (33%)

# It is crucial to have high

quality roads and public West (20%)
transit, even if it means
raising taxes. -

Lamorinda (8%)

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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The measure is not invulnerable as some
supporters are hesitant to support a tax increase

» Based on the votes in the survey and responses to question |8 (Taxes are already
high enough; I'll vote against any increase in taxes. OR It is crucial to have high
quality roads and public transit, even if it means raising taxes.), voters were
divided into three groups:

» Base yes (%): Supportive and not anti-tax
> Yes, but anti-tax (%): Supportive but anti-tax
» Likely no (%): Unlikely to support a measure, even with information

I Base yes i Yes, but anti-tax i Likely no

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247




Ratings of traffic
EesomEamE T e T e e e

Using a scale of excellent, good, only fair, or poor, how would you rate each of the following in
Contra Costa County? (Q5-11)

mExcellent ©“ Good = Only Fair i Poor Don't Know/ Can't Rate

Traffic on local streets . g
and roads

Traffic on the roads and
freeways in your area

Traffic on freeways

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247

Ratings of road conditions
EE TS eaTETERCe S et e e e e L

Using a scale of excellent, good, only fair, or poor, how would you rate each of the fo”owing in
Contra Costa County? (Q5-11)

i Excellent Good  Only Fair 71 Poor Don't know/ Can't Rate

The condition of
freeways

Condition of local streets
and roads

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
EMC 10-4247
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Recommendation & Other Considerations

MR R |

» The recomrﬁendatlon of CCTA staff and consultants |§ to move forward
with the next steps to develop an expenditure plan for a $10VRF ballot
measure in Contra Costa County for November 2010.

It will be important that consensus develop around an expenditure plan that is
generally consistent with the survey results.

» Other considerations:

Timing

Cost

Context

Passing the measure sooner means the money is available sooner.

The cost of the ballot measure is constant.

A better ballot may never come.

There are potential synergies with other Bay Area counties in
November 2010, both in message and collaborative communications.

Threshold  Current law allows for creation of a local VRF by simple majority.

5-28

Next Steps

Aprll 21
April 23
April 30
May 3
May 6
May I3
May 13
May 19
May 21
May 24 or 25
June 3

June 16
July |
July 21

August 6

Authorlty Board meetlng
Advisory committee meeting
WCCTAC meeting

SWAT meeting

APC meeting

TRANSPLAN meeting
TRANSPAC meeting
Authority Board meeting
Advisory committee meeting
Public workshop

APC meeting

Authority Board meeting
APC meeting
Authority Board meeting

Last day to place measure on the
ballot

All events are opportunities for public input.

Presentat«on of survey results

Develop expenditure plan options

Gather input on expenditure plan options

Gather input on expenditure plan options

Review expenditure plan options

Gather input on expenditure plan options

Gather input on expenditure plan options

Approve expenditure plan options

Recommend expenditure plan

Gather input on expenditure plan options

Review draft expenditure plan, ballot language, nexus
study findings

Approve draft expenditure plan, ballot language, nexus
study findings

Review final expenditure plan, ballot language, nexus
study findings

Public hearing; Approve final expenditure plan, ballot
language, nexus study findings

None should be required




" 811 First Avenue 436 14t Steat 3857 N. High Strear
MARKET Suffe 451 Suite £20 Suts 302
& OPINION- Seatfle, WA 98104 Oalland, CA 94612 Columibsus, OH 43214
RESEARCH , [206) 652-2454 12t {510} 8440680 1 1614} 2681660 T

SERVICES {206} 652-5022 ax {510} 844060 kax EfCresecrch.com

Telephone Survey of Contra Costa County Voters
n=804; margin of error +3.5% ,
Interviews conducted April 8 — April 15, 2010
EMC #10-4247

Hello, my name is , may | speak with (NAME ON LIST). (SPEAK TO NAME ON LIST ONLY)

Hello, my name is , and I'm conducting a survey for EMC Research to find out how people in
your area feel about some of the different issues facing them. We are not trying to sell anything, and are
collecting this information on a scientific and completely confidential basis.

1. SEX (Record from observation) _
Male 46%
Female 54%
2. Are you registered to vote at your current address?
Yes—> CONTINUE 100%
No~> TERMINATE 0%
3. I know it’s a long ways off, but what do you think are the chances that you will vote in the

November 2010 statewide general election for Governor and other candidates and issues — are
you almost certain to vote, will you probably-vote, are the chances 50/50, or will you likely not
vote in that election?

Almost Certain - CONTINUE A 86%
Probably = CONTINUE 10%
50/50 Chance = CONTINUE 3%
Will not vote/(Don't Know) = TERMINATE ' 0%
4, Do you think things in Contra Costa County are generally going in the right direction, or do you
feel that things are pretty seriously off on the wrong track?
Right Direction 36%
Wrong Track 43%
(Don't Know) 21%

Using a scale of excellent, good, 6nly fair, or-poor, how would you rate each of the following in Contra
Costa County?
SCALE:

| 1.Excellent | 2. Good | 3.0nlyfair | 4. Pbor | 5. (Don't.know)|

BEFORE EACH QUESTION: The (first/next) one is...

AFTER EACH QUESTION AS NECESSARY: How would you rate <ITEM>, using a scale of excellent, good,
only fair, or poor? ' :

(RANDOMIZE Q5-Q11)

5. Traffic on local streets and roads; .

4% 42% 35% 17% 1%
6. Traffic on freeways; '

1% 24% 36% 38% 2%
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EMC 10-4247 ‘ Contra Costa County Survey o -2-

| 1.Excellent | 2. Good | 3.0nlyfair | 4. Poor | 5. (Don’t know) |

7. The condition of local streets and roads
3% 33% 35% 28% : 1%
8. The condition of freeways
3%. 37% 34% 25% 1%
9, BART -
14% 46% 18% 7% 14%
10. Public bus transit )
' 2% 20% 21% 14% C43% ‘
11. Traffic on the roads and freeways in your area, as compared with other parts of Contra Costa
‘County
4% 34% 34% 24% , 4%
12. Thinking about Contra Costa County’s transportation network, including streets, roads, and

public transit, would you say that there is a great need for additional funding, some need, a little
need, or no real need for additional funding?

Great need 37%
Some need 39%
Little need 10%
No need 10%
(Don'tknow) - 4%

I'd like to read you a few different measures that may be on your ballot sometime soon.

AFTER EACH QUESTION AS NECESSARY: Would you vote “Yes” to approve this measure, or “No” to
reject it? (IF YES/NO: Would you definitely vote “Yes”/”No,” or would you probably vote “Yes”/”No”?)
(IF UNDECIDED/DON'T KNOW: Toward which way do you lean — toward voting “Yes” to approve, or
toward voting “No” to reject?)

(DO NOT RANDOMIZE)

SCALE for Q13-Q17:

1. Definitely 2. Probably 3. (Lean yes) 4, Definitely 5. Probably 6. (Lean no) |.7.Undecided

yes yes no no /Don’t know

13. The first one would establish an eighteen dollar annual vehicle license surcharge to help fund
State Parks and wildlife programs, and grant free admission to all state parks to surcharged
vehicles. It would require that funds be used solely to operate, maintain and repair the state
park system, and to protect wildlife and natural resources. Commercial vehicles and trailers
would be exempt from the surcharge. )

26% 26% 2% 24% 16% 2% 4%
- — g S - — g

53% : 43%
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14,

15,

16.

17.

18.

1. Definitely 2. Probably 3. (Lean yes) 4, Definitely 5. Probably 6.(Leanno) | 7. Undecided

yes yes no no /Don’t know

The next one is...

Shall a focal vehicle registration fee of ten dollars be established and proceeds directed to
repairing and maintaining local streets and roads; improving traffic flow, safety, and public
transportation efficiency; with expenditures subject to strict monitoring and with all revenues
staying in Contra Costa County?

24% 28% 2% 27% 16% 1% 3%
~— — — ~— — g
54% 44%

Thinking about the second measure | read, the county vehicle registration fee measure, what if
the expenditure plan for the funds generated by the measure was thoroughly reviewed and
updated every ten years by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority, which is made up of local
elected officials from all across Contra Costa County?

15% 29% 2% 27% . 18% 2% 6%
~— —~— — ~— —~ —
47% 47%

As an alternative, what if the county vehicle registration fee measure expired after twenty years
and could not be continued without another vote on the fee and the expenditure plan?

16% 23% 2% 28% 22% 3% 6%
— — _——— ~— — '
41% 53%
Instead of ten dollars, what if the fee was eight dollars?
23% 25% 2% 28% 17% 2% 3%
— — — — g
50% ' 47%

Which of the following is closer to your opinion: (ROTATE 1 & 2; Read “OR” between first and
second statement)

" Taxes are already high enough; I'll vote against any increase in taxes. 49%
It is crucial to have high quality roads and public transit, even if it means raising taxes  38%
(Both) 4%
(Neither) 4%
(Don’t Know) 6%
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I'd like to ask you a few more questions about the last measure | read to you, to establish a ten dollar
vehicle registration fee in Contra Costa County for roads, traffic, transit, and safety improvements. am
going to read you a list of things the measure might pay for. For each one, please tell me how high of a
priority it should be to pay for with the revenues. Please use a scale from one to five, where one means
it should not be a priority at all and five means it should be a very high priority;

(RANDOMIIZE Q19-Q29)

BEFORE EACH QUESTION: The (first/next) one is...

AFTER EACH QUESTION AS NECESSARY: How high of a priority should it be to pay for with the
revenues? Use a scale from one to five, where one means it should not be a priority at all and five
means it should be a very high priority.

SCALE: 1 2 2 4 5 i 6 i Mean

Not a priority at all “Very high priority ] {DK)
19. Improving access to public transportation

13% 8% 24% 23% 30% 2% 3.50
20. Expanding the express bus system along our busiest highways

17% 12% 25% 22% 20% ' 4% 3.19
21. Repairing and maintaining local streets and roads

| 8% 5% 20% 25%  41% 1% 3.88
22. Encouraging programs that will reduce commute hour traffic, like telecommuting and ride
sharing

15% 9% 20% 24% 31% 2% ‘ 3.48
23, Supporting housing and jobs near public transportation

18% 9% 21% ' 23% 28% 1% 3.34
24, Improving traffic flow on our busiest roads by installing smart tréffic signal technology

15% 9% 25% 23% 26% 2% 3.38
25. Programs that reduce pollution from cars and trucks

20%  10% 20% 18%  31% 1% 320
26. Programs that reduce pollution from storm water runoff from streets and roads '

15% 13% 25% 19% 25% 2% 3.26

27. Projects that help the county to get state funds for transportation
13% 7% 23% 24% 31% 2% , 3.55

28. Projects that have already been approved by the voters but lack sufficient funds due to the.
downturn in the economy
. 14% 9% 25% 23% 24% 5% 3.36
29. Projects that help make it easier and safer for people to walk, bicycle, and take public transit to
the places they need to go
13%  10% 18% 23%  34% 1% 3.57



EMC 10-4247 Contra Costa County Survey -5-

I’'m going to read you some statements being made by people both in favor of and against the measure.
First, I will read you some statements from people who are in favor of the measure. After each
statement, please tell me if it would make you much more likely to support the measure or somewhat
more likely to support the measure, or if it makes no difference.

AFTER EACH QUESTION: Does that make you much more likely to support the measure, somewhat
more likely to support it, or does it make no difference?

(RANDOMIZE Q30-Q36)

SCALE: . A
1. Much more 2. Somewhat 3. More likely to 4. No difference | 5.Don’t know
likely to support more likely to oppose ‘
support
30. All of the money this measure provides will stay right here in Contra Costa County, and none of
it can be taken away by the State
54% 20% 2% 22% 1%
31. All of the street repairs and maintenance covered by this measure will make our roads safer for
pedestrians and bike riders
30% 31% 3% 35% 2%
32. This measure will lay the groundwork for more efficient transportation system in our érea, so

that we can use state-of-the-art technologies to manage traffic flow instead of constantly
widening roads and freeways

27% 31% 3% 37% 2%
33. This measure will help pay for projects the voters have already approved but which, due to the
economic downturn, now lack sufficient funding from Contra Costa’s transportation sales tax
20% 27% 5% 46% 3%
34, Contra Costa County and its cities have some of the worst roads in the Bay Area; the money
from this measure will pay for much-needed road improvements
33% 26% 4% 35% 2%
35. This measure will result in Contra Costa residents spending less time in their cars and making it
easier for them to get where they are going by walking or biking
29% 24% 4% 42% 1%
36. This measure will reduce pollution and improve our air and water quality
35% 28% 3% 33% 1%
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37.

Given what you have just heard, would you now vote yes to approve or no to reject a measure
that reads: '

Shall a local vehicle registration fee of ten dollars be established and proceeds directed to
repairing and maintaining local streets and roads; improving traffic flow, safety, and public
transportation efficiency; with expenditures subject to strict monitoring and with all revenues .
staying in Contra Costa County?

(IF YES/NO: Would you definitely vote “Yes”/”No,” or would you probably vote “Yes”/”No”?)

(IF UNDECIDED/DON’T KNOW: Toward which way do you lean — toward voting “Yes” to

approve, or toward voting “No” to reject?) , -
Definitely yes , 30%

Probably yes ' 28%
(Lean yes) ‘ 2% 61%
Definitely no ' 23%
Probably no : ki 12%
(Lean no) 3% 37%
(Undecided/Don’t know) 2%

Now I'll read you some statements from people who are opposed to the measure. After each
statement, please tell me if it would make you much more likely to oppose the measure or somewhat
more likely to oppose the measure, or if it makes no difference.

AFTER EACH QUESTION: Does that make you much more likely to oppose the measure, somewhat
more likely to oppose it, or does it make no difference?
(RANDOMIZE Q38-Q44)

SCALE:
1. Much more 2. Somewhat 3. More likely to 4, No difference 5. Don’t know
" likely to oppose more likely to support
oppose
38.  We are already paying both a gas tax and a sales tax for local street and road improvements.

39.

41.

The county needs to do a better job managing the money we are already giving them
33% 20% 6% 38% 2%

With the current economy and the State budget crisis, people just can’t afford to pay more taxes
and fees

27% 16% 5% 50% 1%

The people who will actually pay this fee won’t see much benefit — much of the money will end
up going to projects that won’t help drivers

28% 19% 4% 47% 3%

Most of the money from this measure will go toward streets and roads. This continues to leave .
public transportation and other green transit options struggling for funding

19% 22% 3% 54% ' 2%




EMC 10-4247 Contra Costa County Survey ‘ . -7-

1. Much more 2. Somewhat 3. More likely to 4. No difference 5. Don’t know
likely to oppose more likely to support
oppose
42, This measure is just the first step in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s plans to

regularly increase fees. If we pass this measure, we’ll surely be asked to approve some other
kind of fee in the next election

27% 15% 4% 53% 3%
43, November’s ballot is likely to have lots of other revenue measures competing for our tax dollars,

including a state vehicle registration fee for state parks as well as local school parcel taxes and
bond measures

21% 19% 3% 55% 2%

44, This measure means the county gets to collect this fee forever, without ever having to come
back to the voters for a renewal ’
38% : 22% 4% ' 35% 2%
45. Sometimes in a survey like this, people change their minds. Given everything you have just

heard, would you now vote yes to approve or no to reject a measure that reads:

Shall a local vehicle registration fee of ten dollars be established and proceeds directed to
repairing and maintaining local streets and roads; improving traffic flow, safety, and public
transportation efficiency; with expenditures subject to strict monitoring and with all revenues
staying in Contra Costa County?

(IF YES/NO: Would you definitely vote “Yes”/”No,” or would you probably vote “Yes”/”No”?)
(IF UNDECIDED/DON’'T KNOW: Toward which way do you lean — toward voting “Yes” to
approve, or toward voting “No” to reject?)

Definitely yes 24%
Probably yes . ' 28%
(Lean yes) 2% 55%
Definitely no 26%
Probably no : 14%
(Lean no) 2% 43%
(Undecided/Don’t know) 3%

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions for statistical purposes only.

46. In terms of your job status, are you employed, unemployed but looking for work, retired, a
student, or a homemaker?
Employed > ASK Q47 48%
Unemployed = SKIP TO Q48 10%
Retired - SKIP TO Q48 : 29%
Student = SKIP TO Q48 4%
Homemaker - SKIP TO Q48 6%
(Other) - SKIP TO Q48 1%
(Don't know) = SKIP TO Q48 ' 1%
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(ASK Q47 IF Q46=1 - “Employed”)
47.  Inwhat city do you work? (OPEN-ENDED, ONE RESPONSE, DO NOT READ LIST)

Antioch 5%
Berkeley ‘ 3%
Brentwood 1%
Clayton 1%
Concord 9%
“Danville ' 3%
El Cerrito 2%
Fremont , ‘ v 1%
Hayward . 1%
Hercules 0%
Lafayette 2%
Moraga 1%
Martinez . 5%
Oakland | 5%
Oakley 2%
Orinda ’ 2%
Pittsburg 2%
Pleasant Hill v 2%
Pleasanton . 2%
Pinole | 1%
Richmond 5%
Sacramento ' 0%
San Francisco ' 8%
San Jose ~ » 1%
San Pablo 1%
San Ramon 7%
Walnut Creek " 11%
Other (specify ) ' 15%
Refused/Don’t know . : 3%
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(RESUME ASKING EVERYONE)

For each of the following, please answer Yes or No.

SCALE:

Contra Costa County Survey

| 1.Yes | 2. No

3. Don’t know/Refused | V

Do you or does anyone in your household...

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

Ride a bicycle to school or work?

11% 88%
Ride a bus to school or work?

13% 86%
Ride Bart to school or work?

21% 78%
Carpool to school or work?

19% 80%
Drive alone to school or work?

63% 36%

How many motor vehicles are currently registered at your address with the California DMV?
Please include all cars, trucks, motorcycles, RVs, and other vehicles that are required to register
with the DMV. (RECORD ACTUAL NUMBER; 99=Refused/Don’t know)

Mean

0

1

2-3

4-5

More than 5
Refused

Do you rent or own your home or apartment?
Rent/other
Own/buying
(Don't know/Refused)

What is the last grade you completed in school?
Some grade school
Some high school
Graduated High School
Technical/Vocational
Some College
Graduated College
Graduate/Professional
(Don't Know/Refused)

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2.47

2%
21%
57%
15%

3%

2%

15%
82%
3%

1%
3%
15%
1%
25%
37%
17%
2%
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_56. Would you consider yourself to be Black/African-American, White/Caucasian, Hispanic/Latino,

EMC 10-4247

Contra Costa County Survey

Chinese, other Asian, Pacific Islander or Filipino, bi-racial, multi-racial or something else?

57. In what year were you born? (Do not read categories, code as appropriate) -

Party

5-38

Region

Black/African-American

White/Caucasian
Hispanic/Latino
Chinese

Other Asian

Pacific Islander / Filipino

Bi-Racial
Multi-Racial
Other

1935 or earlier {75+)
1936-1940 (70-74)
1941-1945 (65-69)
1946-1950 (60-64)
1951-1955 (55-59)
1956-1960 (50-54)
1961-1965 (45-49)
1966-1970 (40-44)
1971-1975 (35-39)
1976-1980 (30-34)
1981-1985 (25-29)
1986-1992 (18-24)
(Refused)

Democrat
Republican
DTS/Other

East

South
Central
West
LaMorinda

Supervisorial District

District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5

Permanent Absentee Voter

Yes

THANK YOU!

7%
69%
6%
2%
3%
1%
2%
2%
8%

10%
8%
7%

11%
9%

12%

10%
8%
6%
3%
4%
6%
6%

50%
29%
22%

20%
15%
36%
21%

7%

16%-

22%
26%
21%
15%

51%
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CHAPTER 554 .

FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE OCTOBER 11, 2009
APPROVED BY GOVERNOR OCTOBER 11, 2009

PASSED THE SENATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2009

PASSED THE ASSEMBLY SEPTEMBER 9, 2009

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY SEPTEMBER 4, 2009

INTRODUCED BY Senator Hancock

JANUARY 20, 2009

_An act to add Section 65089.20 to the Government Code, and to add

Section 9250.4 to the Vehicle Code, relating to traffic congestion.
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 83, Hancock. Traffic congestion: motor vehicle registration

fees,

Existing law provides for the imposition by certain districts and

local agencies of fees on the registration of motor vehicles in

certain areas of the state that are in addition to the basic vehicle
registration fee collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles for
specific limited purposes.

The bill would authorize a countywide transportation planning
agency, by a majority vote of the agency's board, to impose an annual
fee of up to $10 on motor vehicles registered within the county for
programs and projects for certain purposes. The bill would require
voter approval of the measure, The bill would require the department,
if requested, to collect the additional fee and distribute the net
revenues to the agency, after deduction of specified costs, and would
limit the agency's administrative costs to not more than 5% of the
distributed fees. The bill would require that the fees collected may
be used only to pay for programs and projects bearing a relationship
or benefit to the owners of motor vehicles paying the fee and are
consistent with a regional transportation plan, and would require the
agency's board to make a specified finding of fact in that regard.

The bill would require the governing board of the countywide
transportation planning agency to adopt a specified expenditure plan.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALI FORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. (2) The Legislature finds and declares all of the
following: .
{1) Motor vehicle congestion negatively impacts businesses and

.commuters, inhibits the efficient movement of goods, and elevates




pollutants that impact the quality of the state’s air,

(2) There are transportation improvements that will reduce
congestion, including thosé that improve signal coordination,

traveler information systems, intelligent transportation systems,
highway operational improvements, and public transit service
expansions.

(3) There are measures available to lessen the impact of motor
vehicle-related pollution, including congestion management programs,
stormwater runoff best management practices, and transportation
control measures aimed at reducing air pollution.

{b) It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a program

that allows countywide transportation planning agencies or their
counterparts to address congestion through transportation services
and improvements and to mitigate the impacts of motor vehicles on air
and water quality, and improve the business climate and natural
environment.

SEC. 2. Section 65089.20 is added to the Govermment Code, to read:

65089.20. (a) A countywide transportation planning agency may

place a majority vote-ballot measure before the voters of the county
to authorize an increase in the fees of motor vehicle registration in
the county for transportation-related projects and programs
described in this chapter. The agency may impose an additional fee of
up to ten dollars (§10) on each motor vehicle registered within the
county. The ballot measure resolution shall be adopted by a majority
vote of the governing board of the countywide transportation planning
agency at a noticed public hearing. The resolution shall also

contain a finding of fact that the projects and programs to be funded
by the fee increase have a relationship or benefit to the persons

who will be paying the fee, and the projects and programs are
consistent with the regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to
"Section 65080, The finding of fact shall require a majority vote of

the governing board at a noticed public hearing.

(b) The ballot measure described in subdivision (a) shall be

submitted to the voters of the county and if approved by the voters

in the county, the increased fee shall apply to the original vehicle
registration occurring on or after six months following the adoption

of the measure by the voters and to a renewal of registration with an
expiration date on or after that six-month period.

(¢) (1) The governing board of the countywide transportation

planning agency shall adopt an expenditure plan allocating the
revenue to transportation-related programs and projects that have a
relationship or benefit to the persons who pay the fee. The
transportation-related programs and projects include, but are not
limited to, programs and projects that have the following purposes:
(A) Providing matching funds for funding made available for
transportation programs and projects from state general obligation
bonds.

(B) Creating or sustaining congestion mitigation programs and
projects. ~ ’

(C) Creating or sustaining pollution mitigation programs and

projects. :

(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1), the following terms have

the following meanings:

(A) "Congestion mitigation programs and projects"” include, but are
not limited to, programs and projects identified in an adopted
congestion management program or county transportation plan; projéects
-and programs to manage congestion, including, for example, -
high-occupancy vehicle or high-occupancy toll lanes; improved transit
services through the use of technology and bicycle and pedestrian
improvements; improved signal coordination, traveler information
systems, highway operational improvements, and local street and road
rehabilitation; and transit service expansion.

(B) "Pollution mitigation programs and projects” include, but are

not limited to, programs and projects carried out by a congestion .
management agency, a regional water quality control board, an air 5-55




pollution control district, an air quality management district, or
another public agency that is carrying out the adopted plan of a
congestion management agency, a regional water quality control board,
an air pollution control district, or an air quality management
district, :

(d) Not more than 5 percent of the fees distributedtoa
countywide transportation planning agency shall be used for
administrative costs associated with the programs and projects.

(e) For purposes of this section, "countywide transportation

planning agency” means the congestion management agency created
pursuant to Chapter 2.6 (commencing with Section 65088) or the agency
designated pursuant to Section 66531 to submit the county
transportation plan.

SEC. 3. Section 9250.4 is added to the Yehicle Cade, to read:
9250.4. (a) The department shall, if requested by a countywide
transportation planning agency, collect the fee imposed pursuant to
Section 65089.20 of the Government Code upon the registration or
renewal of registration of a motor vehicle registered in the county,
except those vehicles that are expressly exempted under this code
from the payment of registration fees.

(b) The countywide transportation planning agency shall pay for

the initial setup and programming costs identified by the department
through a direct contract with the department. Any direct contract
payment by the board shall be repaid, with no restriction on the
funds, to the countywide transportation planning agency as part of
the initial revenues available for distribution.

() (1) After deducting all costs incurred pursuant to this

section, the department shall distribute the net revenues pursuant to
subdivision (a) of Section $65089.20 of the Government Code.’

(2) The costs deducted under paragraph (1) shall not be counted
against the 5-percent administrative cost limit specified in
subdivision (d) of Section 65089.20 of the Government Code,
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6. Contracts for TRANSPAC staff services and 511 Contra Costa Oversight

Summary of Issues: TRANSPAC contracts (usually in two year increments) with Neustadter Associates
for TRANSPAC Staff Services and 511 Contra Costa oversight. The current contracts expire on June 30,
2010.

- Recommendations: The TRANSPAC TAC recommends extension of these contracts for one year with
an option for a second year as part of the 2011-2012 TRANSPAC budget.

Financial Implications: TRANSPAC uses the City of Pleasant Hill management compensation (COLA
and merit) as guidelines to determine increases for this consultant.

In 2008, TRANSPAC approved a 3.5% increase for both FY 2008-09 and 2009-10. In 2009-2010, the
City of Pleasant Hill had a 4% COLA and 5% merit available for management employees. Although the
3.5% increase had already been approved, the consultant proposed no increase in the 2009-2010 budget.

For FY 2010-2011 for management employees, the City has eliminated the COLA and increased the merit
ceiling from 5% to 7%. A 2% increase for the consultant is proposed in the 2010-11 draft budget and an
increase for 2011-12 may be determined at the time of budget preparation for that fiscal year.

Options: Authorize issuance of a Request for Proposal for TRANSPAC staff services and 511 Contra

Costa oversight; transfer TRANSPAC staff services to 511 Contra Costa Program Manager and staff or as
determined

Attachments: None
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7. FY 2010 — 2011 Draft TRANSPAC Budget

Summary of Issues: TRANSPAC annually adopts an operating budget (separate from 511 Contra Costa)
for its operation, consultant and administrative staff services. Contribution by each jurisdiction is
predicated on a formula based on: 1) a one-sixth share of 50% of the budget and; 2) the “second” 50% is
derived by the application of the percentage of each jurisdiction’s share of the total Central County Local
Street and Road Maintenance Measure J funding. The total of these two calculations is the amount
requested of each TRANPAC jurisdiction.

Recommendations: The TRANSPAC TAC recommends approval of the Draft 2010-11 TRANSPAC
budget and authorize the Chair and TRANSPAC Manager to consult on actions to decrease local
jurisdiction contributions. Such actions could include decreasing administrative staff hours and revising
proposed budget category amounts closer to the end of the fiscal year.

Financial Implications: The proposed 2010-11 budget is $938 dollars higher than the current budget of
$185,038. See detailed 2010-11 and 2009-10 are on the attached budget charts.

Options: Delay action on budget, revise draft budget, and change budget assumptions.

Background: As in the past, the proposed draft budget is built on City of Pleasant Hill COLA,
established step increases and updated benefit rates for TRANSPAC’s share (50%) of the Administrative
Assistant position. This is the second year of the two-year contract approved with Neustadter Associates
in 2008. At that time, TRANSPAC approved a consultant rate increase based on the City of Pleasant Hill
2008-2009 3.5% percent management COLA increase for each contract year. Please note that the 3.5%
increase was not assumed in the proposed 2009-10 budget.

While a final accounting of the budget year usually does not occur until beginning of the new fiscal year,
contingency funds and some line items are expected to have some funds remaining at the end of the fiscal
year. As a result, it is assumed that some “interest” line item and available 2009-10 “rollover” funds can
be used to decrease the 2010-2011 budget bottom line. In addition, the TRANSPAC Manager requests
authorization to consult with the Chair if there is an opportunity to use administrative personnel and/or
operational savings to decrease the 2009-2010 budget bottom line and to recalculate jurisdiction formula
costs prior to the issuance of invoices.

The TRANSPAC TAC reviewed the draft budget at its April 22, 2010 meeting and recommended
approval to TRANSPAC with the caveat that the TRANSPAC Manager in consultation with the Chair
may revise the budget to decrease the contributions required by TRANSPAC jurisdictions.

Attachments: The proposed 2010-11 budget, the 2009-10 budget for comparison and the calculation
from which each jurisdiction’s budget share is derived.
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8. TRANSPAC and CCTA Representatives are requested to report on the most recent CCTA
Administration and Projects Committee (Member Pierce), Planning Committee (Member
Durant), and CCTA meetings (Members Pierce and Durant)

Recommendation: Actions as determined
Attachments: “Items approved by the Authority on April 21, 2010 for Circulation to the Regional
Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs) (see item 5 for the attachment to this report), and

items of interest”, the April 21, 2010 Executive Director’s Report and the March 3, 5, 11 and March
17,2010 CCTA meeting minutes
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transportation
authority

COMMISSIONERS M E M 0 R AN D U M

Robert Taylor,
Chair

To: Barbara Neustadter, TRANSPAC
g Dt Andy Dillard, SWAT, TVTC

John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN

Jant Abelson Christina Atienza, WCCTAC
Newell Amarich Richard Yee, LPMC
Ed Balico

From: Randell H. lwasaki, Executive Director

Susan Bonilla g?li z},

Date: April 22, 2010

Jim Frazier

Federal Glover Re: Items approved by the Authority on April 21, 2010, for circulation to the Regional
Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), and items of interest

Mike Metcaf

Julie Pierce

Maria Viramontes At its April 21, 2010 meeting, the Authority discussed the following items, which may be of
interest to the Regional Transportation Planning Committees:

Randell H. Iwasaki, 1. Amendment No. 2 to Consuitant Agreement No. 230 with Nolte Associates, inc. The

Executiva Director Authority approved an amendment to the Nolte Associates, Inc. Consulting Agreement
{Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. 230) for Program Management assistance for
Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012, for an amount not to exceed $3,915,000.

2. NEW ITEM: State Route 4 East Widening — Somersville to SR160 {Project 3003)
Request to Submit a Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) for Segment 1 Construction. The
Authority approved Resolution 10-07-P, authorizing the submittol of a Letter of No
Prejudice (LONP) to allow the Authority to use local funds to complete the construction
phase of Segment 1, which would widen SR4 East from Somersville Road to G Street.

3478 Buskirk Avenue

Suite 100 3. Circulation of Draft Fiscal Year (FY) 2010-11 Congestion Management Agency (CMA)
Z§a:2;:"' Budget. The Fiscal Year 2010-11 CMA budget is scheduled for presentation at the May
PHONE: 925.258.4700 13™ public Managers’ Association (PMA} meeting. The final CMA budget will be
FAX: 92:5.25;5.4701 adopted s part of the full Authority budget at the June 16" Authority Board Meeting.
www.ccla.nel

4. Approval to Release Three Requests for Proposals. The Authority approved the
release of Requests for Proposals on the SR-4 Corridor Study, Safe Routes to School

HAWPFILES\6-RTPCs\1-RTPC LTRS\2010 Letters\042210 RTPC Memo revised.doc
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April 21, 2010
Page 2

Master Plan, and On-going Technical Support for Development of the Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

5. November 2010 Ballot Measure in Contra Costa: Vehicle Registration Fee Increase to
Fund Transportation Programs and Projects - Public Opinion Polling Update. EMC
Research, Inc. gave a Powerpoint presentation on the results of the public opinion poll.
The Authority approved the next steps as outlined in the presentation. (Attachment)

H:\WPFILES\6-RTPCs\1- RTPC LTRS\2010 Letters\042210 RTPC Memo revised.doc
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INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
April 21, 2010

California Transportation Commission {CTC) Meeting: March 22, 2010
Amin AbuAmara attended the CTC Hearing on the 2010 STIP. Because of state funding constraints, some
projects must be delayed. A coordinated regional proposal is being developed with MTC and the CMAs.

Congestion Management Association Meeting: March 26, 2010
Martin Engelmann represented Authority staff at the monthly meeting of the Bay Area Congestion
Management Agencies, held this month in Santa Clara.

Self Help Counties’ Coalition Quarterly Meeting: April 6, 2010

Arielle Bourgart and I attended the quarterly meeting of the Self Help Counties Coalition in Sacramento.
Guests included the newly elected Speaker of the Assembly John Perez, and Brian Kelley from Senator
Steinberg's office. Both gentlemen shared their views on legislative and budget reform in Sacramento.

Contra Costa Council Breakfast Meeting with Congressman Garamendi: April 7, 2010

Susan Miller and | attended this breakfast forum sponsored by the Contra Costa Council. Commissioner
Jim Frazier was also in attendance. As part of his presentation the Congressman recognized the
significant “bottlenecks” that we face in East County, and the need for additional funding.

Joint CMIA-MTC Planning Committee Meeting: April 9, 2010

Chair Taylor and | represented the Authority at a special joint meeting of the MTC Planning Committee
and the nine Congestion management Agencies. We made a PowerPoint presentation on Contra Costa
priorities. There was general consensus that continued dialog among the agencies was essential as we
move forward into the SB375 era. Future joint meetings will be scheduled.

BART-CALTRANS-CCTA Quarterly Coordination Meeting: April 12, 2010
Susan Miller attended the quarterly coordination meeting with BART General Manager Dorothy Dugger
and District 4 Deputy Director Dan McElhinney. The quarterly meetings focus on coordination between
the three agencies in the Route 4 corridor as we move ahead with eBART and highway construction.

Antioch City Council Briefing: April 14, 2010
Susan Miller made a presentation to the Antioch City Council relative to the Route 4 corridor

1-80 Central Avenue Open House: April 14, 2010
Along with Richmond, El Cerrito and WCCTAC, the Authority hosted an open house at El Cerrito City Hall

to inform the public about the recommendations for improvements to the 1-80-Central Avenue
interchange. Both the print and TV media provided excellent advance publicity.

Traffic Counting Program Underway:
If you happen to see someone in an orange vest standing by an intersection, counting cars, it may be one

of CCTA’s many consultant technicians who were deployed across the county in April to collect traffic
data for the decennial model update. Counts are being conducted at 375 intersections and on 100
roadway segments.

Contra Costa Transportation Authority, 3478 Buskirk Ave., Ste. 100, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
Phone: 925-256-4700 Fax: 925-256-4701 Website: www.ccla.net
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Block Grant “Call for Projects”:
Authority staff released project applications to local jurisdictions for $17 million in Cycle | Regional

Bicycle, TLC, and Local Streets and Roads projects. Applications are due by 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, May
5" The application package is posted on the Authority’s website.

Office Relocation:
Randy Carlton is taking the lead in planning our move to new offices at 2999 Oak Road in July. Various
contracts have been executed relative to space planning, audiovisual, communication, and IT needs.

New Executive Director:

Staff welcomed the arrival of new Executive Director, Randell Iwasaki on April 16. As the interim
Executive Director, | would like to thank both staff and Commissioners for their excellent support and
cooperation during the transition.

Contra Costa Transportation Authority, 3478 Buskirk Ave., Ste. 100, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
Phone: 925-256-4700 Fax: 925-256-4701 Website: www.ccta.net
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Special Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
MEETING DATE: March 3, 2010 (Continued to March 5, March 11, 2010)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Robert Taylor (Chair), David Durant (Vice Chair), Janet Abelson,
Newell Anerich, Ed Balico, Susan Bonilla, Jim Frazier, Federal Glover,
Mike Metcalf, Julie Pierce, Maria Viramontes

STAFF PRESENT: Paul Maxwell, Interim Executive Director, Stan Taylor (Authority Counsel),
Danice Rosenbohm (Executive Secretary)

MINUTES PREPARED BY: Danice Rosenbohm

A, CONVENE MEETING: Chair Taylor convened the meeting at 8:52 a.m. at the Black Diamond

Conference Room, Embassy Suites Hotel in Walnut Creek.

B. PUBLIC COMMENT: There were no public comments on items not on the Agenda.

C. CLOSED SESSION: Public employee appointment, employment, performance evaluation or
dismissal pursuant to Government Code Section 54957. Title: Executive Director

The closed session was continued to 7:00 p.m. on Friday, March 5, 2010 at Scott’s Seafood
Restaurant, Shell Ridge Room, 1333 N. California Blvd., Walnut Creek.

Special Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
MEETING DATE: March 5, 2010 (Continued from March 3, 2010)

MEMBERS PRESENT: Robert Taylor (Chair), David Durant (Vice Chair), Janet Abelson,
Newell Anerich, Ed Balico, Jim Frazier, Federal Glover, Julie Pierce,
Maria Viramontes

STAFF PRESENT: (staff not present)

MINUTES PREPARED BY: Danice Rosenbohm

\\CCTASVR\common\03-Authority Packets\2010 ccta\042110\Minutes\Draft Minutes 030310.doc



Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 3", 5™ 11 2010

Page 2 of 2
C. CLOSED SESSION: (Continuation) Public employee appointment, performance evaluation or
dismissal pursuant to Government Code Section 54957. Title: Executive Director
The closed session was continued to Thursday, March 11, 2010 at Contra Costa Transportation
Authority, 3478 Buskirk Ave., Suite 100, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
Special Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
MEETING DATE: March 11, 2010 (Continued from March 5, 2010)
MEMBERS PRESENT: Robert Taylor (Chair), David Durant (Vice Chair), Janet Abelson, Ed Balico,
Mike Metcalf, Julie Pierce, Maria Viramontes
STAFF PRESENT: Martin Engelmann, Randall Carlton, Stan Taylor (Authority Counsel),
' Danice Rosenbohm (Executive Secretary)
MINUTES PREPARED BY: Danice Rosenbohm
A. CONVENE MEETING: Chair Taylor convened the meeting at 6:45 p.m.
B. CLOSED SESSION: {Continuation) Public employee appointment, performance evaluation or

dismissal pursuant to Government Code Section 54957. Title: Executive Director
C. RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION:

Chair Taylor reported that during the closed session, Commissioner Durant and Commissioner
Pierce were appointed to a negotiating committee.

D. ADJOURNMENT: to regular Authority Meeting scheduled for Wednesday, March 17" at 6:00 p.m.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:04 p.m.
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CONTRA COSTA
transportation
authority

Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
MEETING DATE: March 17, 2010

MIEMIBERS PRESENT: Robert Taylor {Chair), David Durant (Vice Chair), Janet Abelson,

Newell Arnerich, Ed Balico, Jim Frazier, Federal Glover, Mike Metcalf,
Gail Murray, lulie Pierce, Bob Simmons, Maria Viramontes

STAFF PRESENT: - Martin Engelmann, Arielle Bourgart, Susan Miller, Amin AbuAmara,

Brad Beck, Randall Carlton, Peter Engel, Matt Kelly, Hisham Noeimi,
Stan Taylor (Authority Counsel), Danice Rosenbohm (Executive Secretary)

MINUTES PREPARED BY: Danice Rosenbohm

1.0

CONVENE MEETING: Chair Taylor convened the meeting at 6:03 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Dave Hudson, Councilmember from San Ramon, stated that he and Commissioner Balico had
met with Congressman Garamendi regarding funding for transit while in Washington, D.C. for a
conference. Councilmember Hudson said that Congressman Garamendi seemed to be receptive
to the idea of funding needed for Interstate 680 to complete an effective central Contra Costa
transportation plan, and suggested that the Authority follow-up with a letter.

Discussion:

Commissioner Pierce added that Congressman Garamendi also seemed supportive of funding for
the Interstate 680/Highway 4 Interchange.

Commissioner Balico explained that the American Public Transportation Association Conference
and the National League of Cities Conference were both held in Washington D.C. recently. He
said that Congressman Garamendi was a member of the transportation subcommittee, and that
both he and Congressman Miller recognized the importance of funding for transportation.
Commissioner Balico thanked Councilmember Hudson for coordinating the meeting.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Authority Minutes of February 17, 2010.

HAWPFILES\3- CCTA MTG\2010 MTGS\Draft Minutes 031710 os revised.docHAWRFILES\3—CCTA-MTE\2040-MTCS\ Praft-Minutes-031710:-dee




Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 17, 2010
Page 2 of 13

ACTION: Commissioner Pierce moved to approve the Minutes of February 17, 2010,

seconded by Commissioner Balico. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0.
(Commissioners Abelson, Durant, and Viramontes had not yet arrived.)

2.0 CONSENT CALENDAR: Consent Items recommended by the following committees:

ACTION: Commissioner Glover moved to accept the Consent Calendar, seconded by

Commissioner Arnerich. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0. (Commissioners
Abelson, Durant, and Viramontes had not yet arrived.)

2.A Administration & Projects Committee:

2.A.1.

2.A.2

2.A3

2.A4

2.A5

2.A.6

2.A.7

Monthly Project Status Report.

Monthly Accounts Payable Invoice Report for January 2010. This reportis a
listing of disbursements by vendor. Also included are summary payroll costs.

Monthly Investment Report for January 2010. The Authority’s Investment
Policy requires this report which provides a summary of investment
transactions.

Internal Accounting Reports for the Six Months Ended December 31, 2009.
These financial reports are issued periodically to provide the Authority with an
accounting of the Authority’s financial position.

Modifications to Existing Resolutions. Consistent with Authority policy,
appropriation resolutions may be modified to extend their expiration date or
reflect actual construction bid amounts, or be terminated if the activity that was
funded has been completed. Recommended changes are summarized.

Annual Acknowledgement of Respect in the Workplace Policy. The Authority
has an administrative policy to provide a work environment that encourages
respect and freedom from harassment and discrimination. Employees and
Commissioners are required to review this policy and sign an acknowledgement
on an annual basis.

State Route 4 Widening Project — Loveridge Road to SR160 (Project 1406/3003
and 1407/3001)

2.A.7.1 Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans and BART: - Staff requests
authorization for the Chair to execute Cooperative Agreement No.
90.14.21 with Caltrans and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District to jointly
manage and fund the Somersville Road Interchange construction
project. :
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Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 17, 2010
Page 3 of 13

2.A.7.2 Authorization for AB1171 Bridge Toll Request. Staff seeks
authorization to submit an allocation request to MTC for $13 million for
construction of BART facilities and right of way acquisition/utility
relocation work. Resolution 10-13-P.

2.A.7.3 Utility Agreement with PG&E. Staff seeks authorization to enter into
Utility Agreement No. 282 with PG&E in the amount of $2,631,000 to
relocate gas transmission facilities in conflict with the widening project.

2.A.8 City of Orinda - Moraga Way Rehabilitation and Improvements (Project
1625/16255W).

2.A.8.1 Peer Review of Design Plans: A peer review committee completed
review of the 65% design plans on November 19, 2009. Staff
recommends approval of peer review recommendations.

2.A.8.2 Request for Appropriation of Measure C funds. The City of Orinda is
requesting appropriation of $959,280 for construction and construction
management. Staff recommends approval of the appropriation request.
Resolutions 10-10-P; 10-11-P.

2.A.9 City of Concord — Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road Intersection
Capacity Improvements. (Project 24028): Request for Appropriation. The City
of Concord is requesting an appropriation of $154,600 for preliminary
engineering/environmental planning, environmental clearance, and
administration costs. Resolution 10-12-P.

2.A.10 1-80/San Pablo Dam Road (Project No. 7002) Amendment to Cooperative
Agreement 07W.01 with the City of San Pablo. Staff requests authorization to
approve Amendment No. 2 to Cooperative Agreement 07W.01 with the City of
San Pablo to waive the city’s contribution of $250,000 in local funds for the
completion of the 1-80/San Pablo Dam Road project Environmental Document.
The City has incurred an equivalent amount to accommodate the project
footprint in improvements to the nearby El Portal Drive.

2.A.11 Official Records of the Authority.

2.A.11.1 Record Retention Policy (Resolution 10-06-A). The Authority’s
record retention policy was last updated in 1991. The proposed
revision updates the categories of documents, streamlines retention
periods and differentiates between “hard” and electronic records.
Resolution 10-06-A. ’
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Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 17, 2010
Page 4 of 13

2.A.11.2 Public Records Access Policy (Resolution 91-08-A, Rev. 2). The
proposed amendment addresses recent statute changes. Resolution
91-08-A, Rev. 2.

2.A.12 Authorize Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 10-3 for Financial Advisory
Services. The Authority receives services from PFM on a wide variety of
financial services, including debt financing, refinancing, cash flow analysis, bond
feasibility, interest rate swap analysis, and working with bond rating agencies.
The contract is due to expire and authorization is sought to issue an RFQ.

2.A.16 Office Relocation. On February 17, 2010, the Authority authorized a relocation
and lease for office space at 2999 Oak Road in Walnut Creek. Attached is a
report on the status of the lease and the total estimated cost.

2.B Planning Committee:

2.B.1 Approval of FY 2010-11 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) 40%
Expenditure Plan. To receive funding through the Transportation Fund for
Clean Air (TECA) Program, the Authority is required to submit an Expenditure
Plan to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) annually. TFCA
funds are allocated by the BAAQMD, per state legislation, to fund local
~ programs and projects that reduce motor vehicle emissions. This year’s
application is due to the Air District by March 22, 2010. Resolution 10-08-G.

2.B.3 Comments Received on the Proposed Measure J General Plan Amendment
(GPA) Review Process. The draft Measure GPA review process was circulated to
the RTPCs and local jurisdictions fast December, with comments due on
February 12, 2010. Staff will provide a summary of comments received, and
proposed next steps for refining the process in response to comments received.

2.B.4 Discussion of the City of Pittsburg’s Proposal to Withdraw from ECCRFFA. The
City of Pittsburg proposes to withdraw from the East Contra Costa Regional Fee
and Financing Authority (ECCRFFA), unless fee revenues collected in the City of
Pittsburg are redirected toward projects that are located within the City,
specifically the James Donlon Boulevard Extension project (formerly the
Buchanan Road Bypass). The Measure ] Growth Management Program (GMP)
requires that each local jurisdiction participate in both a local and a regional
mitigation program to ensure that new growth pays its share of the costs
associated with that growth.

PUBLIC COMMENT ~ ltem 2.B.4

Michael Kee, Vice Mayor from Pittshurg, stated that he wanted to provide background
related to Agenda Item 2.B.4, regarding the City of Pittsburg’s proposed withdrawal
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Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 17, 2010
Page 5 of 13

from the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and Financing Authority (ECCRFFA). He stated
that the City of Pittshurg EGEREEA-had contributed to the Regional Transportation
Mitigation Fund since ECCRFFA’s formation in 1994. He said that ECCRFFA was formed
to provide funds for the Buchanan Bypass, but that the project had not been built. Vice
Mayor Kee said that his council and constituents were frustrated by the lack of
information about when the Buchanan Bypass project would be built, and that they
were concerned that costly environmental work may need to be repeated if the project
did not soon move forward.

Vice Mayor Kee said that the City of Pittsburg had not yet made the decision to
withdraw from ECCRFFA, but that it intended to continue collection of regional fees for
the benefit of projects within the City’s boundaries.

DISCUSSION:

Commissioner Glover stated that TRANSPLAN would review the matter at its next
meeting, and that Authority intervention prior to that review would be premature.

Because Agenda item 2.B.4 was included for information only, several commissioners
agreed that it was not necessary to remove the item from the Consent Calendar.

" End of Consent Calendar
3.0 MAJOR DISCUSSION ITEMS:

None

4.0 REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS:

4.A Administration & Projects Committee:

4.A.13 Legislation. Staff will report on updates to the proposed state budget
legislation. The Authority may take action on this or on any other matter related
to the Authority's legislative objectives.

ACTION: (No action taken.)
DISCUSSION:

Arielle Bourgart, Director of Government and Community Relations, stated that
ABX 8 6 and ABX 8 9 would result in a major restructuring of transportation
funding in the State of California, and that they were based on a swap of the
existing sales tax on gasoline in exchange for an increase in the excise tax on
gasoline. Ms. Bourgart outlined specific changes to funding for highways and
transit.
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Ms. Bourgart stated that the Governor had indicated his plans to veto the
legislation, due to general disagreement with the Legislature on overall
spending cuts, consumer tax relief, and failure to act on the Governor’s Jobs
Package Bills. She said that leadership of the Legislature indicated that they still
intended to pursue some version of a swap.

On the Federal front, Ms. Bourgart stated that the Senate had passed legislation
extending the Federal authorization for transportation through December 2010,
and which would include a $19.5 billion transfer of general funds to the highway
trust fund and a restoration of $8.5 billion in rescission highway funding.

Representative (Alternate) Murray stated that the implications of the swap were
grave, as Contra Costa’s STA funding was used by AC Transit, County
Connection, Tri-Delta Transit, and WestCAT for BART feeder buses.

Commissioner Balico said that Congressman Miller’s Job Creation Act would
provide significant funding for transportation, and that he was hopeful that the
bill would pass in May.

4.A.14 FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget Adjustment. Each year the Authority considers
mid-year amendments to the budget based on updated revenues and
expenditures for the fiscal year. Several revisions are recommended for the FY
2009-10 budget. Resolution 09-28-A (Rev. 1).

ACTION: Commissioner Arnerich moved to accept the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year
Budget Report, seconded by Commissioner Pierce. The motion passed
unanimously, 9-0. (Commissioner Durant had not yet arrived.)

DISCUSSION:

Erick Cheung, Finance Manager, gave a PowerPoint presentation on the
proposed FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget. The presentation reported on (1) the
local and national economy; {2) sales tax, grant, program, and investment
income revenues; and (3) project, programs, and planning and administration
expenditures.

Mr. Cheung said that while the national economy was showing signs of
improvement, news on the local economy was still very grim. He stated that
property values were down 7.2%, foreclosures had come down but remained
high, and that Contra Costa continued to lose jobs.

He explained that while final sales tax revenues for the past holiday season
would not be known until later, projected sales tax revenues had been again
revised downward based on early reports.
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Page 7 of 13

Mr. Cheung noted that the drop in grant revenue was due to timing, and that
investment return rates had dropped by 60 percent.

Mr. Cheung stated that FY 2009-10 revenue projections had been revised to $61
million, a decrease of 5.1 % from original budget, or $64.3 million for the prior
year. He noted that the decrease was due to continued weakness in new auto
sales, service stations, construction materials, and equipment sales tax
revenues.

Mr. Cheung said that proposed expenditures for the FY 2009-10 Budget were
reduced to $109 million, primarily due to refinements in the timing of projects.
Mr. Cheung stated that program expenditures had been adjusted in accordance
with reduced sales tax revenues, and that Planning and Administration
expenditures had been increased based on the proposed Vehicle Registration
Fee Initiative and the upcoming relocation of Authority offices.

Mr. Cheung stated that the proposed budget revised net bond proceeds to
$191.4 million and included swap termination costs of $11.4 for the September
$100 million interest rate swap termination which was not included in the
original budget.

Mr. Cheung reported that staff continued to work on the Authority’s new
financial system, and planned to issue the 2010 Bonds to refinance the 2009
Bond Anticipation Notes (BANS).

Commissioner Arnerich asked for information regarding investments and cash-
flow management. Commissioner Metcalf stated that a presentation to the APC
in the near future would be very helpful.

Commisssioner Pierce stated that the PowerPoint presentation was clear and
concise, and that it might be helpful as a model for jurisdiction staff. She
requested that the presentation be transmitted electronically to Authority
members. Chair Taylor agreed that the report would be helpful.

4.A.15 November 2010 Ballot Measure in Contra Costa: Vehicle Registration Fee
Increase to Fund Transportation Programs and Projects.

4.A.15.1 Overall Approach, Schedule and Work Plan. The passage of Senate
Bill 83 authorizes the Authority to place a measure on the ballot that
would increase the registration fees on motor vehicles registered
within the county by up to $10 to fund transportation programs and
projects. The Authority would be required to develop an expenditure
plan, and would have to demonstrate a nexus between the programs
and projects being funded and the benefit to the vehicle owners
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paying the fee increase. Staff will outline an approach to develop an
expenditure plan for the imposition of the fee, and seek approval of
an augmentation to Nolte Contract No. 230 in the amount of $90,000
to provide supporting services including completion of a nexus study,
public outreach, and technical assistance.

ACTION: Commissioner Viramontes moved to approve the schedule and work
plan, advisory committee structure, and revenue estimate for the
development of an expenditure plan and nexus analysis per 5B 83,
and authorize an expenditure of up to $90,000 for related consulting
services, seconded by Commissioner Arnerich. The motion passed
unanimously, 10-0.

4.A.15.2 NEW ITEM: Approval of Public Opinion Polling Consultant: In
response to RFP 10-2, the Authority received 4 proposals for public
opinion polling services to assess public support for the imposition of
a vehicle registration fee to fund transportation projects and
programs. Staff recommends entering into Contract No. 283 with
EMC Research, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $40,000.

ACTION: Commissioner Durant moved to authorize the Chair to execute
Contract No. 283 with EMC Research, Inc. for an amount not to
exceed 540,000, seconded by Commissioner Pierce. The motion
passed unanimously, 10-0.

4.A.15.1 and 4.A.15.2 DISCUSSION:

Arielle Bourgart, Director of Government and Community Relations, stated that
Senate Bill 83, which passed in 2009, gave countywide transportation planning
agencies the option of imposing a vehicle registration fee within their respective
counties. She said that in February the Authority directed staff to develop a
proposed schedule of activities and a corresponding cost estimate for putting
such a fee on the November 2010 ballot. Ms. Bourgart said that staff was also
directed to poll Contra Costa voters regarding the potential ballot measure, and
authorized to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) to solicit a qualified poliing
firm.

Ms. Bourgart explained that the fee increase of up to $10 dollars per vehicle
would generate approximately $8.5 million for transportation projects and
programs in Contra Costa, and that the Authority would be required to develop
an expenditure plan before placing the measure on the ballot. Ms. Bourgart
said that while all projects and programs in the expenditure plan would have to
pass a nexus test demonstrating a direct benefit to those paying the increased
fee, documentation requirements were not yet clear.
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Ms. Bourgart stated that the greatest challenge was the three month timeline,
which allowed the Authority only until its July meeting to adopt an expenditure
plan for a November 2010 ballot measure. Ms. Bourgart outlined the next
steps, and emphasized the importance of simplicity and realistic expectations.

Hisham Noeimi, Engineering Manager, stated that the Authority had until
August 6™ to submit the ballot measure to the County Clerk, and that the
proposed work plan and schedule included in the staff report outlined necessary
actions at currently scheduled Authority meetings.

Mr. Noeimi said that the Authority would review polling results and would be
asked to make a decision about whether to proceed with the November 2010
ballot measure at its April 21* meeting.

in May, Mr. Noeimi said that the Authority would be asked to approve
expenditure plan options for commencement of the Nexus Study and a public
workshop.

In June, the Authority would review the Draft Expenditure Plan based on the
outcome of the polling done in April, the results of the public outreach,
recommendations from the expenditure plan advisory committee, and draft
results of the Nexus Study.

Mr. Noeimi stated that the Authority would adopt the final Expenditure Plan
and Nexus Study following a Public Hearing at its July meeting.

Mr. Noeimi noted that by approving the proposed work plan and schedule, the
Authority would delegate approval of the polling questions to the APC at its
meeting of April 1.

Mr. Noeimi said that staff recommended approval of the general approach,
schedule and work plan, advisory committee structure, and revenue estimate
for the development of an expenditure plan, nexus analysis, and measure
language per SB 83, utilizing Nolte and Gray-Bowen staff available under the
existing Nolte contract. Mr. Noeimi stated that approval to amend the Nolte and
Associates contract would be sought in April.

Commissioner Arnerich suggested that ballot language be crafted to include the
potential for bonding as an option to maintain flexibility.

Commissioner Pierce stated that it was wise to move forward with a ballot
measure at this time, and that ballot measure language should be kept simple.
Representative Murray said that she would like to see the word “transit”
included.

I H:AWPFILES\3- CCTA MTG\2010 MTGS\Draft Minutes 031710 as revised. docH-\WRFILES\3 CCTA-MTG\2010-MTCS\Braft-Minutes 031710 doe

8-16



Authority Board Meeting MINUTES
March 17, 2010
Page 10 of 13

Commissioner Metcalf asked for information about managing the advisory
committee. Hisham Noeimi responded that staff would contact each committee
member to understand their concerns in an effort to develop a proposal
acceptable to all. He said that all meetings would be professionally facilitated.
Ms. Bourgart added that the advisory committee would not meet before the
polling results were known.

Commissioner Durant arrived at 6:42 p.m., before the vote was taken on 4.A.15.
Commissioner Abelson arrived at 6:47 p.m., before the vote was taken on 4.A.15.
Commissioner Viramontes arrived at 6:48 p.m., before the vote was taken on 4.A.15.

4.B Planning Committee:

4.B.2 Strategic Plan for MTC's CMA Block Grant Program for Regional Bicycle,
County TLC, and Regional Streets and Roads. MTC has given the CMAs the
responsibility for allocating funds for the Regional Bicycle Program, the county
portion of MTC's Transportation for Livable Communities program, and the
Local Streets and Roads Shortfall program through a new CMA Block Grant. In
addition, CMAs are to lead the development of the new regional Safe Routes to
School program. As a first step, each CMA must prepare a strategic plan, due to
MTC by April 1, 2010, that outlines its approach to carrying out the block grant
responsibilities. Staff has prepared a draft strategic plan for Authority review
and submittal to MTC.

ACTION: Commissioner Viramontes moved to approve the proposed CMA Block
Grant Strategic Plan for Contra Costa with the amendment to Criteria for
Selecting Projects as suggested by staff and its submittal to MTC by April 1,
2010, seconded by Commissioner Balico. The motion passed unanimously, 10-0.

DISCUSSION:

Brad Beck, Senior Transportation Planner, stated that MTC had given the CMAs
responsibility for allocating expected new Federal funding for the Regional
Bicycle Program, the county portion of MTC's Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) program, and the Local Streets and Roads Shortfall program
through a new CMA Block Grant. In addition, he said that the CMAs were to
lead the development of the new regional Safe Routes to School program. Mr.
Beck said that as a first step, each CMA must prepare a strategic plan, due to
MTC by April 1, 2010, outlining its approach for carrying out the block grant
responsibilities.
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Mr. Beck stated that staff was not proposing flexing of funds within the
programs as allowed by MTC, but would consider shifting of funds between the
TLC and Regional Bicycle Program to accommodate specific requests.

He also explained that while MTC allowed CMAs up to 4 percent for planning,
Authority staff planned to use only 2 percent to prepare a countywide Safe
Routes to School master plan.

Mr. Beck explained that both capital projects and TDM programs could be
funded through TLC criteria, to make it more general and applicable to both
types of projects. He discussed specific proposed changes to the types of
projects.

Mr. Beck said that next steps were to submit the Strategic Plan as amended and
release a call for projects. Project applications are due to MTC by the end of
July.

Commissioner Balico said that MTC seemed to be focused on the PDAs, and
asked if the Authority was following the list released by ABAG approximately
one year ago. Mr. Beck responded that the Authority would be guided by the
PDA list that was in effect when applications are received.

Commissioner Abelson said that project criteria scoring should reward projects
that would remove barriers for bicycle and pedestrian access to transit, which
prompted a brief discussion about the criteria for selecting projects.

Martin Engelmann suggested a revision to the Criteria for Selecting Projects,
adding back in language which previously had been eliminated on how well the
project removes barriers to pedestrian, bicycle or transit travel, including ADA
accessibility.

Commissioner Metcalf said that because the grants were relatively small and
many jurisdictions were already challenged by reduced staff and increased
workloads, the application process should not be made more difficult.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Olivia deBree, Contra Costa Organizer for TransForm, stated that she agreed
with Commissioner Abelson that removing barriers and improving pedestrian
access were important, and that she hoped that East County would receive
additional TLC funding.

5.0 CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS:
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6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

5.1 Letter dated February 24, 2010 from TRANSPAC RE: Corridor System Management Plans
for SR4 and SR24.

ASSOCIATED COMMITTEE REPORTS:

6.1 Central County (TRANSPAC): Report of February 11, 2010

6.2 East County (TRANSPLAN): Report of February 11, 2010 {(Meeting Handout if Available)
6.3 Southwest County (SWAT): Report of February 1, 2010

6.4 West County (WCCTAC): Report of February 26, 2010

6.5 Conference of Mayors (COM):

6.6 Contra Costa County (COUNTY):

6.7 CCTA Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC):

COMMISSIONER AND STAFF COMMENTS:

7.1 Chair's Comments and Reports

7.2 Commissioners' Comments and Reports
7.3 Executive Staff Comments

CALENDAR: April/May/June 2010

CLOSED SESSION: The Authority will hold a closed session regarding public employee
appointment, employment, performance evaluation or dismissal pursuant to Government Code
Section 54957. Title: Executive Director

9.1 PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT/CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS:
Sections 54957, 54957.6
Agency designated representatives: David Durant, Julie Pierce
Title (unrepresented employee): Executive Director

RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION:

ACTION: Commissioner Viramontes moved to approve the contract with Randell lwasaki and his
schedule of prior commitments, seconded by Commissioner Arnerich. The motion
passed unanimously, 10-0.
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DISCUSSION:

Commissioner Viramontes commended staff, the Authority Board, and Norm Roberts from
Roberts Consulting, for their work to recruit a new Executive Director over the last few months.
She said that she was very excited to have Mr. Randell Iwasaki joint the Authority. A number of
commissioners agreed that the reputation of Authority staff was a factor in attracting high-
quality applicants and Mr, lwasaki’s decision to join the Authority.

Commisisoner Arnerich stated that he hoped that the selected candidate would increase Contra
Costa’s visibility both regionally and nationalily.

11.0 ADJOURNMENT to Wednesday, April 21, 2010, at 6:00 p.m.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 p.m. in memory of Jim Gleich, Deputy General Manager, AC
Transit, to April 21, 2010 at 6:00 p.m.
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9. Reports from Staff and Committees
Pacheco Transit Hub
Background

In FY 2003-04, TRANSPAC, TRANSPLAN and WCCTAC allocated small amounts of the respective
RTPC’s remaining Transportation Fund for Clean Air funds (TFCA) totaling just under $93,000 for
project development planning for the Pacheco Transit Hub project to be located on the current site of
the Pacheco Park and Ride Lot on Caltrans-owned land on the west side of the I-680/SR 4 Interchange
(see attached Measure C 2008 Strategic Plan project fact sheet). Before the economic meltdown, the
facility was served by transit operators from East, Central and West County. Since that humble
financial beginning, the project now is fully funded for construction at $2.86 million.

However, the project agreement between Caltrans and County Connection requires that County
Connection cover the annual cost of maintenance. County Connection’s original proposal was for the
three RTPCs that provided the seed money for the project share the annual $30,000 maintenance cost.
The County Connection Board of Directors will not allow the project to be advertised for construction
absent reliable funding for maintenance costs.

In the fall of 2009, TRANSPLAN approved an allocation of $5,000 per year for the life of Measure J.
In December 2009, TRANSPAC approved an allocation of $15,000 per year from TRANSPAC’s
Measure J line item 28, “Subregional Transportation Needs” with a five year project review. At its
December 11, 2009 meeting, WCCTAC staff approved $5,000 per year for three years.

These three actions resulted in funding approval of a $25,000 commitment for maintenance for three
years. To address the $5,000 shortfall, CCCTA staff requested authorization from Caltrans to
establish a parking fee program at the Pacheco Transit Hub. This permission was granted (see
attachment). However, it does not appear that sufficient net funds can be generated to cover the
maintenance shortfall.

Recommendation: Approve the TRANSPAC TAC suggestion to review the elements of the Pacheco
Transit Hub project given Caltrans’ suggestion to redesign the project and the $5,000 shortfall in
maintenance funding. The project is fully funded for construction and a State required Project Study
Report (PSR) has been signed. Discussions with the TAC and County Connection staff indicate that
an exploration of project revisions including sponsorship is advisable.

Attachment: Pacheco Transit Hub /Park & Ride Lot Measure C Strategic Plan Fact Sheet
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2008 STRATEGIC PLAN - Fact Sheet CONTRA COSTA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

; }mﬂnjj_.,&;»uﬂ”"

Pashpea

LEOEND
J2nasmy PROPDRED PROSST
ey EUSTNG BUSEAIAY

'PACHECOTRANSITHUB/ - stATus:

PARK & RIDE LLOT Envirofmental clearance and preliminary design
o ) started in May 2006. Construcnon is expeocted to statt
PROPONENT: -~ in2009.
CENTHAL CONTRA COSTA FUNDING SOURCES ($ X 1000):
TRANSIT AUTHORITY (CCCTA) g0 (rrca) 550
- Regional (RM2) . 1,082.0

PROJECT NO: ’ Measure C (Bsc.$)! 886.0
2910 . Proposition 1B . 800.0

' : TOTAL $ 2,861.0
DESCRIPTION:
Construct a transit hub at Pacheco Boulevard and ' Measure C funds shown in escalated dollars.

! . . Y Actual commitment is in 1988 dollars ag shown in
Blum Road, The project will expand the existing Appendix A,

park & xide ot to provide 110 parking spaces aud six
bus bays. The Iiranmt hub will be served by County
Connection, WestCAT and Trld-Delta buses. The
bus operators are financial pariners in the project.
The project will double the number of parking spaces
available for bus patrons and carpoolers at the
current park & ride lot. Project is consistent with the
Contra Costa Express Bus Study that was completed
in December 2001,

Neli7 2NN Appendix C ' October 2008
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Correspondence/Copies/Newsclips/Information (Action as determined)

Attachments: April 6, 2010 and April 30, 2010 WCCTAC status letters to CCTA Interim CCTA
Executive Director Paul Maxwell from Christina Atienza, WCCTAC Executive Director; April 15,
2010 TRANSPAC status letter to CCTA; County Connection: April 29, 2010 Community
Connection Van Program Status Report; Fixed Route Operating Reports for March 2010; LINK
Monthly Operating Report for March 2010 CCTA: March 2010 Project Status Report San Francisco
Chronicle: 4/28/10 “Transportation projects bids fall amid recession”; 4/30/10 “Auditor faults state
high-speed rail”. '
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WCCTNC

West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Commitice

April 6, 2010

Mr. Paul Maxwell, Interim Executive Director
Contra Costa Transportation Authority

3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

RE:  WCCTAC Meeting Summary

Dear Paul:

At its March 26, 2010 meeting, the WCCTAC Board took the following actions that may be of

interest to the Authority:

1) Received an update on the status of the I-80 ICM project, in particular highlighting the
TAC’s concerns regarding ACCMA’s proposal to postpone implementation of the speed
harmonization element as a companion strategy to adaptive ramp metering to manage
recurring congestion.

2) Received a presentation on the status of the Hercules Intermodal Transit Station project.

3) Approved El Cerrito’s request for advanced programming of $204,000 of West County’s
share of Measure J Countywide TLC funds to use as local match for their CMA Block
Grant/TLC application for streetscape improvements on Central and Liberty Avenues.

4) Approved to send a request to Richmond to include several transportation-related
amendments in the City’s Land Disposition Agreement/Municipal Services Agreement for
the Point Molate project.

5) Received an update on the Authority’s recent actions pertaining to the potential ballot
measure to raise vehicle registration fees as authorized under SB 83.

Sincerely,

Wt;j,/ '
Christina M. Atienza

Executive Director

cc: Danice Rosenbohm, CCTA; Barbara Neustadter, TRANSPAC; John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN;
Andy Dillard, SWAT

13831 San Pablo Avenue, San Pablo, CA 94806
Ph: 510.215.3035 ~ Fx: 510.237.7059 ~ www.wcctac.org
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WCCTNC

West Contra Costa Transpartation Advisory Committee

April 30,2010

Mr. Randell Iwasaki, Executive Director
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

RE: WCCTAC Meeting Summary

Dear Randy:

At its meeting today, the WCCTAC Board took the following actions that may be of interest
to the Authority:

1)
2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

Welcomed you to your new position at CCTA, and expressed their eager anticipation to
working with you in your new capacity.

Unanimously supported Option A of the Vehicle Registration Fee Draft Expenditure Plan
Allocation Options, which would allocate fees 50% to local roads, 40% to transit, and 10%
to pedestrian and bicycle initiatives, with a special emphasis on prioritizing investments on
local roads that are coordinated with existing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit access plans.
Received an update on the status of WCCTAC’s requests of Richmond concerning the
Point Molate Casino Resort to provide mechanisms for incorporating additional traffic
mitigations if necessary, exacting STMP fees, and reimbursing WCCTAC’s legal fees.
Accepted the fiscal audits for years ended June 30, 2008 and June 30, 2009.

Approved for circulation to member agencies the proposed member dues and work
program for FY 2010-11, the latter including work on the Vehicle Registration Fee,
implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, programming of several
Measure J programs, and a potential study to assess West County’s subregional
transportation needs.

Received an announcement regarding ongoing work on integrating Translink/Clipper with
the Measure J Student Bus Pass Program.

Sincerely,

Gt

Christina M. Atienza
Executive Director

cc: Danice Rosenbohm, CCTA; Barbara Neustadter, TRANSPAC; John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN;

Andy Dillard, SWAT

13831 San Pablo Avenue, San Pablo, CA 94806
Ph: 510.215.3035 ~ Fx: 510.237.7059 ~ www.wcctac.org
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TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership and Cooperation

Clayton, Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and Contra Costa County
2300 Contra Costa Boulevard, Pleasant Hill, CA'94523 (925) 969-0841 http://transpac.us

April 15, 2010

The Honorable Robert Taylor, Chair
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, California 94523

Dear Chair Taylor:

At its meeting on April 8, 2010, TRANSPAC took the following actions that may be of interest
to the Transportation Authority:

1. Received a presentation on the Use of Recycled Water in Transportation Projects by Mi-
chael McGill, P.E., President and Principal in Charge, MMS Design Associates and President
of the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) Board of Directors.

2. Accepted 511 Contra Costa’s report which included:

11-4

Clean Air Plan 2010. 511 Contra Costa staff will be attending the Public Workshop for
the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air plan on April 8th from 1:30-4:30 at the County of Alameda’s
offices. More information will follow that meeting. Written comments on the Draft CAP
and the DEIR must be received by the Air District no later than 5:00 pm on April 26,
2010. :

Commuter Information Guide. The Commuter Information Guide has been updated
and is in distribution. The current guide focuses on alternative transportation programs
and services in Contra Costa County. Rather than duplicating information on programs
outside of Contra Costa, the guide refers to the reader to the various websites for de-
tails.

Bicycle Road Safety Training to be held in Pleasant Hill. 511 Contra Costa is reviewing
the 40 applications received for the two-day “Traffic Skills 101" course that will be held
at the Pleasant Hill City Hall April 17 ™ and 18", with the assistance of the League of
American Bicyclists.

Bike to Work Day, May 13, 2010. 511 Contra Costa is running a co-promotional ele-
ment of Bike to Work Day targeted at families becoming more familiar with the local
Canal Trail and Iron Horse Trail on Bike to Work Day. Families will be encouraged to use
the trails to access four energizer stations located at neighborhood parks. Each energiz-
er station is located a mile from one another and include: Larkey Park, Walden Park at
Iron Horse Canal Trail crossing, Canal Trail at Heather Farms, and the Iron Horse Trail at
Walnut Creek Civic Park.

City of Martinez has installed two of their three electric charging stations. An official
unveiling will be forthcoming.



TRANSPAC Status Letter
April 15, 2010

Page 2

Reminder that Earth Day is April 22nd. 511 Contra Costa will be attending two Earth
Day events; one at the John Muir Celebration at the John Muir Historical site in Martinez
and one hosted by County Connection at Civic Park in Walnut Creek to showcase their
new hybrid buses.

City of Antioch Climate Action Plan Workshop. 511 Contra Costa staff attended the
City of Antioch’s Climate Action Plan workshop on March 30. Students from the Green
MBA Program at Dominican College are working on the City of Antioch’s Climate Action
Plan and facilitated the community involvement. The process utilized the “Systematic
Tools” approach which had the meeting attendees working in groups for “conversation
mapping” and then on to “emerging themes”, followed by creating “opportunity state-
ments”.

TRANSPAC hopes that this information is useful to you.

Sincerely,

Baboa Mndaddn

Barbara Neustadter
TRANSPAC Manager =

ccl

TRANSPAC Representatives
TRANSPAC TAC and staff

Don Tatzin, Chair, SWAT

Federal Glover, Chair, TRANSPLAN
Maria Viramontes, Chair, WCCTAC
Randy Iwasaki, Martin Engelmann, Arielle Bourgart, Hisham Noeimi,
Danice Rosenbohm, CCTA
Christina Atienza, WCCTAC

John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN
Andy Dillard, SWAT

Steve Wallace, City of Pleasant Hill
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To:  Operations and Scheduling Committee - Date: 29 April 2010
From: Celinda Dahlgren, Director of Administration Reviewed By: /

SUBJECT: Community Connectidn Van Program — Status Report

SUMMARY OF ISSUES:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

OPTIONS:
ACTION REQUESTED:

ATTACHMENTS:

In October, 2005, the CCCTA Board of Directors approved a
program to make retired LINK vans available to Community
Based Organizations (CBOs) along with up to $5,000 per year
per van toward maintenance costs. This program was called the
“Community Connection” Program. Four retired vans were
made available through an applications process. The Board

_ authorized up to 25 vans for the program in 2005.

In return for these vans, the recipient CBO would report to
CCCTA for a period of at least one year, and up to two years, on
the number of ADA eligible individuals carried on the van who
may have otherwise used LINK service for their trip. Each CBO
was required to provide at least 50 trips per month to ADA
eligible individuals, and could be reimbursed up to $5,000 per

~ year for maintenance costs per van.

At the end of the two year period, 20,550 rides had been
provided on the four vans; 13,727 of these trips (67%) were to

. ADA eligible individuals.

Information Only

During the first round of this program, $10,833.79 (27%) of the

. $40,000 budgeted for maintenance reimbursement was requested
' and reimbursed, making the cost to CCCTA for each ADA trip

provided 79¢ per trip. The average cost ofa LINK trip during
this same time period was $26.13 per trip. If LINK had provided
the 13,727 trips, the cost would have been $358,687

In 2008; staff applied for and was awarded a New Freedom grant
in the amount of $62,500 as a 50% match for maintenance costs
for an additional 25 vans in this program. CCCTA would
provide up to $62,500 for a total of $125,000 (25 vans at $5000

per year).

Information only

None

Community Connection Ridership Chart

October 20, 2005 staff report — Community Based Organization
Retired Van Program- Additional Information ]
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

The first round of the Community Connection program performed well above the requirements set for the
program of 50 ADA trips per month per vehicle. In fact, an average of 143 trips per month per vehicle were
provided during the program’s two year duration. In addition, only 27% of the funds set aside to reimburse for
maintenance on the vans was requested by the recipient organization. This made the program much more
successful that anticipated when it was approved by the Boatd.

Because costs for ADA paratransit service are difficult to control, due to the requirements of the service (no
denials, no capacity restraints, no prioritization of trips), programs such as the Community Connection van
program offer a way to manage demand by diverting it to much less expensive alternatives.
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" inter Office Memg

To: Board of Directors

: i . Date: October 20, 2005
From: Celinda Dahlgren, Director of Administrati Reviewed By:

SUBJECT: Community Based Organization Retired Van Program — Additional Information

SUMMARY OF ISSUES:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

OPTIONS:

ACTION REQUESTED:

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

At the April 21, 2005 Board meeting, the Board had a number of
questions and concerns regarding the staff proposal to make
retired LINK vans available to Community Based Organizations
(CBOs) in exchange for the provision of trips to ADA eligible
clients of these CBOs. In this report, staff attempts to provide
the information requested by the Board. The Board determined
that this information should be brought back to A&F for further
study.

Staff and A&F recommend the Board support a program to
make retired LINK vans available to Community Based
Organizations, and direct staff to develop the required policies
and procedures that would allow this program to commence.

If each retired van provided 50 trips to ADA eligible persons per -

month for one year that would otherwise be taken on LINK, and
CCCTA provides $5,000 worth of maintenarnce per van per year,
that would provide 2400 trips at a cost of $8.33 per trip,
compared to the $26.23 that a trip on LINK costs.

See further discussion on financial implications below.

1. Support the recommendation of staff and A&F.

2. Decline to approve the program, dlspose of retired vans
according to current policy.

3. Review staff report and request more information before
making a decision to approve or disapprove the proposal
4, Other action as determined by the Board

Move to direct staff begin the process of developing application
packets, agreements, and an outreach effort toward the goal of
implementing a program whereby CCCTA would make retired
LINK vans available to Cofmunity Based organizations in
return for a guaratitee of an agreed-upon number of trips being
made to ADA eligible individuals by the recipient CBO.

CHANGES FROM COMMITTEE: At the October 12 meeting, A&F supported the staff

recommendation.
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ATTACHMENTS: Draft criteria and screening procedure for Community Based

Organizations who wish to receive a retired LINK van.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

At the April 21 Board meeting, the following concerns were voiced by Board members regarding the proposed
program to make retired LINK vans available to Community Based Organizations: ‘

il el

Woo N LA
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What kind of criteria would be used to screen applicants?

What kind of process would be developed to solicit proposals from CBOs?

How would CCCTA be assured that ADA eligible people were being carried by the CBO with these vans,
and who verifies that eligibility? . :

Should a cap be set on the total number of vehicles made available under this program?

What happens when a van becomes too expensive to maintain?

Will the CBO be required to paint the van so that it is not mistaken for a LINK van?

How can we assure that CCCTA will be protected from liability under this program?

Can we make this a demonstration program or a limited time program?

Provide a more thorough examination of cost savings to CCCTA if this program were to be in place.

What kind of criteria would be used to screen applicants? A draft list of criteria for applications, with a
point value assigned for each criteria ,and some recommendations concerning how to score the applications,
is attached. This criteria provides enough information for CCCTA to determine if the applicant CBO can
meet the intent of the program, which is to provide tips to ADA eligible clients while at the same time
providing a resource to the CBO for other clients and mobility needs.

Staff requests that the committee review and comment on this draft criteria, as well as provide direction for
how the review process should take place. Should there be a committee of the Board? Members of the
Accessible Services Commitiee? The staff? Some combination of these? Should there first be a paper
screening and then an interview process? : .

Additionally, should this program be restricted to non profits (501(c) (3) organizations) only, or should it
also include quasi-governmental organizations operating under the sponsorship of a city, county, or state
agency, such as a senior center, nutrition program, or adult day health program? Staff recommends that ah
expanded program be adopted, in order to provide the most benefit to both the clients of the CBO and

County Connection.

What kind of process would be developed to solicit proposals from CBOs? Staff would begin by

developing a list of all CBOs for which LINK currently provides service, and add in organizations
suggested by the Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC), Accessible Services Department, Board
members, and other community contacts. A committee of the Board could review the list for completeness
prior to the solicitation being made public through a newspaper article, posting on the CCCTA website,
select direct mail to CBOs, announcements at public meetings, and emails to stakeholders.and others who
may have an interest in the program. To keep costs down, staff recommends that we not purchase public
notice space in the newspaper. Solicitations would include who to contact, requirements for the
application, an explanation of the program, and an application deadline.



3. How would CCCTA be assured that ADA eligible people were being carried by the CBO with these vans,
and who verifies that eligibility? First, the applicant CBO would have to certify on their application that they
would catry the minimum number of required trips to ADA eligible persons, Second, the recipient CBO
would have to file a monthly report with CCCTA documenting the persons carried in the prior month. Staff
would then check these persons against the ADA database to assure that they were. Indeed, ADA eligible.

Tt is stafP’s intent that anyone who is counted in the program as an AD eligible rider is in the database at the
time of the ride. Agencies do not have the ability to extend ADA eligibility to their clients without those
clients having first been through CCCTA’s ADA eligibility process. While it is true that there may be some
persons who would sign up for ADA eligibility in order to use the CBO’s transportation service, it is also very
reasonable to assume that these persons would be using LINK for that trip if the CBO did not have a vehicle.
In other words, staff does not anticipate that the existence of this program would attract “new” ADA eligible
riders who would otherwise not have used paratransit at all.

4. Should a cap be set on the total number of vehicles to be made avaifable under this program? Of vehicles
being retired from the LINK fleet, there will always be those that fail the test of reasonable cost effectiveness
by virtue of high maintenance costs prior to replacement. These vehicles would never be made available to the

CBO:s.

Another concerri when considering a cap is the capacity of Laidlaw to maintain an ever-expanding fleet. It
would be unfair to place an enormous burden on our contractor in this way. ‘

Finally, we do not yet know what the response from the CBOs will be to this program. Might there be
unlimited demand for these vans, or are there a finite number of CBOs who would likely want to take on the

requirements of the program in exchange for a van?

Staff agrees that a cap should be set, and recommends a total of twenty-five vehicles at any given time as a
starting point.

5. What happens when a van becomes too expensive to maintain? - Staff is recommending that CCCTA puta

cap on the dollar limit of maintenance to be made available to any CBO in any one year for the van. If the
maintenarice costs exceed that cap, there should be language in the agreement with the CBO that the van is
either retired and surplussed completely, or that the CBO takes over the total responsibility for maintaining the
van from that point on. Having the program be evaluated on an annual basis will assist staff and CBO in
determining when a vehicle should be completely retired.

6. Will the CBO be required to paint the van so that it is not mistaken for a LINK van? Yes — this is one of the
certifications and assurances that each CBO would have to agree to when making an application for a surplus
van. . :

7. How can we assure that CCCTA will be protected from liability under this program? The following
language is included in the Seattle agreement. This is the type of language that will be finalized by staff in
~ consultation with CCCTA attorneys for the proposed CCCTA program:

A. The Agency agrees to defend, indemmify and hold harmless the CCCTA and Laidlaw Transit Services,
Tnc., and their officers, employees and agents from and against all liabilities, claims, actions, lawsuits,
damages, losses, costs and expenses (including reasonable attorneys’ fees and court expenses) for all
injuries to or death of any person and/or damage to any property occurring, directly or indirectly, from
the use, condition, of operation of the vehicle(s), whether or not resulting from the negligence of the
Agency, it’s employees, volunteers or agents, except to the extent such injuries and damages result from
the CCCTA's and/or Laidlaw Transit, Inc.’s, sole negligence or willful misconduct. The Agency's
obligations under this section shall include, but not be limited to, claims and actions against the CCCTA
and/or Laidlaw Transit Services, Inc., and its officers, employees and agents by a volunteer to or an
employee or former employee of the Agency, and the Agency expressly waives, as respects CCCTA and
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Laidlaw Transit Services, Inc, only and only for the limited purpose stated any other workers'
compensation acts, disability benefit act, or other employee benefit act of any jurisdiction which would
otherwise be applicable in the case of such claims and actions.

The addition of Laidlaw to this indemnity would protect CCCTA’s contractor, who would be performing
maintenance on these vehicles pursuant to the proposed plan and agreement.

Additionally, CCCTA can require in the agreement, that the CBO maintain levels of insurance specified by
CCCTA, and that both CCCTA and Laidlaw be named as additional insureds (not just certificate holders) on
all policies held by the CBO as relates to the vehicles in question.

While no language can guarantee that the “deep pockets” of CCCTA can be fully protected, other public
agencies who have entered in to these agreements (including Seattle Metro and paratransit, Inc. of
Sacramento,) have not had any problems in this area. Paratransit, Inc., has operated a program similar to this
one for more than fifteen years. Seattle Metro’s program has been in operation for five years.

8. Can we make this a demonstration program or a limited time program? Yes, this is entirely at the
discretion of the Board. Staff recommends a demonstration period/time limit of no less than one
year at a time. :

9. Provide a more thorough examination of cost savinﬁs to CCCTA if this program were to be in
place:

The key fact to remember is that demand for LINK service will continue to grow, regardless of whether
or not CCCTA begins the recommended program. What the program provides, however, is the ability to
increase capacity at a lower cost by shifting some trips elsewhere.

The 2400 annual trips (minimum) that CBOs in possession of these first four vans would provide
represents 2% of all trips provided last year on LINK. 200 trips per month represent 1% of the trips
provided each month on LINK based on current year ridership to date. The costs of these trips on LINK
would be $5,246, or $26.23 per trip. The cost of providing these trips via 2 community based
organization is $1,666.00, or $8.33 per trip. A CBO can provide three Irips for what it costs LINK to
provide one trip. Because CBOs will be encouraged to provide more than the minimum 50 trips per
montly, this figure could grow. At the minimum trips per month, and with up to 25 vans in the

- community, 15,000 trips could be provided. This is the equivalent of one month’s TOTAL trips provided

on LINK, and the equivalent of $268,500 in annual saving.

Demand for LINK service .has been growing every year. Between FY’02 and *03, demand grew 7.1%,
between FY *03 and *04 demand grew another 3.9%. This year, demand is projected to grow another
8%. This growth is determined based on the number of trips actually provided by LINK in those years. -

While the cost per trip over this period of time has remained stable or even fallen slightly, this is a result
of heroic efforts to improve productivity on the part of the contractor, and the financial agreement
CCCTA negotiated during the worst of the budget crisis to cut costs 5% last year. Financial projections
for the next ten years show cost increasing 5% per year, with passenger growth programmed at about
3.2% per year.

Any financial advantage that CCCTA can obtain cannot be expected to reduce costs for this federally
mandated service. However, slowing the growth of demand can result in a slower escalation of costs over

time.

While the amount of “real savings” in this early demonstration period for the program is sornewhat
modest, if the program grew to a total of 25 vans, a minimum of 9% of all trips on a monthly basis could



be shifted away from LINK. At this point, the increased demand for service would likely be fully covered
within existing LINK capacity resources. In other words, LINK would not have to keep adding more
vehicles, more operators, and more hours of service to keep up with an ever-growing demand.

Coupled with increased productivity, and the implementation of some of the “premium service”
surcharges suggested for LINK, there could be a real opportunity for controlling the costs of this very
expensive service by adding this program to the mix. :

In Seattle, partnerships with 23 community-based organizations using 45 vans have provided over 97,000
rides at a savings to Metro of $1 million per year.

Other Information:

The public relations benefit to CCCTA of implementing a program such as this cannot be overlooked or
‘minimized. The closer we are able to work with community based organizations and the seniors and
disabled people they serve, the bigger the return in community acceptance and support for other goals that
CCCTA is trying to achieve. If this agency is looked to as a leader, and if CCCTA is seen as willing to
“step up to the plate” to help solve the community”s mobility problems in a creative way, this cannot help
but build a positive image in people’s eyes. - By sharing resources, this program provides.a “win — win”
for all involved.
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TheCounty Connection

Agenda Item 7.a

TO: O&S Committee DATE: April 29, 2010

FROM: Anne Muzzini ?%/VV\/ SUBJ: Fixed Route Reports
' Director of Planding & Technical Services . :

Fixed Route Operating Report for March 2010

1. Monthly Boarding’s Data

The following represent the numbers that are most important to staff in evaluating the performance of the
fixed route system.

FY 2010
Title Current Month YTD Avg Annual Goal
Total Passengers 311,533
Average Weekday 11,993 11,667
Pass/Rev Hour 15.3 14.9 FY09 Goal 17.0
Missed Trips 0.05% 0.09% FY09 Goal 0.25%

Miles between Road Calls 37,032 - 26,382 FYO09 Goal 18,000
' * Based on FY10 Standards from updated SRTP

Analysis

Average weekday ridership in March (11,993 passengers) rose slightly from the prior months
ridership of 11,749 per average weekday. See the attached table showing weekday boardings trend.
The monthly trend in average weekday passengers is following the historic pattern of slight growth
each month after December until the summer drop that results from school being out. Productivity in
March was equal to 15.3 passengers per hour as compared to February's figure of 15.0 passengers
per hour. The most productive routes remain the #20, #4, #10, and the 600 series of school tripper
routes. A table showing the ranking of route by productivity is attached.

The percentage of missed trips was equal to 0.05% in February, up from the prior month, but still
well within the goal set by the Board. The YTD average is 0.09% missed trips.

The number of miles between roadcalls was equal to 37,032 miles which is quite a bit higher than the
prior month and higher than the year to date average of 23,888 miles between roadcalls.
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March 2010 - Fixed Route Boardings

Revenue Hours -

Mar 10

Weekdays - Mar 10

Monument Blvd
Treat Boulevard

Alhambra Ave / Monument Blvd

Amtrak / Merello/ Pleasant Hill
Amtrak } Pacheco, Blvd7-€ancord:
DVC/ Concord

fisif Ceriter

“95% |San Rai

Bishop Ranch Express

96X

. GiivedaiSbiae £SatvioT North €oneord - 1.

igoer
14,336

294,467 19,739 23
Pavilion 0 Mar 09 22,541 Mar09 =~ 22 |Fiscal 2010 ¥TD 2,426,717
Bus Bridge 17,066|Revenue Miles - Mar 10 226,274 Saturdays - Mar 10 4
Special (Chase Bus) 0) Mear 09 270,653 Mar 09 4 |Fiscal 2009 YTD 3,218,077
Sundays - Mar 10 4
Mar 09 5
March 2010 Total Boardings 311,533 Passengers per Mile 141 Total Days - 2010 31 {YTD Trend 75.4%
March 2009 Total Boardings 316,246 Passengers per Hour 15.78 2009 31 |Monthly Trend 98.5%
March 2010 Fixed Route Passenger Total March 2010 March 2010
. Weekday Passengers per
Route  Destination Information Weekday  Saturday Sunday Total Averag

8

'3‘0‘1 Rossr{loqr”ohn Muir Medical Center 435 o243 0 8.
3T [Coicord Ok Giiovi/ Tréat Blvd 1WE g4 e 4497 ol 134
314 [Clayton Rfi/ Monumem Blvd/PH 4,021 2,840 6,861 0 21.0
- 315 |Coricord:-Willow Piss { Landarit B 2’8_6 200 4TS o - 88
] 316 |Alhambra/Merello / Pleasant Hiyll 1,312 697 2,009 0 14.9
30 |DVE 7 Consoid e 625 205 ‘031 ol. 9.4
321 |San Ramon/ Walnut Creek 1,049 706 1,754 0 12.5
6005, |Select Seivice 25,312 L 24312 RO P 26.3
- TOTALS 275,845 11,120 7494 294,467 11,993 153

* Data reported by Link

tAonthly Boardings

wld
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MARCH 2010 PRODUCTIVITY

(sort by Pass / Rev Hr)

Destination Information Total  Wkday Avg Pas;{/rRev
600's |Select Service 25,312 1,101 26.3
20  |DVC/Concord 26,655 - 1,159 25.8
4 Walnut Creek Downtown Shuttle 24,285 902 25.3
10 Concord / Clayton Rd 22,170 964 249
314 |Clayton Rd / Monument Blvd / Pleasant Hill 6,861 21.0
15 Treat Boulevard 13,062 568 19.9
11 Treat Blvd / Oak Grove 7313 318 17.9
14 Monument Blvd 15,460 672 17.1
92X JAce Shuttle Express 3,149 137 16.5
1 Rossmoor / Shadelands 9,174 399 15.5
18 Amtrak / Merello / Pleasant Hill 10,378 451 15.2
17 Olivera/Solano / Salvio / North Concord 6,635 288 15.2
316 |Alhambra/ Merello / Pleasant Hill 2,009 14.9
9 DVC/ Walnut Creek 13,920 605 14.6
93X  [Kirker Pass Express 4,118 179 14.5
21 Walnut Creek / San Ramon Transit Center 14,703 639 14.0
6 Lafayette / Moraga / Orinda 10,461 423 13.9
96X  |Bishop Ranch Express 9,094 395 12.8
91X  |Concord Commuter Express 1,040 45 12.6
321  |San Ramon / Walnut Creek . 1,754 12.5
311 |Concord / Qak Grove / Treat Blvd / Walnut Creek 1,497 124
16 Alhambra Ave / Monument Blvd 14,336 623 11.7
98X  [Martinez Express 8,227 358 11.2
35 Dougherty Valley 8,319 362 11.1
95X 1San Ramon / Danville Express 2,538 110 11.0
28 North Concord / Martinez 7,448 324 10.9
19 Amtrak / Pacheco Blvd / Concord 3,186 139 10.1
320 |DVC/Concord 921 9.4
301 |Rossmoor / John Muir Medical Center 678 8.8
315  |Concord / Willow Pass / Landana 479 8.8
5 Creekside / Walnut Creek 1,861 81 8.7
36  |San Ramon/Dublin 5,300 230 8.6
6l.  |Orinda/ Orinda Village 165 7 7.7
7 Shadelands / Pleasant Hill / Walnut Creek 5,245 228 7.1
2 Rudgear / Walnut Creek 1,286 56 6.4
97X  iBishop Ranch Express 1,407 61 6.2
8* Monument Shuttle 2,981 130 6.1
25  |Lafayette / Walnut Creek 842 37 3.2
250% |St Mary's College Gael Rail Shuttle 197 8 2.3

NOTE: *.Rts 8 & 250 data comes from Lmk Opera}ors‘

Monthly Productivity

MARCH 2010

Prepared by §J4 4{281?070
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RAMP EVENTS BY ROUTE

(sort by YTD Total)

Route | Sep-09 | Oct-09 | Nov-09 | Dec-09 | Jan-10 | Feb-10 | Mar-10 | Apr-10 | May-10 | Jun-10

YTD Total

103

231 137

154

127

179

188

180 135

139

75

90

114

146 C 112

92

54

48

98X

38

50

56

107

11

96X

311

54

30

64

28

54

10

12

72

91X 6 2 2 13 23
97X 2 1 1 2 1 7
Total 3,010 3,324 2,497 2,643 2,134 2,267 2,892 0 0 0 18,767
[s2=] iss] el _wew] iom| wer] giw] tae] o] o] o] o]
MARCH 2010
Ramp Events Prepared by qu&BZG'O




ROUTES DESCRIPTIONS

Rossmoor Shoppxng Center, Tice Valley Blvd, Boulevard Wy, Oakldnd Blvd, Trinity Ave , BART Walnut Creek, Ygnacio Val]ey, Montego, John Muir Medxcal Center, N
nget Ln, Shddelands Off ce Park

Blvd BARTW ni

i -;Rud' ar R : Stewart Ave, ,'
4 BART Walnut Creek, N California Blvd, Locust St, Mt Diablo Blvd, Broadway Plaza, S Main St, Pringle Ave
4H Walnut Creek Extended Holiday Service (November 27 thru December 31)

Wallnut Creek, Rivieria Ave, Parkside Dr, N Givig Dr; N Broadway, Lisico

6 BART Orinda, Moraga Wy, Moraga Rd, St Marys Rd, St Mary's College, Mt Diablo Blvd, BART Lufayette

-'-BART Ormdd, g W

7 BART Pleasant Hill, Treat Blvd, Bancroft Rd, Ygnacio Valley Rd, Shadelands Office Park, Marchbanks, BART Wainut Creek Riviera Ave, Buena Vista, Geary Rd

DVC Contra Costa Blvd, Ellinwood Wy, JFK Umversxty, Gregory Ln, Cleaveland Rd, Boyd Rd, W Hookston Rd, Patterson Blvd Oak Park Blvd, Coggms Dr, BART

? Pleabdnt HIH N Main St N Callfomla Blvd, BART Wulnut Creek
11
14, o i _
15 BART Concord Port Chrcago nghway, Salvio St, Pdrksxde Dr, Wﬂlow Pass Rd, Landanra Dr, West St, Clayron Rd, Treat Blvd, BART Pleasant Hill, Oak Rd N Crvrc Dr,

Ygnacio Valley Rd BART Wa]nut Creek

-Rd, .
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Agenda Item 7.Db

- Inter Office Memo

To:  Operations and Scheduling Committee Date: 13 April 2010
From: Celinda Dahlgren, Director of Administration Reviewed By:

SUBJECT: LINK Monthly Operating Report — March 2010

SUMMARY OF ISSUES: Presented for your review is the monthly operating report for
LINK for March 2010
RECOMMENDATIONS: Information only

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: N/A

OPTIONS: Information only
ACTION REQUESTED: Information only
ATTACHMENTS: CCCTA LINK Monthly Operating Summary, March-2010

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

March is a benchmark month — with a maximum number of weekdays and no holidays, it is typically one of
two months (along with October) in which the highest ridership can be expected.

That being said, fotal year to date ridership on Link is only slightly higher than last March, with 790 fewer
attendants being listed. March 2010 total ridership is actually 4.2% lower than last year, due to the decreased
number of attendants and companions. Client ridership is actually slightly higher for March 2010 as compared
to last year. Farebox is actually lower for March, but year to date farebox is up 8.6 % over last year.

There has been a 4% decline in on-time performance, likely due to a 7.9% increase in wheelchair boardings,
and a 23% increase in transfer trips. These trips typically take longer and when something goes wrong (a
connecting operator trip is late or does not show), it can drag down on time performance,

Average trip length is down significantly, by almost one-half mile from last year, no shows are steady, and

cancellations down 12.8% from last year. In March, revenue hours represented 82% of total miles traveled.
Subscription trips make up 68% of client trips.
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CCCTA LINK
MONTHLY OPERATING SUMMARY

March FY09-10 .
March ~ March YTD YTD

SUMMARY FY08/09 FY09/10 FY08/09 FY09/10
TOTAL CLIENTS } 14,000 14,267 117,288 117,684
TOTAL ATTENDANTS 2,279 1,480 13,441 10,278
TOTAL COMPANIONS 139 63 1,002 1,704
TOTAL PASSENGERS 16,508 15,819 131,731 129,666
TOTAL SERVICE DAYS 31 31 269 269
VEHICLE REVENUE HOURS 7548.3 7695.7 65218.8 63062.8
VEHICLE SERVICE HOURS 9214.6 9247.5 79581.7 76285.8
VEHICLE NON REV HOURS 1666.4 1551.9 14362.9 131577
VEHICLE SERVICE MILES 148019.0 148713.0 1285151.0 1232504.0
VEHICLE REVENUE MILES 123442.0 1242450 1065854.0 1018239.0
VEHICLE NON REV MILES 24577.0 24468.0 197297.0 212130.0
PASS. PER REVENUE HOUR 2.19 2.06 2.02 2.06
CLIENT PER REVENUE HOUR 1.87 1.85 1.80 1.87
PASS. PER SERVICE HOUR S 179 171 1.66 1.70
PASS. PER SERVICE MILE 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.11
PASS. PER REVENUE MILE 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.13
TOTAL TRANSFER TRIPS 1,410 1,321 11,752 21,077
SAME DAY TRIPS 128 166 838 1,018
#*SUBSCRIPTION TRIPS N/A 9,707 N/A 43,624
*DEMAND N/A 4,560 N/A 19,652
FAREBOX REVENUE $17,00800  $16,58500 $147,700.78  $144,027.13
PREPAID CLIENTS $22,31050  $30,922.50  $159,388.60  $204,509.78
COLLECTED BILLING $12,512.50 $2,008.00  $93,028.50  $85,874.00
TOTAL REVENUE COLLECTED  $52,731.00  $49,515.50  $400,117.88  $434,410.91
CHARGEABLE ACCIDENTS 2 2 12 8
SERVICE COMPLAINTS 3 1 6 6
SERVICE COMMENDATIONS 2 2 20 13
SERVICE DENIALS 0 0 0 0
ROAD CALLS 3 4 21 25
DRIVER TURNOVER 1.3 0.0 10.7 8.0
SCHEDULE ADHERENCE 97% 93% 96% 94%
WHEELCHAIR BOARDINGS 3,744 4,041 32,101 33,336
W/C LIFT AVAILABILITY 100% 100% 100% 100%
REGISTERED CLIENTS 8,368 8,865 N/A N/A
UNDUPLICATED CLIENTS 1,205 1,133 N/A N/A
NO-SHOWS ' 53 57 510 358
CANCELS 2,003 2,260 27,619 17,269
AVG. TRIP LENGTH (MILES) 9.0 94 9.8 9.5
AVG. SM BUSES IN SERVICE 5 5 5 5
AVG. BUSES IN SERVICE 48 48 48 48
TOTAL FUEL/GALLONS 19,943 19,475 167,957 172,334
FLEET M.P.G, 74 7.8 7.7 72
#DRIVER ROAD CHECK N/A 182 N/A 472

*RIDER SURVEY'S N/A 8 N/A 26

*STARTED REPORTING 12-01-09
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT
March 31, 2010
Page 2 of 14

l.  ACTIVE PROJECTS .
SOUTHWEST COUNTY

a.  Caldecott Tunnel Improvement Project (1001/1698)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure )
Lead Agency: CCTA
Project Description: Construction of a fourth bore between Contra Costa and Alameda Counties.
Current Project Phases: Construction.
Project Status: The contractor is awaiting a permit from the Water Board. With the limited work permit
obtained from the Water Board, trees located at the west portal/staging area have been removed. While
removing the trees, woodrat nests were found within project site. Caltrans hired a consultant to trap and
relocate the woodrats, species with limited protection in California, outside of project limits. The 4™ Bore
is expected to be opened to traffic in spring/summer 2013.
Issues/Concerns: None.

b.  Moraga Way Rehabilitation & Improvements (1625/16255W)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C

Lead Agency: City of Orinda

Project Description: The project will improve pedestrian facilities and rehabilitate the pavement on
Moraga Way between the southern terminus of Camino Encinas and the SR24 on-ramp at Bryant Way.

Current Project Phases: Design.
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $211,302 for project development activities in May 2009.
Design is complete, and the Authority appropriated $959,280 for construction activities in March 2010.
Construction is scheduled to begin in May 2010.
Issues/Concerns: None.
c.  1-680 /Norris Canyon Carpool/Bus Ramps (8003)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: CCTA

Project Description: To provide direct HOV connector ramps from/to 1-680 at Norris Canyon Road.

Current Project Phase: Project Study Report (PSR).

S:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-2
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT
March 31, 2010
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Project Status: The final PSR was signed by Caltrans on March 16, 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

CENTRAL COUNTY
d.  Alhambra Avenue Widening (1203) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: City of Martinez

Project Description: The second phase of the project will install additional lanes, traffic signals and
soundwalls at major intersections on Alhambra Avenue from MacAlvey to SR4.

Current Project Phase: Complete.

Project Status: Construction is complete. The City decided to complete the slope grading behind a
retaining wall in a subsequent project.

Project acceptance is planned in spring 2010.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

e. Commerce Avenue Extension (1214)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: Concord
Project Description: The project will extend Commerce Avenue between Pine Creek and Waterworld
Parkway and will rehabilitate the pavement section between Concord Avenue and its end near the cul de
sac.
Current Project Phase: Design & Right of Way (ROW).
Project Status: The project’s environmental clearance was obtained on November 10, 2009. The right of
way phase is now underway and is expected to take until summer 2010. The City's ROW agent set up
interviews with property owners and is assembling appraisals. The 90% Plans are complete. Construction

is scheduled for the summer of 2010 but may be delayed depending on the length of the ROW process.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

S:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-3
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT
March 31, 2010
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f. Pacheco Boulevard Widening (1216/24003) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C/Measure }
Lead Agency: Contra Costa County

Project Description: This project consists of widening of Pacheco Boulevard from Blum Road to Arthur
Road in the Martinez area to provide a two way center left-turn [ane and bicycle lanes.

Current Project Phase: Environmental clearance (started but now on hold).
Project Status: Measure C funds were used to environmentally clear a portion of the project near the
Railroad overcrossing and acquire part of the right of way. However, due to the significant funding needs,
the project is now on hold.
Issues/Areas of Concern: Project has a funding shortfall and requires coordination with the State to
replace the railroad overcrossing. $5.2 million is programmed for the project in the 2009 Measure J
Strategic Plan.

g. Iron Horse Trail Crossing at Treat Boulevard (1219) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C

Lead Agency: Contra Costa County

Project Description: This project will construct a bicycle/pedestrian bridge along the Iron Horse Trail
alignment crossing Treat Boulevard in the vicinity of Jones Road.

Current Project Phase: Construction.

Project Status: The County awarded the project in May 2009, and construction started in June 2009. The
project is expected to be completed in the summer of 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None,

h. Martinez Intermodal Station — Phase 3 (2208A/4002) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure Cand J
Lead Agency: City of Martinez
Project Description: Project will acquire land north of the railroad tracks (already acquired), construct
new road access to the north parking lot, add 425 parking spaces, and build a pedestrian bridge over the
tracks.

Current Project Phase: Construction of first stage (interim parking lot).

Project Status: The Authority allocated funds to start demolition of some existing structures and
eventually build an interim surface parking lot. Demolition work is complete. Some interim surface

S:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-4
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT
March 31, 2010
Page 5 of 14

parking lot work has started; striping of approximately 45 parking stalls is complete, some parking lot
lighting is complete. The remaining interim surface parking lot work is still scheduled to be done in
summer 2010.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

i. Pacheco Transit Hub (2210) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: CCCTA
Project Description: Construct a transit hub at Pacheco Boulevard and Blum Road. The project will
relocate and expand the existing Park & Ride lot to provide 116 parking spaces and provide six bus bays
for express and local bus service.
Current Project Phase: Design.
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $823,820 for construction in January 2009.
Issues/Areas of Concern: Letter received from Caltrans granting CCCTA permission to charge a parking
fee. These parking fees will help offset the cost of maintaining the facility and allow construction to

move forward.

j- Comprehensive Wayfinding System for Central County BART Stations {10001-03) - No changes from last
month

CCTA Fund Source: Measure )

Lead Agency: Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)

Project Description: Create and implement a cohesive, integrated wayfinding system for Central County
BART stations. This project will provide overhead and wall signage, transit information displays, and real
time transit information at each of the four Central County BART stations.

Current Phase: Design

Project Status: The Authority appropriated $2,600,000 for design and construction of improvements on
January 20, 2010. Design is expected to be complete in March, 2011, and construction is scheduled for
completion in December, 2012. Bart is working with the developer, the Contra Costa County
Redevelopment Agency staff, and transit operator staff on wayfinding within the Pleasant Hill BART

station and throughout the transit village.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

S:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-5
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k. Electronic Bicycle Facilities at Concord, North Concord, Walnut Creek and Pleasant Hill BART Stations
(10001-04) - No changes from last month

CCTA Fund Source: Measure )
Lead Agency: Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)

Project Description: This project will provide bicycle storage facilities {electronic lockers, cages, racks,
etc.) at the four Central County BART stations to meet projected 2015 demand.

Current Phase: Design
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $905,000 for design and construction of improvements on
lanuary 20, 2010. Design is expected to be complete in November, 2010, and construction is scheduled
for completion in July, 2011.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

1. Ygnacio Valley Road Permanent Restoration — Phase 2 (24027) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: City of Concord
Project Description: Approximately 1,000 feet of hiliside along Ygnacio Valley Road, just west of Cowell
Road is marginally stable. Due to restrictions on the use of Federal emergency relief funds, only 420 feet
of restoration work was completed as part of Phase 1. Phase 2 completes the restoration project by
constructing a pier wall and repair of the damaged roadway. There will also be some grading of the slide
area above the roadway to remove depressions and to repair the damaged Ohlone Trail.
Current Phase: Tie-back Wall — complete; Ohlone Trail - Environmental/Preliminary Engineering.
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $500,000 for environmental clearance work and preliminary
engineering on June 18, 2008, and appropriated $200,000 for final design on February 18, 2009. A
decision to divide the project into two parts was made in order to expedite the wall construction. On
April 15, 2009, the Authority appropriated $2,691,000 for construction activities. The construction
contract was awarded to Top Grade Construction for $1,372,740 on June 22, 2009. Tie-back wall
construction is complete.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

m. Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road Intersection Capacity Improvements (24028)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: City of Concord

Project Description: The Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road Intersection
Capacity Improvements will upgrade traffic signal phasing at the intersection and widen the

$:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-6
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eastbound Treat Boulevard approach to include two exclusive left-turn lanes, two through
lanes and one right-turn lane. The proposed improvements will improve the system-wide
signal coordination along Clayton Road during the peak periods.

Current Phase: Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Planning/Environmental Clearance.

Project Status: The Authority appropriated $154,600 for preliminary engineering/environmental planning
and environmental clearance work in March 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

WEST COUNTY

n.  Richmond Transit Village BART Parking Structures (2302) — No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: Richmond Redevelopment Agency
Project Description: The project will construct a 769-space, six level parking structure at the Richmond
BART station. The project will replace most of the surface parking (leaving a small area of 44 parking
spaces) and free up land for building 99 residential units on the east side of the station. 193 parking
spaces will be added at the station when this project is complete.
Current Project Phase: Construction.
Project Status: The CTC allocated $10.2 miilion for construction in October 2009. Project was advertised
on October 20™ and bid opening was rescheduled to December 4™. The lowest responsive bid is
approximately 13% lower than the Engineer’s Estimate. The construction contract was awarded on
February 16, 2010 and construction is targeted to start in spring 2010.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

o. |-80/San Pablo Dam Road Interchange (7002)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: CCTA/City of San Pablo
Project Description: Reconstruct existing interchange to provide improved pedestrian and bicycle access.

Current Project Phase: Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Clearance stage.

Project Status: The Final Environmental Document was signed by Caltrans on February 25, 2010. The
Final Project Report is expected to be signed by end of March 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: The scope of the project, and hence the cost, has increased significantly since
the development of the Project Study Report. A significant funding shortfall exists.

S:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-7
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p. 1-80/Central Avenue Interchange (7003)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: CCTA

Project Description: To study possible improvements of overall traffic operations at the I-80/Central
Avenue Interchange and along Central Avenue between Jacuzzi Street and San Pablo Avenue,

Current Project Phase: Feasibility Study.
Project Status: The Feasibility Study was completed in July 2009. Two projects have been identified. The
first project is moving forward as part of the ongoing 1-80/Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project,
which is planned for construction in mid 2011. The second project will be led by one or both of the cities
of El Cerrito and Richmond. Staff met with Cities of El Cerrito and Richmond staff, and the I-80 ICM project
staff to discuss the project and possible Open House to inform the public of the result of the Feasibility
Study and to wrap up CCTA’s effort at this stage.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

g. Marina Bay Parkway Grade Separation (9003)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: Richmond Redevelopment Agency
Project Description: The project will construct a roadway undercrossing at the intersection of Marina Bay
Parkway and BNSF/UP railroad tracks between Regatta Boulevard and Meeker Avenue in the City of
Richmond. The undercrossing will replace existing at-grade crossing.
Current Project Phase: Design.
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $2,700,000 for design and engineering services work on
September 16, 2009. 35% Design is expected to be complete in April 2010 with final design complete in
October 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

r. Electronic Bicycle Facilities at El Cerrito Del Norte, El Cerrito Plaza, and Richmond BART Stations (10002-
03) - No changes from last month

CCTA Fund Source: Measure ]
Lead Agency: Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)

Project Description: This project will provide bicycle storage facilities (electronic lockers, cages, racks,
etc.) at the three West County BART stations to meet projected 2015 demand.

$:\04-APC Packets\2010\04-01-10\01 - Proj Stat Rpt-March 2010.docx 1-8
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Current Project Phase: Design.

Project Status: The Authority appropriated $402,000 for design and construction of improvements on
January 20, 2010. Design is expected to be complete in November, 2010, and construction is scheduled
for completion in July, 2011.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

s. Comprehensive Wayfinding System for West Contra Costa BART Stations (10002-05) - No changes from
last month

CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)
Project Description: Create and implement a cohesive, integrated wayfinding system for West County
BART stations. This project will provide overhead and wall signage, transit information displays, and real
time transit information at each of the three West County BART stations.
Current Project Phase: Design.
Project Status: The Authority appropriated $1,600,000 for design and construction of improvements on
January 20, 2010. Design is expected to be complete in March 2011, and construction is scheduled for
completion in December 2012.
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.
EAST COUNTY

t. SR4 Widening: Railroad Avenue to Loveridge Road (1405) — No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: CCTA
Project Description: The project widened Route 4 to four lanes in each direction {including HOV lanes)
from approximately one mile west of Railroad Avenue to approximately % mile west of Loveridge Road
and provided a median for future transit.
Current Project Phase: Highway Landscaping.
Project Status: Landscaping of the freeway mainline started in December 2009 and is expected to be
completed by August 2010. The initial mainline landscape construction will be followed by a three-year

plant establishment period.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.
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u.  SR4 Widening: Loveridge Road to Somersville Road (1406/3003)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure CandJ
Lead Agency: CCTA

Project Description: The project will widen State Route 4 from two to four lanes in each direction
(including HOV Lanes) between Loveridge Road and Somersville Road. The project provides a median for
future mass transit. The environmental document also addresses future widening to SR 160.

Current Project Phase: Utility Relocation and SR4 mainline construction.

Project Status: The SR4 mainline construction project was advertised on October 26, 2009. Bids were
opened on February 10, 2010. Twelve bids were received and Caltrans is currently reviewing the
‘apparent low bid from O.C. Jones and Sons, Inc. and preparing the construction contract Award letter.
The apparent low bid is approximately 30% below the Engineer’s Estimate. Construction is anticipated to
start in late May or early June 2010. The construction management team is in place and a field office has
been secured with a lease option to extend for use when other SR4 projects begin the construction phase.

The construction of the gas transmission line is complete. The electrical transmission line is complete
except for two poles/foundations. The remaining transmission poles to be installed are dependent upon
electrical distribution progressing with the underground and overhead operations. Electrical distribution
line relocation has also started and should be complete in April. AT&T relocations will follow the PG&E
activities, but should also be completed in April.

The Team Track construction contract is complete. The Team Track contractor also finished work on a
few minor items associated with the mainline work near the Loveridge Road interchange.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

v.  SR4 Widening: Somersville Road to SR 160 (1407/3001)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure Cand J
Lead Agency: CCTA
Project Description: This project will widen State Route 4 (e) from two to four lanes in each direction
(including HOV Lanes) from Somersville Road to Hillcrest Avenue and then six lanes to SR 160, including a
wide median for transit. The project includes the reconstruction of the Somersville Road Interchange,
Contra Loma/L Street Interchange, G Street Overcrossing, Lone Tree Way/A Street Interchange, Cavallo
Undercrossing and Hillcrest Avenue Interchange.
Current Project Phase: Right of Way Acquisition, Utility Relocation & Final Design.
Project Status: The final design (PS&E) for this project is divided into four segments: 1) Somersville
Interchange; 2) Contra Loma Interchange and G Street Overcrossing; 3A) A Street Interchange and Cavallo

Undercrossing and 3B) Hillcrest Avenue to Route 160. Monthly design coordination meetings are on-
going with Caltrans, City of Antioch and PG&E.
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Segment 1 design is nearing completion. Final bid documents are under preparation. District 4 has
obtained delegation approval from Headquarters to perform final review before advertising which is
accelerating the project schedule. Concurrently, final right of way acquisition activities are proceeding on
all parcels. PG&E utility relocations needed in advance of the freeway construction project are almost
complete. The construction contract for Segment 1 remains on schedule, with anticipated advertisement
for contractor bids in early July 2010. ’

95% PS&E documents were submitted to Caltrans in September 2009 for Segment 3A and in October for
Segment 2. The design teams for both of these Segments are currently working on their 100% submittal
documents. Right of way acquisition is proceeding for both segments. Some full take parcels have
already been acquired. PG&E is working on design of all utility relocations necessary for these segments
as well.

Segment 3B, the Hillcrest Interchange area, was delayed pending resolution of issues related to the future
transit station. The issues have been resolved and the design team is proceeding on an alternative to
construct the ultimate interchange at Hillcrest Avenue, while still retaining the existing bridge structures.
35% PS&E documents are anticipated to be submitted to Caltrans in April 2010.

Issues/Areas of Concern: Allocation of state funding continues to be a concern for the SR 4 projects. If
STATE funds are delayed, the overall project schedule may be compromised. The delay of the freeway
project will affect construction of eBART, which will run in the newly constructed median of SR4.

w. SR4 Bypass: Widen Bypass to 4 Lanes — Laurel Road to Sand Creek Road (5002) - No changes from last
month

CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: State Route 4 Bypass Authority

Project Description: Widen the State Route 4 Bypass from 2 to 4 lanes {2 in each direction) from Laurel
Road to Sand Creek Road.

Current Phase: Final Design.
Project Status: The Authority appropriéted $2,983,000 for design and $1,000,000 for right-of-way
activities on May 16, 2007. Final design is nearing completion and the project could be advertised at
anytime, subject to available funding.
Issues/Areas of Concern: Construction schedule is subject to available funding.
X. SR4 Bypass: Sand Creek Road Interchange — Phase 1 (5003) — No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: State Route 4 Bypass Authority
Project Description: The project is currently planned to be constructed in two phases: Phase 1 consists of

constructing the crossover for Sand Creek Road via a single bridge with loop for Westbound Sand Creek
Road to access the Eastbound Bypass segment. The interchange will have diamond ramps in all quadrants
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with the exception of the southwest quadrant. Phase 1 will be further divided into two stages. Stage 1
will lower the existing Sand Creek Intersection by approximately 5 feet. Stage 2 will complete all
movements except at the southwest quadrant. Phase 2 of the project will construct the southwest
quadrant of the interchange.
Current Phase: Phase 1/ Stage 2 — Design and Right-of-Way Acquisition.
Project Status: Phase 1/ Stage 1 ~ Construction is complete, and the project has been closed out. Phase
1/ Stage 2 — Final design is nearing completion and the project could be advertised at anytime, subject to
available funding.
Issues/Areas of Concern: Construction schedule is subject to available funding.

y.  Vasco Road Safety Improvements Project - Phase 1 {5006) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure )
Lead Agency: Contra Costa County
Project Description: The project will provide a consistent cross section with a passing lane in the
southbound direction through the Brushy Creek area. The project also improves safety with the
installation of a solid median barrier to prevent cross median collisions.

Current Project Phase: Design.

Project Status: The bid opening was on February 16, 2010 with award scheduled for March 23, 2010.
Construction is planned to start in April 2010 with completion in fall 2011.

Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

z. SR4 Bypass: Segments 1 and 3 (5010)
CCTA Fund Source: Measure J
Lead Agency: State Route 4 Bypass Authority
Project Description: Complete the remaining two of three segments planned for the State Route 4
Bypass. Segment 1 — Construct a partial interchange at the SR4/SR4 Bypass (SR4BP) junction (no
connection from the SR4BP to SR160) with six lanes of freeway to Laurel Road and four lanes of freeway
to Lone Tree Way. Segment 3 — Construct a two-lane expressway which begins at Balfour Road and
extends south approximately 2.6 miles to Marsh Creek Road. Connect back to existing State Route 4 via
an improved Marsh Creek Road (conventional highway standards), approximately 4 miles. Segment 3 also
includes a direct connection to Vasco Road.
Current Phase: Construction — Final asphalt lift for Segment 3.
Project Status: Segment 3 is open for automobile traffic only. Truck traffic will be allowed after

application of the final asphalt lift on the remaining portion of Segment 3 (Marsh Creek Road to SR4);
which is expected to be completed in the summer 2010 timeframe pending available funds.
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Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

aa. East County Rail Extension (eBART) (2104/2001) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C and J'
Lead Agency: BART/CCTA

Project Description: Implement rail transit improvements in the State Route 4 corridor from the Pittshurg
Bay Point station in the west to a station in Antioch in the vicinity of Hillcrest in the east.

Current Project Phase: Final Design and Construction. BART is the lead agency for this phase.
Project Status: BART Board certified the EIR on April 23, 2009.
Coordination is ongoing between BART and CCTA consultants working on the design of the SR4 Widening
Project. Meetings have occurred with all parties including Caltrans and MTC to define schedule, costs and
cash flows by funding source. Cooperative agreements with Caltrans are currently underway.
BART continues to work on engineering documents for the transfer station at Pittsburg Bay Point and
improvements in the median to Railroad. BART expects to advertise this first package in the spring of
2010. '
Issues/Areas of Concern: None.

bb. Big Break Regional Trail (3112) - No changes from last month
CCTA Fund Source: Measure C
Lead Agency: East Bay Regional Park District
Project Description: The Big Break Regional Trail connects the shoreline from the Antioch Bridge to
downtown Oakley and the delta in eastern Contra Costa County. The trail is part of the newly designated
Great California Delta Trail. Measure C funds will be used to construct a bridge over the Vintage Parkway
Creek Channel and make trail improvements along 1/2 mile of shoreline from Piper Land to the existing
trail at Fetzer Lane within the Vintage Parkway housing development in Oakley. The project will construct
the bridge first, then the trail improvements. '

Current Project Phase: Bridge portion is complete; trail portion is in Construction.

Project Status: Construction of the bridge part of the project is complete and the project is open to the
public.

Issues/Areas of Concern: The trail part of the project went to bid on April 19, 2009 and was awarded on

May 19, 2009. Construction did not start due to delay in obtaining Army Corps permit. Construction
contract will be extended to summer 2010.
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. COMPLETED PROJECTS:
SOUTHWEST COUNTY
Measure C: :
1104: 1-680/Stone Valley Road I/C, 1998 1715: San Ramon Valley Blvd. Imp. — Phase 1, 1996
1105: I-680/El Cerro Blvd. 1/C Ramp Signalization, 1716: Stone Valley Rd. Circulation Improvements,
1994 2003
1106: 1-680 Auxiliary Lanes: Segments 1 & 3, 2007 1717: Camino Tassajara Circulation Improvements,
1107: 1-680/Fosteria Wy Overcrossing, 1994 2004
1600: Moraga Rd. Safety Improvements, 2005 1718: Crow Canyon Rd. Improvements, 2001

1602
1607

: Camino Pablo Carpool Lots, 1996
: Moraga Wy. at Glorietta Blvd. & Camino

Encinas, 2001 1997
1608: Moraga Wy. Safety Improvements, 2002 1801:
1609: Moraga Wy./lvy Dr. Roadway Improvements, 2206:
2004 1998
1611: Mt. Diablo Corridor Improvements, 2001 2209:

1612:
1621:

Moraga Rd. Corridor Improvements, 2005

St. Mary’s Rd. —Phase 2, 1999 Coun

1622: Moraga Rd. Structural & Safety Imp., 2005 3103
1624: Bryant Way/Moraga Way Improvements, 3106
2005
1711: St. Mary’s Rd. Improvements, 1995

CENTRAL COUNTY
Measure C:
1101: 1-680/Burnett Ave. Ramps, 1995 1215
1103: 1-680/North Main Street Bypass, 1996 1217
1108: Route 242/Concord Ave. Interchange, 1997 1218
1113: Route 242 Widening, 2001 1220
1116: 1-680 HOV Lanes, 2005 1221
1117: 1-680/SR4 Interchange, 2009 2208

1205: Taylor Blvd./Pleasant Hill Rd./Alhambra Rd.

Intersection Imp., 2000 2296:
1209: South Broadway Extension, 1996 3102:
1210: Monument Blvd./Contra Costa Blvd./Buskirk 2001
Ave. Imp., 1996

WEST COUNTY
Measure C:
1300: Richmond Parkway, 1996 1503:

1501: SR4 (W) Gap Closure — Phase 1, 2002
Measure J:
9001: Richmond Parkway Upgrade Study, 2008

EAST COUNTY
Measure C:
1401: SR4 (E) Willow Pass Grade Lowering, 1995 2101:
1402: SR4 (E) Bailey Rd. Interchange, 1996 3110:

1403: SR4 (E) Bailey Rd. to Railroad Ave., 2001
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1719:
1720:

3101:

2208:

2303:

Sycamore Valley Rd. Improvements, 2008
San Ramon Valley Blvd. Widening — Phase 1,

Camino Pablo (San Pablo Dam Corridor), 1996
[-680/Sycamore Valley Road Park & Ride,

San Ramon Intermodal Transit Facility, 1996
Iron Horse Trail — Monument to Alameda

ty Line, 1994

: Reliez Valley Road Trail — Phase 2, 2003

: St. Stephens/Bryant Way Trail, 1998

: Geary Rd. Improvements, 2002

: Bancroft/Hookston Intersection, 2004

: Buskirk Ave. Improvements, 2005

: Ygnacio Valley Rd. Slide Repair, 2008

Contra Costa Blvd Signal Coordination 2009

: Martinez Intermodal Facility — Phase 1, 2001
Martinez Intermodal Facility - Phase 2, 2006
Martinez Bay Trail, 2007

Walnut Creek Channel to CC Shoreline Trail,

SR4 (W) Willow Ave. Overcrossing, 1996
Hercules Transit Center, 2009

BART Extension to Pittsburg/Bay Point, 1996
Marsh Creek Trail Overcrossing at SR4, 1997
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Transportation project bids fall amid recession
Michael Cabanatuan, Chronicle Staff Writer

Wednesday, April 28, 2010
P

The recession has wreaked havoc on the Bay Area's
transportation systems, with transit agencies slashing aadn
service and cities and counties struggling to keep the
streets from crumbling. But it has been a boon for new
transportation projects.

From road repaving and new carpool lanes to the fourth bore of the Caldecott Tunnel, the reconstruction of
Doyle Drive and the seismic retrofit of the Antioch Bridge, transportation projects have reaped tens of
millions in savings from low construction bids. With many contractors desperate for work, bids on projects
are coming in under estimates by as much as 50 percent.

"It's certainly a silver lining in an otherwise cloudy sky," said Randy Rentschler, a spokesman for the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the Bay Area's transportation planning and financing agency.
"The public gets projects at prices we haven't seen in years."

While the trend toward lower bids started two to three years ago, it's now paying off regularly - and
sometimes spectacularly. Earlier this month, transportation officials learned that seismic strengthening
work on the Antioch Bridge, estimated to cost $93 million, drew bids ranging from $35 million to $65
million.

Falling below estimates

Caltrans spokesman Mark DeSio said that in 2006, the department was receiving bids that ran about 3.5
percent below estimates made by project engineers. But in the first three months of this year, low bids have
been averaging 36 percent below estimates.

Recent bid savings also include $14.7 million on the fourth bore of the Caldecott Tunnel and $10 million on
the eastbound carpool lane on Interstate 80 in Contra Costa County. Others include $74.1 million on two
Doyle Drive projects, and $53.7 million on one of the projects for the new east span of the Bay Bridge.
Outside the Bay Area, other big savings on bids include $94.4 million on the Antlers Bridge on I-5 in Shasta
County and $67.7 million on the rehabilitation of I-80 in Placer and Nevada counties.

$2.4 billion saved

Between July 2006 and March 2010, Caltrans has saved $2.4 billion statewide from bids coming in below

engineer estimates, DeSio said.
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But, he points out, bids are only the starting point, and changes are often made in the work reqilired, which
can come with added costs. Delays and other problems can also increase costs.

The true cost savings won't be determined until the projects are completed, he said.

Still, when the ribbons are cut, significant savings are likely. The joint agency building San Francisco's
Transbay Transit Center credits the recession - and the lower bids - for keeping the project on budget. Bids
to demolish the existing terminal, which will fall this summer, came in 35 percent below the estimate, and
officials are banking on low bids later this year when a major contract for the center's foundation goes out.

According to DeSio, project engineers develop estimates by calculating the amounts of different types of
work required on a project, and applying historical data and economic conditions to determine a price. The
same is done for materials.

"It's extremely hard to predict the future," said Rentschler, "be it a ballgame or tomorrow's weather or a
construction project.”

It goes both ways

The Bay Area has suffered the flip side of the bidding situation as well, drawing bids well over estimate,
including the new Bay Bridge east span. In 2005, with the economy still booming and the heavy construction
industry busy, Caltrans received just one bid for the single-tower suspension section of the bridge. That
prompted Caltrans to reject the bid - at Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger's behest - and sparked a controversy
over whether to build a simpler, cheaper span. In 2006, after much debate, the design was unchanged, the
project was reconfigured, and this time drew two bids, one slightly lower than estimated.

Money saved from projects that end up costing less than anticipated goes back into the coffers to fund others
on the long list of transportation needs and wants.

"We get to build more with the savings," said Rentschler. "The problem is: The overall pain from the
economy is hurting us even more than the bidding environment is helping us. I'm not sure we want to be
grateful for this environment, but it is helping us."

E-mail Michael Cabanatuan at mcabanatuan@sfchronicle.com.
http://sfgate.com/cgi-bih/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/04/28/MNAA1D3IVA.DTL
This article appeared on page A - 1 of the San Francisco Chronicle
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Auditor faults state's high-speed rail agency
Marisa Lagos, Chronicle Sacramento Bureau
Friday, April 30, 2010

(04-30) 04:00 PDT Sacramento - --

California's plan to build a high-speed rail system could be
in jeopardy because the state agency overseeing the $42
billion project hasn't figured out how to secure enough money, according to an audit released Thursday.

The High-Speed Rail Authority also suffers from lax oversight, poor management and insufficient planning,
according to the report by state auditor Elaine Howle.

Howle determined the agency needs to figure out alternative business plans because the planned funding -
including billions in anticipated state and federal dollars and private financing - may not all work out.

The authority is charged with building the 220-mph train system between the Bay Area and Southern
California by 2020.

The audit was requested by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, made up of members of the state Senate
and Assembly. Many of its findings are similar to a report issued by the nonpartisan Legislative Analyst's
Office in January.

"This report concludes that the High Speed Rail Authority has not adequately planned for the future
development of the program," Howle wrote in a letter to the governor and Legislature accompanying the
audit. "The program risks significant delays without more well-developed plans for obtaining funds."

Plan 'lacks detail'

As of February, Howle wrote, the authority had secured about $11.6 billion in funding. But the agency's
December business plan "lacks detail regarding how it proposes to finance the (program) and mitigate
associated risks." '

For example, the authority anticipates up to $19 billion in federal funds, but has received only $2.25 billion
and does not have commitments for future federal dollars, according to Howle. And without federal or other
funds, the authority cannot legally leverage the $9 billion in state bond funds approved by voters. Its plans
for up to $12 billion in private funding are also vague, she said.

Howle said the agency's assumptions of state and federal funding appears to be 2 1/2 times more than what
is now available.

Addrésdihg problems




The auditor recommends that the authority develop alternative funding plans. The authority's interim
executive director, Carrie Pourvahidi, said in a written statement that the agency has "already moved
aggressively to address many of the issues and suggestions ... including refining our business plan to respond
to questions about funding, risk management and ways to attract private investment."

Howle also found that the authority needs to improve oversight and administrative controls. For example,
the agency has not created a system to track some areas of spending - including bond funds and federal
stimulus dollars - that it is legally required to account for. She recommended tracking the expenditures and
creating a long-term spending plan.

Additionally, the audit found that the authority has been lax in monitoring architectural and engineering
contracts, including when it paid for tasks not included in contractors' work plans and made up to $2.9
million in payments without making sure the work was done. And a "primary tool" for monitoring the
program's status - monthly progress reports - have contained "inaccurate and inconsistent information,"
according to Howle.

Issue with title

The board that oversees the authority is looking for a new executive director. In a written response
contained in the report, board chairman Curt Pringle agreed with many of the findings but took issue with
the report's title, "High Speed Rail Authority: It risks delays or an incomplete system because of inadequate
planning, weak oversight, and lax contract management." Pringle called the title "inflammatory" and "overly
aggressive" - sométhing Howle disagreed with.

Senate President Pro Tem Darrell Steinberg, D-Sacramento, said legislators will use the audit's findings to
"implement necessary reforms" as they review the authority's budget in the coming weeks.

"The Senate asked for the audit because of concerns about the management of the high speed rail authority,
which have now been validated," he said in a written statement. "These problems need to be fixed and they
need to be fixed now."

E-mail Marisa Lagos at mlagos@sfchronicle.com.
http://sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/04/30/MN141D6V58.DTL
This article appeared on page A - 1 of the San Francisco Chronicle
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