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INTERCITY TRANSIT CONSORTIUM
AGENDA
10:00 a.m., Wednesday, April 25, 2012
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585
ITEM STAFF PERSON
l. CALL TO ORDER Mona Babauta,
FAST
. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
(10:05 -10:10 a.m.)
V. REPORTS FROM STA STAFF AND OTHER AGENCIES
(10:10 -10:15a.m.)
V. CONSENT CALENDAR
Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one motion.
(10:15-10:20 a.m.)
A. Minutes of the Consortium Meeting of March 28, 2012 Johanna Masiclat
Recommendation:
Approve Consortium Meeting Minutes of March 28, 2012,
Pg. 1
VI. ACTION FINANCIAL ITEMS
A. None presented.
VII.  ACTION NON-FINANCIAL
A. Unmet Transit Needs for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-12 Update Liz Niedziela
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
CONSORTIUM MEMBERS
Janet Koster Mona Babauta John Andoh Jim McElroy Brian McLean Matt Tuggle
Dixon Fairfield and Suisun Rio Vista Solano County Transit Vacaville County of
Readi-Ride Transit (FAST) Delta Breeze SolTrans City Coach Solano

The complete Consortium packet is available on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov



1. Approve the FY 2011-12 Unmet Transit Needs response as
specified in Attachment B allowing edits and clarification as
requested by MTC staff; and

2. Authorize the Executive Director to submit the FY 2011-12
Unmet Transit Needs response to MTC.

(10:20 — 10:25.m.)
Pg.5

Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation for Lifeline
Funding

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Lifeline
Advisory Committee Funding Recommendation for allocation of
Solano Lifeline funding as specified in Attachment A.
(10:25-10:35a.m.)

Pg. 29

Bay Area Transit Sustainability Project (TSP) Recommendation
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to support MTC’s
Transit Sustainability Project recommendation as outlined in
Attachment B with a request for MTC to approve a funding formula
that holds small operators harmless as part of the Transit
Performance Initiative investment program to be developed.
(10:35-10:45a.m.)

Pg. 33

Legislative Update

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to adopt a support
position for SB 1189 (Hancock).

(10:45-10:50 a.m.)

Pg. 91

VIIl. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

A

Update on OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Projects and Priorities
(10:50 - 11:00 a.m.)
Pg. 139

East Fairfield Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP)
Status Update

(11:00 - 11:05 a.m.)

Pg. 179

SolanoExpress 2011-12 Mid-Year Ridership Report

(11:05 - 11:15 a.m.)
Pg. 181

The complete Consortium packet is available on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov

Liz Niedziela

Liz Niedziela

Jayne Bauer

Robert Macaulay

Liz Niedziela

Liz Niedziela



D. Solano Seniors and People with Disabilities Transportation
Advisory Committee Priority Strategies Update
(11:15-11:20 a.m.)

Pg. 189

E. Role of Ridesharing in the Solano County Intercity Transit
System
(11:20 - 11:25a.m.)
Pg. 193

F.  SNCI Monthly Issues
(11:25-11:30 a.m.)
Pg. 197

NO DISCUSSION

G. Alternative Fuels AND Infrastructure Plan Status Update
Pg. 199

H. Funding Opportunities Summary
Pg. 209

TRANSIT OPERATOR ISSUES
e Clipper and other Issues

ADJOURNMENT

Liz Niedziela

Judy Leaks

Judy Leaks

Robert Guerrero

Sara Woo

Group

The next regular meeting of the SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium is scheduled at

10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, May 30, 2012.

The complete Consortium packet is available on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov
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April 25, 2012
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INTERCITY TRANSIT CONSORTIUM
Minutes of the Meeting of
March 28, 2012

CALL TO ORDER
Jim McElroy called the regular meeting of the SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium to
order at approximately 10:05 a.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority Conference Room.

Consortium Present:  John Andoh Delta Breeze
Janet Koster Dixon Readi-Ride
Mona Babauta Fairfield and Suisun Transit, Vice Chair
Jim McElroy SolTrans
Brian McLean Vacaville City Coach
Arrived the meeting at  Matt Tuggle County of Solano
10:15 a.m.
Also Present: Robert Macaulay STA
Jayne Bauer STA
Liz Niedziela STA
Judy Leaks STA
Robert Guerrero STA
Johanna Masiclat STA
Others Present: (In Alphabetical Order by Last Name)
Nathaniel Newell County of Solano
Nathaniel Newell County of Solano
Debbie Whitbeck

ELECT CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR FOR 2012

On a motion by Brian McLean, and a second by Janet Koster, the STA Board unanimously
approved the selection of Mona Babauta (Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST) as Chair.

On a motion by Mona Babauta, and a second by Janet Koster, the STA Board unanimously
approved the selection of Brian McLean (Vacaville City Coach) as Vice-Chair.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

On a motion by Jim McElroy, and a second by Janet Koster, the Solano Express Intercity
Transit Consortium approved the agenda.



V. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
None presented.

V. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STA STAFF

1. Rio Vista Short Rate Transit Plan (SRTP) Summary presented by John Andoh

Intercity Taxi Scrip Update presented by Matt Tuggle

VI. CONSENT CALENDAR

A

Minutes of the Consortium Meeting of February 29, 2012
Recommendation:
Approve Consortium Meeting Minutes of February 29, 2012.

On a motion by Brian McLean, and a second by Jim McElroy, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium unanimously approved Consent Calendar Item A.

Legislative Update
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the following legislative bill
positions:
e Support AB 2679 (Assembly Committee on Transportation).
e Support ACA 23 (Perea)

On a motion by Jim McElroy, and a second by Brian McLean, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium unanimously approved consent calendar Item B.

VIil.  ACTION - FINANCIAL ITEMS

A.

SolTrans Transitional Cost Facilitation and Allocation of Lifeline Proposition
(Prop.) 1B Funds

Liz Niedziela reviewed the three submittals received by staff for the Prop. 1B Lifeline
funds from the Fairfield and Suisun Transit ($1,547,328 to replace six (6) local buses
from diesel to hybrid), *Dixon Readi-Ride ($34,777 for the purchase of a
narrowbanding radio system), and SolTrans ($1,000,000 from Lifeline Prop. 1B to be
swapped with Solano’s State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF).

*Dixon withdrew application

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve:

1. Lifeline Prop 1B funds in the amount of $1 million be swapped with STAF
funds for the intercity bus replacement;

2. The STAF funds in the amount of $1 million currently reserved for the intercity
bus replacement be used for SolTrans transitional cost and the Lifeline Prop 1B
funds in the amount of $1 million be allocated to SolTrans to complete the
purchase of three intercity buses that have reached their useful life in 2015; and

3. To allocate the remaining Lifeline Prop 1B funds in the amount of $537,328 to
Fairfield for their local bus replacement.

On a motion by Jim McElroy, and a second by Brian McLean, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.



VIll.  ACTION - NON-FINANCIAL ITEMS

A. Solano County Transportation for Sustainable Communities (TSC) Plan
Robert Guerrero reported that staff is seeking an action to forward the Final Draft
Solano County TSC to the STA Board for approval at their meeting in April 2012.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Solano County
Transportation for Sustainable Communities Plan.

On a motion by Janet Koster, and a second by Jim McElroy, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

B. OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Projects and Priorities
The Consortium reviewed the transit priorities for OBAG funds to be forwarded to the
TAC and Board for further discussion and approval. Robert Macaulay cited that STA
staff is recommending that existing STA based funding commitments (STA Planning,
Solano Napa Commuter Information Program and Dixon West B Street Undercrossing)
be maintained and funded from the total OBAG funds before new discretionary projects
and programs are considered.

After discussion, the Consortium recommended to forward to the STA TAC
Attachments B, OBAG Fund Estimates, Attachment C, Existing Commitments and
TAC Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) Maintenance Recommendation for OBAG
Funds, and Attachment D, STA/CMAQ Cycle Funding Estimates, Expenditure
Scenarios, and STA Commitments, and forward Attachment A, Preliminary OBAG
Funding Projects pursuant to a subsequent to a joint meeting between the TAC and the
Consoritum.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the TAC and Board regarding transit priorities for
OBAG funds.

On a motion by Brian McLean, and a second by Mona Babauta, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

C. Solano Transit Operators Letter of Support for Clipper
Liz Niedziela reviewed and distributed for signature a joint letter of support for grant
application to be submitted by Solano County Transit Managers to MTC by March 29,
2012 to the FTA. She identified the Clipper proposal seeking FTA funds for 1)
Expand Clipper

Recommendation:
Support for Solano Transit Operators Letter of Support for the Clipper Program Grant
Application.

On a motion by Brian McLean, and a second by Mona Babauta, the Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.



IX.

XI.

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

A.

G.

Status Report on STA’s Overall Work Plan (OWP) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-12
and FY 2012-13 and Development of FY 2012-13 and 2013-14 OWP

Robert Macaulay noted that staff has agendized the development of the updated OWP
for discussion in preparation for a recommendation on the OWP by the TAC at their
April meeting and adoption by the STA Board at their meeting in May.

Transit Integration in Emergency Operations

Robert Macaulay noted that the STA has not sent a formal request to the Solano
County Office of Emergency Services (OES) asking for direction on whether the Mass
Transportation Annex should be amended so that transit information is provided
directly from transit providers to cities and then to OES, rather than through the STA.

East Fairfield Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP) Status Update
Liz Niedziela announced the next stakeholders’ meeting will be held once the
community outreach process concludes and is expected in early May. She added that
the project schedule is to have the draft report to Consortium in August and to the
Board in September 2012.

Countywide Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Application

Debbie Whitbeck, Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST), provided an update to the
development of the draft Solano ADA application proposed to be used by all Solano
County transit operators to determine eligibility for future paratransit use and the
intercity transit taxi scrip program.

Ridership Survey and Analysis Update

Liz Niedziela noted that the surveyors are out in the field conducting on/off counts,
surveys, and measuring on time performance on SolTrans Routes 78, 80, and 85. She
added that they will start Fairfield and Suisun Transit intercity routes on March 27"
and that the local routes will be conducted during April, around the holiday and school
schedule.

Unmet Transit Needs for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-12 Update

Liz Niedziela reviewed the draft revised schedule to submit response to MTC. She
noted that the streets and roads portion of the County of Solano TDA claim will be
processed once the Unmet Needs process is complete.

SNCI Monthly Issues

NO DISCUSSION

H.

Alternative Fuel and Infrastructure Plan Status Update

Funding Opportunities Summary

TRANSIT OPERATOR ISSUES

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 11:40 a.m. The next regular meeting of the SolanoExpress
Intercity Transit Consortium is scheduled at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, April 25, 2011.
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DATE: April 16, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst

RE: Unmet Transit Needs for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-12 Update

Background:
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 4/8 funds are distributed to cities and counties

based upon a population formula and are primarily intended for transit purposes. However, TDA
funds may be used for streets and roads purposes in counties with a population of less than
500,000, if it is annually determined by the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA)
that all reasonable unmet transit needs have been met.

Solano County is the only county in the Bay Area that has a local jurisdiction using TDA funds
for streets and roads. For FY 2010-11, the County of Solano was the only jurisdiction that used
TDA funds for streets and roads.

When the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) took final action on the FY 2009-10
Unmet Transit Needs process and concluded that there were no reasonable unmet transit needs,
they also took action that directed Rio Vista and the County of Solano to develop a TDA phase
out plan. In February 2010, the Rio Vista City Council took action directing that Rio Vista no
longer use TDA funds for streets and roads beginning FY 2010-11. A strategy to phase the
County of Solano out of the Unmet Needs process was approved by the STA Board April 14,
2010. The County of Solano will no longer be claiming funding for streets and roads after FY
2011-12. Therefore, the Unmet Transit Needs process was still required to allow Solano County
to claim TDA for streets and roads in FY 2011-12.

The Unmet Transit Needs Hearing was held on Thursday, December 2, 2010 at 6:00 pm at the
Solano County Administration Center (SCAC) in the Board of Supervisors Chambers. Based on
comments raised at the hearing and the received written comments, MTC staff then selected
pertinent comments for Solano County’s local jurisdictions for response. The STA coordinates
with the transit operators who must prepare responses specific to their operation.

Discussion:

MTC has summarized the key issues of concern and forwarded them to the STA (Attachment A).
The STA staff forwarded a worksheet to each transit operators that identified the issues specific to
their operators for a response. STA staff worked with the transit operators to address the issues and
coordinate a response to MTC. A preliminary response to the issues was submitted to MTC on
March 16, 2012. MTC requested some additional information and the responses were submitted
again on April 13, 2012. MTC has not yet completed the preliminary review of the revised
responses. However, the responses need to be presented to the STA Board at the May meeting to
meet the timeline to clear the unmet needs process and allow the County of Solano to claim the
TDA this fiscal year. As a result, staff is presenting the responses in parallel with MTC’s
preliminary approval. MTC staff may ask for additional information and/or clarification on
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some of the responses to the issues and the responses may be modified prior to STA Board
approval in May. If the transit operators, the STA and Solano County can thoroughly and
adequately address the issues as part of the preliminary response letter, MTC staff can move to
make the finding that there are no unreasonable transit needs in the county. Making a positive
finding of no reasonable transit needs will allow MTC to process the streets and road element of
the TDA claims from the County of Solano. For FY 2011-12, the County’s TDA claim for local
streets and roads will be held by MTC until this process is completed.

As FY 2011-12 will be the last year the County of Solano uses TDA for streets and roads, the
Unmet Needs process will no longer be required in Solano County since no jurisdiction will be
using TDA funds for streets and roads.

The following is the schedule for approval of the Unmet Transit Needs process:

Schedule to Submit Response to MTC

April 18, 2011 Assign the questions to the Transit Operators.

Extended Deadline for Transit Operators to
provide responses to STA.
Consortium and TAC review and approve

March 9, 2012

April 25, 2012
responses.
May 9, 2012 STA Board review and approval.
May 10, 2012 Submit responses to MTC.
May 17, 2012 Presen't issues to the Paratransit Coordinating
Council

Responses are submitted for approval to the
Programming and Allocations Committee at MTC.

June 13, 2012

The streets and roads portion of the County of Solano TDA claim will be processed once the
Unmet Needs process is complete.

Fiscal Impact:

No impact on the STA budget. As determined by MTC, if reasonable Unmet Transit Needs
remain at the end of this process, TDA funds could not be used for streets and roads purposes by
the County of Solano that plans to do so in FY 2011-12. It will not have any impact on TDA
funds used for transit operating, capital, planning or other eligible purpose.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
1. Approve the FY 2011-12 Unmet Transit Needs response as specified in Attachment B
allowing edits and clarification as requested by MTC staff; and
2. Authorize the Executive Director to submit the FY 2011-12 Unmet Transit Needs
response to MTC.

Attachments:
A. MTC March 31, 2011 Letter Summarizing FY 2011-12 Unmet Transit Needs
B. Solano County Unmet Needs Responses for FY 2011-12



Adviense 3. Tisier, Chorie
Fan Mans Conagy

Amey Rein Worth, Vice Chair
Citips of Coniry Costa County

Ton dzumbmdn
LS. Pleparmnent of Flowsing
and Urban Davelapaieny

Toom Bates
Civies of Alamedda County

Dirve Cortese
Santa Clars Comnay

Hitt Dot
Napa Conney arm] Ciries

Dovere M, Glacapin
LS, Depuamment of Transpomation

Federaf D, Glover
Comr Coms Connry

Muark Creen

Astocdasian of Bay Ager Goverpinns

Seosr Higgerty
Akyeds County

Amie T Haloed
Han Francisco Bay Creservation
and Brevelnprreat Costminion

Steve Kinsey
Marin Cotrity atd Cities

Seemn Liceardo
Cleies of Santa Clars Covety

Fake Mackeirzic
Seonmis Crunty sed Citles

Kevin duilin
Citios of San Mates Covary

Fous Bubin
San Francisser Mayors Appointce

B._ffﬁﬁ Sartipi
St Business, Frarispartation
gud Hausing Agensy

Javses B Spering

Solian County sl Cigles

Foeancy
ity anid Cosaty of S Fransitos

Steve Heaminger
Executive Direcne

cbwwr Flemer
Deputy Execneive Directos, Polivy

Andrew B, Freaicr
Dieputy Exerudve Dircater, {

Attachment A

METROPOLITAN Jozeph P. Bort MetroCenrer
M o TRANSPORTATION 101 Eighds Stru:r
Cakland, CA #4607-4700
COMMISSION TEL SH81L5700
TTY/TDD 510.817.5769
FAX S10.817.5848
E-MATL info@mic.cngov
WER WWwW.me e gov
March 31, 2011

Mr. Daryl Halls

Executive Director

Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585

Dear Mr. Halls:

I have reviewed the transcript of the comments received at the Solano County Unmet
Transit Needs public hearing held on December 2, 2610, and also reviewed comments
contained in correspondence received by MTC during the public comment period.  As
you know, the recently concluded unmet transit needs public participation process
pettains to FY 2011-12 Transportation Developmient Act (TDA) fund allocations for
streets and roads purposes.

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the transcript of the public hearing, and copies of
all correspondenice received by MTC as a result of the public participation in the Solano
County Unmet Transit Needs process. These materials encompass all comments
received by MTC,

Unmet transit needs pertain to the levels and locations of service, fare and transfer
policies, and matters related to transit facilities (e.g. bike racks, bus stops) and transit
safety. In addition, unmet transit needs include requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act and the provision of welfare-to-work public transit. The purpose of this
hearing, set forth by statutes, is to ascertain those reasonable transit needs not being met
by cutrent service in Solano County. Several of the comments made at the hearing or
received by MTC are deemed to be minor or are not relevant to specific transit service
and the use of TDA funding.

Listed below are the preliminary issues that were raised as part of this year’s Solano
County Unmet Transit Needs process.
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Vallejo

Service Design

.« & » @

FLack of Glen Cove service;

Run bus on Hwy. 37 from Vallgjo to San Rafacl;

Keep current schedule and lines for the 78 and 76 buses; and
Route 5 is important for students to get to the Vallejo campus.

Operational and Scheduling Issues

*

¢« & & B & ¥ @

Fairfield

Better coordination between drivers and dispatchers;

Scheduling trips, especially timing, is confusing;

Shorten paratransit transfers;

Problem with canceled paratransit trip;

Driver not wanting to tie wheelchair down;

General issues with driver’s treatment of passengers;

Drivers drive a little rough for some passengers; and

Make transit more senior friendly e.g. with the use of ‘transit ambassadors’ and
transit training.

Service Design

® % 4 & % & & & 5 & K % P & & @

Routing issues of DART service;

Route 20 could run later to match route 90;

Would like to see one pass in use not multiple passes;
Extra bus stop needed at business center in Cordelia;
Cordelia underserved by transit;

Improve Red Top Road Park and Ride;

Direct bus to San Francisco;

Concerns about transit for seniors in Green Valley;
Keep Fairfield Taxi program;

Expand Capitol Corridor schedule;

Extend howrs of current FAST schedule extended to at least 10:00 PM;
Need for Sunday service; ‘

Lack of good transportation for elderly;

Lack of bus stops on bus lines;

Bus stops too far apart; and

Need to create a regional code of bus etiquette,




March 31, 2010
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Operational and Scheduling Issues

e Reduction from 7 to 5 buses makes reservations more difficult (DART);
Some dispatchers are not customer friendly;
Lack of professionalism on phone by dispatchers;
Drivers need more training to be sensitive to needs of passengers; and
Travel times and transfers make service inconvenient.

*

»

Capital Improvements ‘
= Need more bus stations (shelters);

+ Better signage for bus system;
» Need for bus shelters; ‘
s More curb cuts at stops/stations;
o Increased capacity for bikes on buses; and
s More conveniently located and more easily accessible bus stops.
Vacaville
Service Design

» Keep bus line #3; needed to get to work;
¢ Need local buses after 6:30 p.m. to Solano College; and
» Needs bus service on Sundays to go to church.

Operational and Scheduling Issues
s Buses need to run later and connect better with #20 and #30.

Capital Improvements
* More bus stations (shelters);

e Repair Vacaville bus shelters, some stops have no shelters;
» Include public restrooms in any new transit plaza planning;
s Build bus shelters and benches; and '
e Need directional bus stop signs.
Benicia
Service Design o

* Need for direct bus between Benicia and Glen Cove Shopping Center.

The list above summarizes all relevant comments made through this year’s unmet transit needs
process without regard to the merit or reasonableness of the comment or request. However
comments deemed to be minor or not relevant to specific transit service and the use of TDA
funding were not included. These would include the following types of comments:

« Comments regional in nature and not germane to the use of TDA funds for streets and
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roads purposes {e.g., extending BART to Vallgjo)

« Comments already identified in last vear’s unmet transit needs process and addressed
satisfactorily by the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) response.

» Incidents (e.g., tardiness of a bus or paratransit van; behavior of a particular driver) do not
rise to the level of an unmet transit need; unless, public comment reveals a pattern to such
incidents that might warrant policy or operational changes. Other “minor” issues include
better distribution of transit information, better information on the location of late
paratransit vehicles, minor delays in picking up passengers etc. While these comments are
important to the comfort and convenience of the transit systems’ patrons, they are not
uninet transit needs. MTC is confident that the STA, working with the transit operators,
can address these issues.

» Finally, general transportation issues such as the economies of automobile use, the
transportation impacts of land-use decisions, and the priorities of federal gas tax revenues,
etc. which are not directly germane to specific transit services in Solano County are not
considered to be relevant to the unmet transit needs process,

The next step in the unmet transit needs process is for a review of the preliminary issues by
Solano Transportation Authority staff, in cooperation with staff members of the city and county-
jurisdictions in Solano County. Please provide us with an evaluation of each of the issues. Your
response, as well as a description of the approach the cities and County intend to take in
addressing these issues, will help us develop recommendations in a complete and faix manner,
Authority staff should provide MTC with substantive information supporting one of the
following for each issue:

that an issue has been addressed through recent changes in service; or

'2. that an issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now
and the end of fiscal year 2010-11; or

3. that the service changes required to address an issue have been recently studied and
determined not reasonable based on locally established standards; or

4. that the evaluation of the issue resulted in the identification of an alternative means of
addressing it; or that an issue has not been addressed through recent or planned service
changes, nor recently studied.

“Substantive information” supporting categories (1), (2) or (3) above could include reports to
the Solano Transportation Authority Board describing recent or planned changes in service;
citation to a recently completed study such as a Short Range Transit Plan or a Countywide
Transportation Plan; or, a short narrative describing how the issue was or will be addressed.
Any issues which fall into category (4) will be considered by MTC staff for recommendation to
the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee (PAC) as an unmet transit need.

Pursuant to MTC Resolution No. 2380, we will present our staff recommendation to MTC’s
PAC identifying those issues that the cities and County must address prior to MTC’s
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consideration of FY 2011-12 TDA. fund requests for streets and roads purposes. Receipt of your
responses are requested one month prior to our PAC meeting date (second Wednesday of the
meonth) to in¢lude this item on the PAC agenda. Please contact me or Bob Bates of my staff at
(510) 817-5733 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

e Botatina—_

- Alix A. Bockelman
Director, Programming and Allocations Section

Enclosures

¢c {without enclosures):
Jim Spering, MTC Commissioner
Gene Cortright, City of Fairfield
Gary Leach, City of Vallejo
Rod Moresco, City of Vacaville
Robert Sousa, City of Benicia
Jeff Matheson, City of Dixon
Morrie Barr, City of Rio Vista
Dan Kasperson, City of Suisun City
Paul Weise, County of Solano
Jamie Johnson, Chair, Solano County PCC (c¢/o Elizabeth Richards, STA)

JAPROIEC TWunding\TDA-STA 'Administpa!ion\e ‘Unmet Trarsit Needs\a UTN FY 12 (Dee 20100TN Tssue Letier March 201 1.doc
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ATTACHMENT A
SOLANO COUNTY UNMET NEEDS FISCAL YEAR 2011-12

Vallejo Transit and Benicia Breeze’s Unmet Transit Needs Response
Currently Solano County Transit (SolTrans)

Issue 1: Lack of Glen Cove service.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response
The system is currently undergoing a major restructuring of routes, even with the given the recent budget shortfalls, SolTrans
restructuring will result in restoring service to Glen Cove.

Issue 2: Run bus on Hwy. 37 from Vallejo to San Rafael.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—3. The service changes required to address an issue have been recently studied and determined not reasonable based on
locally established standards.

Response

Solano County Transit (SolTrans) uses 100% of its TDA funds for transit. SolTrans is faced with a S3M deficit FY 2012-13 due
to loss of stimulus funding that supported operations for the past two years as a result of lost state operating revenues.
Stimulus funds support operations due to the loss of State revenue. Due to the lack of new revenues, SolTrans is forced to
reduce current service levels and restructure existing route. Expansion of service is not feasible at this time.

Issue 3: Keep current schedule and lines for the 78 and 76.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit

—->*2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response

SolTrans engaged a consulting firm to assist with the preparation of a Short Range Transit Plan, a 10-year plan focused on
operations, budget and capital needs. Due to budget shortfalls, unproductive trips on Routes 78 and Rt. 76 are proposed for
elimination. However, the plan proposes to mitigate the loss of Route 76 through implementation of van pool service with
the assistance of the Solano Transportation Authority’s Solano/Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) staff. The draft service
plan was available for public comment beginning the first week of March 2012 and concluded April 16th. Staff will consider
all comments and suggestions related to the proposed changes and revise the plan based upon public input where possible.
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Issue 4: Route 5 is important for students to get to the Vallejo campus.
Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
->*2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response
SolTrans recognizes the importance of providing students and staff with access to Solano Community College Vallejo satellite

campus. A consultant has been retained to review the entire service area. Realignment of existing service to the Vallejo
campus is anticipated, modification of this route will improve connections.

Issue 5: Better coordination between drivers and dispatchers.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response
Every effort is made to coordinate dissemination of information. SolTrans has brought this to the attention of our contractor

MV Transportation. Together, we are working diligently with our operations contractor to improve coordination between bus
operators and supervisors.

Issue 6: Scheduling trips, especially timing, is confusing.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response
As SolTrans is working with a marketing consultant to develop new maps and schedules, opportunities to simplify and
improve public use of these materials will be explored.

Issue 7: Shorten Paratransit transfers.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response

Paratransit trips requiring transfers are coordinated with outside agencies, every effort is made to coordinate trips with the
least wait time for the passenger to connecting agencies. The recent consolidation of Vallejo and Benicia paratransit service
will eliminate the need for passengers to transfer within the SolTrans service area (Benicia and Vallejo) thus shortening the
overall trip time.
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Issue 8: Problems with cancelled paratransit trips.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response

Passenger’s that may not need a previously scheduled trip are asked to cancel as early as possible. You may cancel a trip up
to 5:30 PM the day before the trip. Drivers schedules are prepared daily, cancellations made after 5:30 PM the day before
are considered a “no show.” SolTrans will perform an ADA assessment of its operation in 2012, as a result modifications will
be made to existing policies.

Issue 9: Driver not wanting to tie wheelchair down.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—>1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service; or

Response

All bus operators are trained on proper wheelchair securement and subject to additional training throughout the year.
Passengers are encouraged to call when they encounter problems using the service so management may expeditiously
address issues of this nature. Use and proper procedure for restraints is and will continue to be part of the bus operator
safety and training program.

Issue 10: General issues with driver’s treatment of passengers.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service; or

Response

Our contractor MV Transportation implemented an expanded customer service training program. Passengers are encouraged
to contact customer service representatives when they experience a problem with an operator so management may quickly
address the issue.

Issue 11: Drivers drive a little rough for some passengers.
Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
—>1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service; or

Response

Our fleet was recently equipped with Drive CAM. DriveCam is focused on behavior change management, this technology
allows management to monitor operator driving patterns. Events that occur throughout the day are recorded and reviewed
by our safety department. If necessary, the bus operator’s are coached and provided additional training.
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Issue 12: Make transit more senior friendly e.g. with the use of ‘transit ambassadors” and transit training.

Transit Operator: Vallejo Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Vallejo used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response
Solano County Transit (SolTrans) will develop and implement a Transit Ambassador program geared toward acclimating
seniors and disabled with using public transit.
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Transit Operator: Benicia Breeze

Use of TDA: The City of Benicia used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, SolTrans will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-2. Issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-2012.

Response

Solano County Transit (SolTrans) has hired a consultant to develop a Short Range Transit Plan. Existing services as well as
additional services will be assessed and identified. Implementation of additional service will be contingent upon available
funding.

Fairfield and Suisun Transit’s Unmet Transit Needs Response

Issue 1: Routing issues of DART service

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

The City of Fairfield has worked closely with our contractor to create a better dispatch and routing of the DART service.
Changes include but are not limited to: hiring of a new customer service manager, training on the route scheduling software,
customer service training, creating a DART only dispatch room. Additionally, the City’s contractor, MV Transportation,
recently hired a new General Manager who is working diligently to improve the quality of service and efficiency of DART
service.

Issue 2: Route 20 could run later to match route 90.

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

This recommendation has not yet been fully studied for its effectiveness and potential for increasing transit ridership between
Vacaville and Fairfield. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the City’s entire fixed route system to identify
opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the City will evaluate potential service changes
to Routes 20 and 40 that could provide a better link between the gities of Fairfield and Vacaville.




Issue 3: Would like to see one pass in use, not multiple passes.

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—3. The service changes required to address an issue have been recently studied and determine not reasonable based on
locally established standards

Response

The Bay Area’s regional fare card system, Clipper, is launching throughout the Bay Area in a structured release, as dictated by
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (region’s funding and planning agency) and will arrive in Solano County in
approximately 1.5 years. As part of this effort, FAST will be required to harmonize our fare rules and policies to create synergy
with other Bay Area operators. All Bay Area operators will eventually be required to accept the same Clipper Card, resulting in
the elimination of the multiple passes currently sold by FAST. The Clipper Card, in that case, would allow passengers to load
the appropriate value on this smart card to travel throughout FAST’s service area and zones, as well as throughout the entire
Bay Area. (Reference Metropolitan Transportation Commission Resolution 3866, Transit Coordination Implementation Plan)

Issue 4: Extra bus stop needed at business center in Cordelia

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

Community demand for implementing this recommendation, as well as the opportunity for a new bus stop in this area to
enhance overall, system effectiveness, has not yet been evaluated. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the
City’s entire fixed route system to identify opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the
City will evaluate this recommendation.

Issue 5: Cordelia underserved by transit
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12.

Response

Community demand for implementing this recommendation, as well as the opportunity for expanded service in this area to
enhance overall, system effectiveness, has not yet been evaluated. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the
City’s entire fixed route system to identify opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the
City will evaluate this recommendation. Additionally, impacts on farebox recovery as a result of any increased operating costs
will be evaluated.
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Issue 6: Improve Red Top Road Park and Ride.

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed throught recent changes.

Response
The Red Top Road Park and Ride project opened November 2011.

Issue 7: Direct bus to San Francisco

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—3. The service changes required to address an issue have been recently studied and determine not reasonable based on
locally established standards.

Response

FAST is primarily responsible for providing public transit service within the cities of Fairfield and Suisun, as well as a
reasonable level of regional service along the I1-80 and I1-680 corridors that efficiently connects Fairfield/Suisun citizens with
agencies such as BART, which provides service directly to San Francisco. Given the great frequency of BART service, as well as
the quickness of service due its exclusive right of way, any transit patrons from Fairfield/Suisun would be better served by
connecting to BART from the Route 90, and possibly even the Route 40 when traveling to and from San Francisco. In fact,
direct bus service through the MacArthur Maze and across the Bay Bridge would not be as reliable and cost effective as
taking BART under the Bay after connecting from Route 90 at El Cerrito Del Norte. (References: FAST 2008 Short Range
Transit Plan and Solano Transportation Authority service studies, as FAST is only the service contractor for STA’s Route 90)

Issue 8: Concern about transit for seniors in Green Valley

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

Community demand for implementing this recommendation, as well as the opportunity for expanded service in this area to
enhance overall, system effectiveness, has not yet been evaluated. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the
City’s entire fixed route system to identify opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the
City will evaluate this recommendation.
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Issue 9: Keep Fairfield Taxi Program

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

The City of Fairfield currently offers a reduced fare taxi program for seniors (60 or older), Regional Transit Discount Card
(RTDC) holders, DART-eligible patrons, and Medicare cardholders, which provides service throughout Fairfield and Suisun 24-
hours/day. Additionally, FAST participates in an intercity, reduced fare taxi program for DART-eligible patrons only. FAST’s
participation in both taxi programs will continue.

Issue 10: Expand Capital Corridor schedule
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
->N/A

Response
This has not been studied by FAST since Capital Corridor service is not managed by Fairfield. Expansion of service could only
be addressed by the Capital Corridor.

Issue 11: Extend hours of current FAST schedule extended to at least 10:00 PM

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

Community demand for implementing this recommendation, as well as the impact of expanded service later into the night on
overall system effectiveness and farebox recovery (20% of operating expenses must be recovered by passenger fares), has not
yet been evaluated. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the City’s entire fixed route system to identify
opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the City will evaluate this recommendation.
(Related to farebox recovery, if the cost of fixed route service increases, fares must increase accordingly to recover 20% of the
operating expenses in order to maintain eligibility for State TDA funding, which funds over half of the transit system.)
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Issue 12: Need for Sunday Service
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

Community demand for implementing this recommendation, as well as the impact of expanded service to Sundays on overall
system effectiveness and farebox recovery (20% of operating expenses must be recovered by passenger fares), has not yet
been evaluated. Staff, however, in the next six months will be studying the City’s entire fixed route system to identify
opportunities for increasing ridership and/or improving efficiency. In doing so, the City will evaluate this recommendation.
(Related to farebox recovery, if the cost of fixed route service increases, fares must increase accordingly to recover 20% of the
operating expenses in order to maintain eligibility for State TDA funding, which funds over half of the transit system.)

Issue 13: Lack of good transportation for elderly

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

FAST is a public transit provider for Fairfield and Suisun citizens of all ages. Currently, FAST operates a significant number of
low-floor transit buses that make it easier for seniors to board and alight buses, in addition to charging individuals 65 and
older only half of a regular adult base fare. FAST also provides complementary paratransit service, per the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), subsidized local taxi service for individuals age 60 and older, subsidized intercity taxi service for DART-
eligible patrons, and helps fund special senior service through the Fairfield Senior Center for individuals age 50 and older.
Therefore, many types of transit service for seniors are provided in Fairfield/Suisun. However, City staff will evaluate closer
the level of service provided in the upcoming system evaluation.

Issue 14: Lack of bus stops on bus lines.
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.

20



Issue 15: Bus stops too far apart.
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.

Issue 16: Need to create a regional code of bus etiquette.
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
—>1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service/existing local policies

Response

This is identified as a regional issue. However, The City of Fairfield has established its own set of policies and procedures as
identified in our suspendable conduct policy. Additionally, the City’s Legal Counsel must ensure that any code of conduct
beyond FAST’s suspendable policy, displayed in transit vehicles/facilities, must not violate a citizen’s rights under local, state
and federal laws.

Issue 17: Reduction from 7 to 5 buses makes reservation more difficult (DART)
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

>N/A

Response

DART meets all ADA requested rides and has no capacity denials. The number of vehicles dispatched is a result of reservations
made and does not dictate how many reservations can be accepted by DART. Additionally, DART is a shared ride system,
which schedules rides using the ADA acceptable practice of negotiating a pickup within a one-hour window.

Issue 18: Some dispatchers are not customer friendly

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

The City of Fairfield has worked closely with our contractor to create a better dispatch and routing of the DART service.
Changes include but are not limited to: hiring of a new customer service manager, training on the route scheduling software,
customer service training, creating a DART only dispatch room.
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Issue 19: Lack of professionalism on phone by dispatchers
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
—>1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

The City of Fairfield has worked closely with our contractor to create a better dispatch and routing of the DART service.
Changes include but are not limited to: hiring of a new customer service manager, training on the route scheduling software,
customer service training, creating a DART only dispatch room.

Issue 20: Drivers need more training to be sensitive to needs of passengers.

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

This is an issue that is/has been addressed by our contractor, through training of drivers. We will forward the concern to
contractor’s Customer Service Manager. Additionally, FAST staff will be doing more outreach to and travel training for transit
riders with special needs to increase rider independence and minimize dependency on bus operators to train and assist
individual riders while operating a bus and trying to maintain on-time performance/overall system reliability.

Issue 21: Travel times and transfers make service inconvenient.

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

-1. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response
Issue will be considered in planned upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is currently studying the entire system to
better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming review.

Issue 22: Need more bus stations (shelter)

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.
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Issue 23: Better signage for bus system
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring with the help of MV Transportation staff, and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the
upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our
resources. This will be included in our upcoming review.

Issue 24: Need more bus shelters

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.

Issue 25: More curb cuts at stops/stations

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.

23



Issue 26: Increase capacity for bikes on buses

Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

All FAST buses are currently capable of carrying two or more bicycles. For some buses, two is the maximum capacity. The City
of Fairfield is currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our
upcoming review.

Issue 27: More conveniently located and more easily accessible bus stops
Transit Operator: Fairfield and Suisun Transit

Use of TDA: The City of Fairfield used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Fairfield will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
-2. The issue will be addressed by changes in service planned to take place between now and the end of fiscal year 2011-12

Response

The City of Fairfield has a “Bus Stop Improvements” project which is currently funded and underway. A whole system review
of bus stops is occurring and the goal is to tie the stop improvements into the upcoming system review. The City of Fairfield is
currently studying the entire system to better utilize and serve within our resources. This will be included in our upcoming
review.

Vacaville City Coach Transit’s Unmet Transit Needs Response

Issue 1: Keep bus line #3; needed to get to work.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

Route 3 was a grant funded route made possible through a grant received from the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management
District, Clean Air fund. This was a one-year pilot project route designed to test the use of public transit along the Orange
Drive/Lawrence Drive area of North East Vacaville. Route 3 was advertised to the public as a one-year pilot project. The
Route 3 launched in January 2010, ceased operating at the end of February 2011. The passenger ridership data obtained
through this one-year pilot project test was implemented into route changes which were implemented on August 1, 2011.
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Issue 2: Need Local buses after 6:30 p.m. to Solano College.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service

Response

In March 2010, Transit staff began collecting ridership data from all bus stops throughout the City Coach transit system. The
purpose of this effort was to develop route enhancements as well as propose extending operating hours in both the AM and
PM. Transit staff conducted a total of six public outreach meetings to gather public comments, suggestions and
recommendations regarding the proposed route changes and operating hour extension.

On June 14, 2011, the extension of operation hours was proposed and approved by City Council as pilot program. Ridership
during the extended operating hours would be closely examined to determine the extent of demand. On August 1, 2011
operating hours were extended on all City Coach bus route from 6:00AM through 7:00PM Monday through Friday and
8:00AM — 6:00PM on Saturday. If during the pilot test period, it is determined that there is in fact enough ridership demand
during the extended operating hours, those extended operating hours would be adopted. If ridership was determined to be
lower than required to meet efficiency standards during the extended operating hours, staff would recommend scaling back
to a more financially sustainable operating timeframe to be implemented by authorization by the Vacaville City Council.

Issue 3: Need bus service on Sundays to go to church.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.

In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—3. The service changes required to address an issue have been recently studied and determine not reasonable based on
locally established standards

Response
The City of Vacaville’s completed Short Range Transit Plan conducted by LSC Transportation Consultants identified Sunday as
a survey respondents need going back to 2003. However, when studied further LSC found the following:

“An additional 3,324 annual vehicle service hours and 45,957 vehicle service miles, requiring an additional $109,140 in annual
operating funds. Additional dispatching costs would also be incurred, assumed to be 59,180 per year, annual operating costs
would increase by 5118,320. Due to lower travel demand, transit ridership on Sunday services is typically observed in similar
systems to be half of Saturday ridership (approximately 700 passengers). Using this proportion as a basis for estimating
Sunday ridership, approximately 10,360 annual one-way passenger-trips would be provided. This ridership level would
generate approximately 58,490 in additional annual passenger fares. A total of 5109,830 in annual operating subsidy would
be required.” (source: Short Range Transit Plan Update, Page 17- Sunday Service).

The farebox recovery ratio obtained by operating on Sunday would equate to far less than as required to meet State transit
performance mandates. In fact, by the data obtained from LSC Consultants, at $109,830 in additional operating costs for a
gain of $8,490 in annual passenger fares equates to an operating cost to fare ratio of only 7%, far below the required 20% as
necessitated by Transportation Development Act statute.

At this time, operating Sunday service would be detrimental to the financial health of the City Coach public transit system.
There simply is not enough passenger demand to warrant the additional costs.
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Issue 4: Buses need to run later and connect better with #20 and #30.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

Below is a description of the regional routes that provide service to the Vacaville Transportation Center:

Route 20 providing service between Vacaville and Fairfield arrives at the Vacaville Transportation Center on the hour, starting
at 7:00AM through 7:00PM, Monday through Friday.

Route 30 provides service to Sacramento;

Route 40 provides service to the Walnut Creek and Pleasant Hill BART stations; and

Route 220 provides service to Woodland.

All local City Coach bus routes connect to the Vacaville Transportation Center on the hour and on the half, from 6:00AM
through 7:00PM Monday through Friday making for easy transfer between local and regional bus routes.

I33UT I IVIUIT WUS SLaUUIS (ST S]
Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

The City of Vacaville maintains an annual program to replace and install new bus shelters throughout the City Coach transit
system. Currently 98% of all City Coach bus shelters are of the newer design (without plexi-glass walls, see attached picture).
Approximately 6-8 new bus shelters have been installed each year over the last five years. The City Coach transit system
boasts the highest number of per capital passenger bus shelters, more than any other public transit system in Solano County.
Bus shelters and bus benches are installed at locations of high-use, where passengers have made recommendations or
suggestions or where transit staff observes a need for

shelters at stops serving multiple bus lines. However, staff is constrained by the fact that a bus shelter/bench cannot be
installed at every location desired by transit patrons. To maintain compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
regulations, a specific dimensional concrete pad must be poured as the foundation for a bus shelter. The required foundation
size can be larger than the area site available for installation. Additionally, the site location may or may not be owned by the
City of Vacaville. In this case, the transit staff works with the property owner — however the ultimate decision as to the
installation of a bus shelter is the decision of the land owner who may not desire a public transit bus shelter installed on
his/her property.

City Coach bus shelter & solar lighting. Bus shelter with Real-Time Arrival Sign.
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Issue 6: Repair Vacaville bus shelters, some stops have no shelters.
Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.
—>1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

The City of Vacaville maintains an annual program to replace and install new bus shelters throughout the City Coach transit
system. Currently 98% of all City Coach bus shelters are of the newer design (without plexi-glass walls, see attached picture).
Approximately 6-8 new bus shelters have been installed each year over the last five years. The City Coach transit system
boasts the highest number of per capital passenger bus shelters, more than any other public transit system in Solano County.
Bus shelters and bus benches are installed at locations of high-use, where passengers have made recommendations or
suggestions or where transit staff observes a need for shelters at stops serving multiple bus lines. However, staff is
constrained by the fact that a bus shelter/bench cannot be installed at every location desired by transit patrons.

To maintain compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations, a specific dimensional concrete pad must be
poured as the foundation for a bus shelter. The required foundation size can be larger than the area site available for
installation. Additionally, the site location may or may not be owned by the City of Vacaville. In this case, the transit staff
works with the property owner — however the ultimate decision as to the installation of a bus shelter is the decision of the
land owner who may not desire a public transit bus shelter installed on his/her property.

Issue 7: Include public restrooms in any new transit plaza planning.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

The newly constructed Vacaville Transportation Center in fact does have a public restroom. The Vacaville Transportation
Center opened to the public in March of 2011. The City of Vacaville does not anticipate any further

transportation centers to be constructed, however this comment will be recorded and incorporated as a public
suggestion/recommendation in any further transit transfer facility construction projects.

Artists rendering of restroom. Restroom under construction.
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Issue 8: Build bus shelters and benches.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

The City of Vacaville maintains an annual program to replace and install new bus shelters throughout the City Coach transit
system. Currently 98% of all City Coach bus shelters are of the newer design (without plexi-glass walls, see attached picture).
Approximately 6-8 new bus shelters have been installed each year over the last five years. The City Coach transit system
boasts the highest number of per capital passenger bus shelters, more than any other public transit system in Solano County.
Bus shelters and bus benches are installed at locations of high-use, where passengers have made recommendations or
suggestions or where transit staff observes a need for shelters at stops serving multiple bus lines. However, staff is
constrained by the fact that a bus shelter/bench can not be installed at every location desired by transit patrons. To maintain
compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations, a specific dimensional concrete pad must be poured as the
foundation for a bus shelter. The required foundation size can be larger than the area site available for installation.
Additionally, the site location may or may not be owned by the City of Vacaville. In this case, the transit staff works with the
property owner — however the ultimate decision as to the installation of a bus shelter is the decision of the land owner who
may not desire a public transit bus shelter installed on his/her property.

Issue 9: Need directional bus stop signs.

Transit Operator: Vacaville City Coach

Use of TDA: The City of Vacaville used 100% of their TDA funds for transit in FY 2010-11.
In FY 2011-12, the City of Vacaville will use 100% of their TDA for transit.

—1. The issue has been addressed through recent changes in service.

Response

All of the City Coach bus routes operate bi-directionally (in both directions) as clearly depicted on our bus route maps and
schedules (current bus route map/schedule attached). Directional arrows are shown on the bus route maps for all City Coach
routes. Bus stop signs are located along the route path every few blocks, on both sides of the street. A transit patron need
only stand on the side of the street, going in the direction of desired travel to their destination. In addition, transit patrons
are encouraged to contact City Coach dispatch at 449-6000 where a friendly dispatcher is available to answer any questions
and help the customer make their transit trip a success.

In October 2010 staff completed the redesign of City Coach bus stop signs. The new bus stop signs as shown below, offer
many additional benefits over the previous signs

-~ - ’ i s ’

Double sided so as to be seen from either direction.
Color coded route numbers matching the route color as
shown within City Coach route maps.

Clear, easy to read text information in large fonts.

2
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Agenda Item VII.B

April 25, 2012
_Selane-y v
DATE: April 16, 2012
TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst
RE: Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation for Lifeline Funding

Background:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Lifeline Transportation Funding

Program is intended to improve mobility for residents of low-income communities and, more
specifically, to fund solutions identified through the Community Based Transportation Plans.
Each community’s needs are unique and will therefore require different solutions to address local
circumstances. In Solano and other counties, these funds have been used to fund Welfare to
Work and Community Based Transportation Planning priority projects.

MTC has delegated the management of the Lifeline Program to the Congestion Management
Agencies, including the STA. The STA selects the Solano Lifeline projects for funding and
submits these projects to MTC for approval. STA staff worked with MTC staff to transition the
program to the STA from the issuance of the Call for Projects, establishing evaluation criteria
jointly with MTC, approving projects for funding as well as monitoring and overseeing projects
and programs. The STA will be administering the program with an estimated amount of $3.3
million of Lifeline Funds provided by the MTC for Solano County over the next one to three
years depending on the funding source.

STA staff released a call for projects for the Lifeline Program in January 2012. The Lifeline
Program for Solano County is administered through the STA which is responsible for soliciting
applications and conducting a project selection process. The Lifeline Transportation Program is
intended to fund projects that result in improved mobility for low-income residents of Solano County
as identified in Community-Based Transportation Plan (CBTP) or other substantive local planning
efforts involving focused outreach to low-income populations. The estimated amount of available
Lifeline funding is reflected as follows:

$1,246,620:  State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) over two years

$1,547,328:  Proposition 1B funds over three years

$ 521,368: Surface Transportation Program (STP) over one year beginning in 2012
$3,315,316 TOTAL

The Lifeline Projects must be selected through an open, competitive process with the following
exceptions:

(1) In an effort to address the sustainability of fixed-route transit operations, Lifeline Program
Administrators may elect to allocate some or all of their STA funds directly to transit operators for
Lifeline transit operations within the county. Projects must be identified as Lifeline projects before
transit operators can claim funds, and will be subject to Lifeline Program reporting requirements.
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(2) For Solano and Sonoma counties, Proposition 1B funds are being directed to the CMA, who
should include these funds in the overall Lifeline programming effort (keeping in mind the limited
sponsor and project eligibility of Proposition 1B funds). The STA Board approved the Prop 1B
Lifeline Program March 2012. The STAF funds in the amount of $1 million currently reserved
for the intercity bus replacement be used for SolTrans transitional cost and the Lifeline Prop 1B
funds in the amount of $1 million be allocated to SolTrans to complete the purchase of three
intercity buses that have reached their useful life in 2015. The Lifeline Prop 1B remaining
balance of $547,328 was awarded to Fairfield and Suisun Transit to replace their six local diesel
buses with hybrids.

Discussion:

Applications for State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) and Surface Transportation Program (STP)
funds were due to STA by April 4, 2012. A Lifeline Advisory Committee was appointed by the
STA Board to evaluate and prioritize the Lifeline projects. The Lifeline Committee reviewed the
project applications and had an opportunity to ask questions to the applicant before developing a
consensus recommendation to the STA Board (Attachment A). Since MTC recommended the
STAF funds be awarded at 95%, the Lifeline Advisory Committee ranked the recommended
projects in a priority order of which projects to be funded first. Projects were evaluated and
ranked based on project need and their consistency with the priorities of the Community Based
Transportation Plan or other plans with an outreach component to the low-income population.

The Lifeline Committee ranked the top SolanoExpress three projects from the previous Lifeline
cycle, SolTrans Route 1, SolTrans Route 85, and Route 30 (operated by FAST). The Lifeline
Committee is recommends funding for Faith in Action on a contingence if New Freedom funds
are not awarded. Additionally, if New Freedom Funds are awarded and not available as of
January 2013, the Lifeline Committee is recommending to bridge the gap until the New Freedom
funds become available in order to keep the program ongoing. The amount of New Freedom
Funds requested for one year of service was $98,175. The Lifeline Committee is recommending
the same amount will be used for the Lifeline recommendation.

For SolTrans continuation of service span and Sunday service and with the limited Lifeline
funding, the Lifeline Committee recommends funding for the service span and not Sunday
service. The Lifeline Committee was concerned for the Vallejo and Benicia commuters that
need to take the local bus to catch the intercity bus to go to work in the morning. For Rio Vista
Route 50 project, the Lifeline Committee found this project an important service to Rio Vista
residents, but the application did not demonstrate the need for lifeline funding or the potential
possibility of service cuts so the Lifeline Committee is not making a recommendation for
funding at this time.

The Lifeline Committee recommends funding the Vacaville Accessible Path to Transit for
$40,000 and FAST local bus replacement for the remaining amount of STP funding at $381,368.

Fiscal Impact:
The Lifeline Funding will assist in sustaining service, purchasing buses, and creating accessible
path to transit.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Lifeline Advisory Committee
Funding Recommendation for allocation of Solano Lifeline funding as specified in Attachment
A.

Attachments:
A. Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation for 2012 Lifeline Funding
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Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation
Lifeline Funding 2012

ATTACHMENT A

Lifeline STAF
Rank [Agency Project Total Amount First Second Total Difference
Requested Year Year
1 |[SolTrans Route 1 S 500,000 | S 250,000 | S 250,000 | S 500,000 | S -
2 |SolTrans Route 85 S 250,000 | S 125,000 | $ 125,000 | S 250,000 | S -
3 |FAST Route 30 S 120,000 | $ 60,000 | $ 60,000 | $ 120,000 | $ -
4 |Faith in Action Daily and Sunday S 196,640 | S 98,175 S 98,175 | S (98,465)
5 |[SolTrans Sustaining Span of Service S 1,000,000 | $ 83,690 | $ 194,755 | $§ 278,445 | S (721,555)
6 |Delta Breeze Route 50 S 110,000 | § - S - S - S (110,000)
Total Award S 616,865 S 629,755 S 1,246,620
Funding Available S 616,865 S 629,755 S 1,246,620 S (930,020)
Lifeline STP
Rank [Agency Project Total Amount Funding Difference
Reuqested
1 |Vacaville City Coach |Accessible Paths to Transit S 40,000 | $§ 40,000 | S -
2 |FAST Local Bus Replacement S 521,368 | S 481,368 | S (40,000)
Total Award S 521,368
Funding Available S 521,368 S (40,000)

The Lifeline Committee is recommending funding for Faith in Action on a contingence if New Freedom funds are not awarded. Additionally, if New
Freedom Funds are awarded and not available as of January 2013, the Lifeline Committee is recommending to bridge the time gap until the New

Freedom funds become available in order to keep the program ongoing. The amount of New Freedom Funds requested for one year of service was
$98,175. The same amount will be used for the Lifeline recommendation.
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Agenda Item VII.C

April 25, 2012

DATE: April 17,2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst

RE: Bay Area Transit Sustainability Project (TSP) Recommendation

Background:
Transportation 2035, the most recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan, identified

Region wide transit capital and operating budget shortfalls of $17 billion and $8 billion,
respectively, over the next twenty-five years. Combined with recent service cuts and funding
challenges, these shortfalls suggest a serious structural deficit. To add to the challenge, service
and passenger trips have not kept pace with increases in operating costs, even after accounting
for inflation.

The TSP was launched in early 2010 to help chart a future that provides Bay Area residents with
an efficient, convenient and reliable transit system. Since then, the project has analyzed the
major challenges facing transit and sought to identify a path toward an affordable, efficient and
well-funded transit system that more people will use.

The TSP has been informed by significant consultation with the Project Steering Committee
(PSC) and three Technical Advisory Committees (TACs) focused on financial, service and
paratransit analyses. In addition, staff has presented project updates and recommendations to the
MTC Policy Advisory Council, as well as multiple public events and forums sponsored by
interested parties.

Discussion:

A technical analysis, together with significant advisory consultation and outreach, resulted in key
financial, service and institutional findings that inform the recommendations under
consideration in the Transit Sustainability Project Background and Finding (Attachment A). The
recommendations include establishing and enforcing performance measures and targets;
launching a transit performance initiative with an incentive approach to improving transit
service; and implementing a variety of service, institutional and paratransit recommendations

Recommendations (Attachments B)

Based on the project goals and findings outlined above, staff proposes the following Commission
actions to complement recent individual transit agency efforts to control costs, improve service
and attract new riders. By establishing performance metrics and targets, investment and

incentive programs, and additional focused efforts related to cost, service, and institutional
arrangements, the recommendations set a course towards a more sustainable transit system

On April 11th, MTC Select Committee referred the Transit Sustainability Project
recommendations to the Commission for approval on May 23rd, instead of the originally
scheduled April 25th meeting date, allowing additional time for public input.
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MTC complete staff report to the TSP Select Committee can be found in Attachment C. At the
meeting the Committee did add as part of their motion that staff consider at least one funding
formula that holds small operators harmless as part of the Transit Performance Initiative
investment program, when that program is developed later in the year.

Fiscal Impact:
Developing a sustainable system will relieve any financial impact.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to support MTC’s Transit Sustainability Project
recommendation as outlined in Attachment B with a request for MTC to approve a funding
formula that holds small operators harmless as part of the Transit Performance Initiative
investment program to be developed.

Attachments:

Transit Sustainability Project Background and Finding

SolTrans Proposition 1B request to swap funds with STAF

MTC Staff Report to the MTC Select Committee

MTC Staff Report to the MTC Select Committee (Powerpoint)

MTC Staff Report to the MTC Select Committee (Letter from seven Large Operators)

moow>
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ATTACHMENT A

Appendix

Transit Sustainability Project
Background and Findings
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Financial
Background and Findings

Background:

The Transportation 2035 Plan’s cost and revenue projections demonstrate that the Bay Area’s
transit system simply is not sustainable. Focusing on the seven largest transit agencies, which
account for roughly 93 percent of the region’s transit operating costs, the TSP financial analysis
shows that the real operating costs (independent of inflation) of the “Big 7” increased
significantly faster from 1997 through 2008 than did service levels or ridership. Even adjusted
for inflation, the disparity remains, and is especially pronounced for bus and light rail operators,
with relatively better trends for heavy rail and commuter rail operations. The transit agencies
have since identified and implemented strategies that begin to address financial sustainability.

The TSP financial analysis aimed to clearly identify the transit agencies’ specific cost drivers —
both internal and external — and to understand the relative impact of cost reforms. By far the
biggest cost drivers are wages and benefits, which together account for 77 percent of the $2.1
billion (2008 dollars) in annual operating costs for the region’s transit system. Cost distribution
and changes in cost and performance indicators for the Big 7 operators are shown below.

2008 Operating Costs — “Big 7” Operators Nearly $2 billion

Expense Transfers

Purchased
Transportaton
4%

Casualties
and Liabilities 2%
Utilities 3%

Tires and Others 3
5%
Fuel and Lube

4%

Services

Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7” only. Includes ferry, cable car and paratransit.

Major Modes: Aggregate Percent Change in Cost & Performance Indicators
(1997-2008, adjusted for inflation)
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Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7” only. Includes ferry, cable car and paratransit.
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Findings:

1. Base wages appear reasonable when compared to national peers and Bay Area wage
indices.

Bay Area transit operators’ base wage rates are higher than many peers, but actually prove
comparable when adjusted for the cost of living in various regions. And while increases in the
Bay Area operators’ base wage rates were higher than inflation, they were lower than the overall
regional wage index. Beyond the base wage, however, Bay Area transit agencies may be advised
to focus cost containment efforts on other wage costs — such as overtime and premium pay.

Hourly Wage Rates Adjusted to Bay Area Cost of Living
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Source: "ACCRA Cost of Living Index, 2009 Annual Average Data," prepared by the Council for Community and
Economic Research, as cited by Dash & Associates. Dash & Associates, Agency data

2. Fringe benefits are a major cost driver in both the short and long term.

Fringe benefits are a significant issue for the region’s agencies — both in the short- and long-
term — and represent major cost drivers. TSP recommends that Bay Area transit agencies
consider healthcare and pension reforms among other cost containment strategies.

This issue is hardly unique to transit or even to the Bay Area. The growth in healthcare costs is a
major cost driver across all employment sectors nationwide, and pension reform is a major issue
throughout the public sector. But the growth in the cost of transit agencies’ health and pension
benefits is unsustainable, and already has created substantial unfunded liabilities. The charts
below and on the next page illustrate an inflation-adjusted 69 percent increase in total fringe
benefit costs for the Big 7 operators from 1997 to 2008. Though this rate of increase is consistent
with national peers, it is higher than other economic sectors.

Total Fringe Costs for Big 7 Operators (1997 — 2008)
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Source: National Transit Database - “Big 7" operators
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2008 Employee Benefits Costs as Pecent of Total Compensation
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Object class.”U.S. Department of Labor (Employers’ National Average)

Finally, the chart below includes sample strategies implemented or considered by Bay Area
agencies to control fringe benefit costs.

Sample Fringe Benefits Cost Control Strategies

Health Insurance

Medical insurance cap (BART labor
agreement)

“Medical Coverage Opt-Out”
initiative (BART labor agreement)

= Lowered retiree medical liability from $434m to $362m.

= Estimated on-going savings of $8m annually (as of 2013)
= $7m in savings over 4 years ($1.75m per year).

= Costing assumes another 244 employees/retirees opt out
of medical coverage. Savings begin 1/1/2010.

Agency pays a capped % of health
insurance costs for active employees
(VTA proposal)

= Every 5% of costs shifted to employees yields $1.2m in
savings

Insurance premium contribution cap

= Reduced the District's overall exposure to OPEB liabilities

for both active employees and
retirees (SamTrans agreement)
Agency limits its share of premium
costs to Employee + 1 Dependent
for active employees (VTA proposal)
Pension

by $6.5 million on an annual basis.

= $6m in savings per year

Create new pension tier for new
hires (AC Transit proposal)

= $7m (only produces significant savings after 30-years)

Source: TSP Financial Task Summary Report:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/Financial_Task_Summary_Report.pdf

3. Changes in work rules and business models provide opportunities for cost savings.

Work rules — determined by a history of Collective Bargaining Agreements and agency practices —
govern the roles and responsibilities of transit management and employees. These rules have significant
implications for how transit service is provided and for the cost to provide the service. Work rules are
agency-specific, and many transit agencies have conducted assessments of potential savings that could
result from specific changes.

TSP’s analysis, which included testing certain changes to work rules and business model strategies
(shown in the table below), shows that changes to work rules can yield major impacts on the cost of
delivering service. Data on work rules regarding premium pay suggest further analysis could produce
options for significantly lowering operating costs. A business model that relies more on part-time
operators, reduction of absenteeism and the size of the extra-board, and consideration of more outsourcing
of certain services also may yield significant savings.
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Sample Work Rule and Business Model Strategies

Work Rule Category Sample Changes to Work Rules

Interlining/Layovers Target 15% layovers

Guarantee/Overtime Weekly guarantee/overtime (40 hours)

Report Times 10 minute sign on and 5 minute sign off

Meal Times 30 min. unpaid meal breaks as allowed in Wage Order 9

Split Shifts Spread premium from 11t hour; Max 2 hour split break; No pyramiding
Part Time Maximum 7.5 hours per day and up to 20% of full time roster assignments
Extraboard/Absenteeism | 1-5% reduction in Extraboard staff

Holidays One less holiday on full service day

Service Contracting Contract operation of one division or service group

Source: Transportation Management and Design, Inc

As illustrated in the chart below, the TSP financial analysis’ test of work rule and business model changes
resulted in annual savings of some $42 million, or about 2 percent of the total annual Bay Area transit
operating budget.

Annual Work Rule Cost Saving Estimates

. interlining/

s:'ﬂ'g,"‘; Savings TP
st aboard/Absontoatam som(19%) ol
$1.5M (5%) Breaks

$3M (7%)

Part-time | 40 Hour
$7M (16%) . Guarantee/Overtime
$10M (23%)
it Shifts )
$6M (14%)

Report Times — $0.5M {2%)

Source: Transportation Management and Design, Inc

4. Paratransit cost structure performs better than national peers but faces increased cost
pressure through future growth in demand

Compared to national peers, the Bay Area’s costs for paratransit largely have been controlled.
Yet opportunities remain for improving service, and for holding costs at or below inflation. As
illustrated in the chart below, large operators’ paratransit costs — as well as paratransit ridership
and revenue vehicle hours — declined from 2005 to 2010 while costs, ridership and revenue
vehicle hours for the region’s small operators increased during this period, due in part to
changing demographics and the smaller operators’ less frequent fixed-route service.

Paratransit currently accounts for about 5 percent of the annual transit operating budget in the
Bay Area. Demographic data reviewed as part (3)5 the TSP service analysis, however, suggests

5



the cost of paratransit — especially services required by the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) — could skyrocket in coming years because of the expected aging of the population and
other factors. Projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments indicate the number of
Bay Area residents age 65 and older will grow by 75 percent by 2030. This compares to an
overall population increase of just 19 percent.

Bay Area Operators:
Percent Change in Paratransit Cost and Performance Indicators (2005 — 2010)
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TSP Paratransit Evaluation Process
To assess the sustainability of maintaining a quality ADA paratransit delivery system in the Bay
Area, MTC evaluated paratransit as part of the TSP Service Analysis. The evaluation and
recommendations were informed with technical expertise and rider input from:

1. Paratransit Technical Advisory Committee: comprised of transit agency staff

2. Paratransit Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee: comprised of staff from contractors that deliver

or broker paratransit services in the Bay Area
3. Paratransit User Focus Group: roughly 30 paratransit riders from around the region

To address the TSP goals of improving financial conditions and service for the customers, 29
strategies were evaluated for this project that fall generally under the heading of demand
management, productivity improvement, cost containment, restructuring service, and alternatives
to ADA paratransit. These measures have the potential to manage the cost of ADA paratransit
service while maintaining mobility for riders. Many operators have implemented at least some
of these strategies, but there is still opportunity for more operators to implement many of the
strategies.

5. Sales tax receipts, the biggest source of non-fare subsidy, have been flat over the past
decade.
Local sales tax revenue represents about 20 percent of the annual transit operating budget for all
Bay Area operators. This revenue has been highly unpredictable and actually is lower in real
terms than it was in 1997, a trend that is forecast to continue for the foreseeable future. As
shown in the chart below, farebox revenue is higher in real terms and subject to greater agency
control.
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Bay Area "Big 7": Farebox and Sales Tax Revenues
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Summary

Several of the Bay Area’s large transit operators, in recent labor contract agreements and
budgeting, have identified and implemented cost control measures that result in both immediate
annual savings and longer term improved financial sustainability. The TSP’s financial findings
suggest significant operating savings can be achieved each year by building off of these efforts.
The financial findings — with potential annual regionwide savings levels — are summarized
below.

Summary of Cost Containment Strategies Identified in TSP
Potential Savings of Roughly 10% of Annual Operating Budget

Area Findings/Strategies Identified Potential

Savings
Fringe *Findings: Fringe benefits have increased significantly; accounts for $65 million
Benefits 34% of operating costs

«Strategies: Two-tiered pension system, employee contributions, cap
agency contribution to medical insurance, limit coverage options

Work Rules *Findings: Premium pay data suggests further analysis could produce $80 million
and Business | options for lowering operating costs

Model «Strategies: 40 hour weekly guarantee, minimize unnecessary

layovers, some part time drivers, contract a portion of operations
Administrative | sFindings: Bay Area operators dedicate a higher percentage of $45 million
Staff Costs operating budgets to administrative costs than peers; (REVISED)
(REVISED)

«Strategies: Reduce percentage of costs going to administration to be
in-line with peers

Source: TSP Financial Task Summary Report:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/Financial_Task Summary Report.pdf and TSP PSC meeting materials:
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet documents/agenda 1821/ 02-13-2012 PSC_Full Packet.pdf
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Service
Background and Findings

Background:

Bay Area transit agencies in recent months have identified and implemented strategies to
improve service for their riders. These efforts have focused on travel time savings, customer
amenities, and improved connectivity. TSP service recommendations attempt to build on these
improvements and to focus on connectivity between systems.

Findings:

6. Improving travel times on major corridors will provide significant gains in productivity.
Transit ridership and customer satisfaction will increase with reductions in transit travel times.
Focusing travel-time reduction investments on high-ridership corridors will yield the highest
returns in new riders and travel time savings. Currently, 53 percent of the Bay Area’s transit
ridership is on corridors with an average speed of just nine miles per hour. As shown in the chart
below, average speeds on most Bay Area transit systems decreased from 1997 to 2008. The only
exceptions are BART, Caltrain and VTA light rail, all of which experienced modest gains.

Change in Average Speed (1997-2008)

15.0%

10.0% 9.2%

5.6%
5.0%

0,0% F
é. .\@ﬁrg%
5.0%  -3.5% W & &F
i . )
-10.0% -8.2%

-15.0%
-14.6%

-11.4%

-16.0%

50.0% Ali Bus Heavy Rail Light Rail

Source: Compiled by Transportation Management and Design, Inc from transit operator data

7. Integrated land-use/transportation planning will attract new transit riders.

Transit ridership is highest in cities and on corridors with a mix of housing, jobs and services.
Reinvestment in existing high-ridership transit corridors, complemented with focused housing
and job growth in these corridors, will attract new riders to the system. Plan BayArea seeks to
focus growth around existing high-frequency transit, as illustrated in the map below.
Approximately 70 percent of the region’s projected housing and employment growth from 2015
to 2040 will be located in Priority Development Areas.
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Priority Development Areas
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8. A consistent fare structure can boost transit ridership and improve the customer

experience.

Fare policy reform offers opportunity to increase overall ridership and improve existing customer
experience. As illustrated in the charts below, riders transferring between systems account for about
10 percent of the region’s roughly 1.5 million daily transit trips. Additionally, transfer policies and
fares are neither consistent nor user-friendly and could be revised to better serve this significant

transfer market.

Inter-Operator Transfers an

d

Transfer Rates, Average Weekday

Fare Policies and Penalties for

Transferring Riders

Transfers Total Transfer BART /SEMTA | 1,556,200 |$0.25 discounton | “A” Fast Pass ($10
q q SFMTA, each way more/month to ride BART
To/From Ridership  Rate within SE: and
H BART Plus (savings ~$6-
AC Transit 12,717 190,647 6.7% $10/month)
BART 77,837 338,842 23.0% AC Transit / 269,300 $0.25 discount on AC | None
Transit, each
Caltrain 12,765 36,695  34.8% BART. ranst each way :
Caltrain/ SFMTA 218,500 None $5 discount on SFMTA pass
Golden Gate Ferry 468 6,618 7.1%
Golden Gate Transit 878 20,531 4.3% BART/Calrain_| 72300 | None None
AC Transit / 40,900 None None
SamTrans 3,100 45,909 6.8% SFMTA
San Francisco Muni 73,821 706,208 10.5% BART / STy | NEe BRI PV (s <42
! ’ ) SamTrans $12/month)
Santa Clara VTA 2;254 130: 670 1.7% SamTrans / VTA 27,900 Free transfer on 2 Monthly pass reciprocity
Total 183,840 1,476,121  12.5% leg, each way
Source: May 2011 Clipper inter-operator travel Source: Information compiled from transit operators
Matrix; CH2M Hill estimates
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Institutional
Background and Findings

Background:

The Bay Area transit network is characterized by multiple layers of decision-making and service
delivery — 28 separate transit agencies, each with its own board, staff and operating team. This
institutional structure can complicate efforts to deliver a regional system that passengers can
understand and effectively navigate, as well as one that can keep pace with changes in demand.

That said, the objective of the TSP was not to evaluate wholesale changes to the structure of the
Bay Area transit system. The project focused instead on specific financial and customer
challenges — such as resource allocations, joint planning and project development, and fare and
customer service policies — that may result from the current institutional structure, and
identified other models (from around the nation or internationally) that could address these
challenges.

Among the findings is that the Bay Area pays higher administrative costs (per transit rider or per
hour of transit service) than its peers. Based on this finding, the TSP looked to models nationally
to identify functional areas that may be appropriate for consolidation or enhanced coordination to
better optimize resources and reduce costs.

Findings:

9. Integrated transportation policy decision-making — both geographic and modal — can
lead to more effective investment and service decisions.

Several Bay Area counties have consolidated transportation policy decision making into one
board or authority, allowing for multimodal policy planning and project delivery.

10. Bay Area transit administrative costs are higher than national peers, owing in part to the
existence of multiple operators serving the region.

Analysis of administrative costs and number of administrative employees against various cost
and service metrics shows Bay Area operators dedicate a higher percentage of their operating
budgets to administrative costs than do their peers. The Bay Area’s average $37.84 per hour
administrative cost is 30 percent higher than the $29.39 per hour average for the peer group.
Similarly, Bay Area administrative costs average $0.95 per rider compared to $0.53 for peers.

Total Total Regional Regional Regional o I Regional
Number of Regional . N Vehicle Admin. Cost _em Admin.
A N T ) Administrative _ — hicl Transit _
gencies ransit p— evenue per Vehicle Ridershi ost per
Budget Hours Revenue Hour Rider
Bay Area 27 $2.2 billion  $461 million  12.1 million $ 37.84 484 million $  0.95
New York City 37 $11.5 billion $1,998 million 58.3 million S 34.27 4,077 million S 049
Philadelphia 5 $1.2 billion $208 million 7.1 million S 29.14 358 million $ 058
. - 6.8 million -
Seattle 9 $1.1 billion $195 million $ 2893 189 million S 1.03
16.7 milli
Los Angeles 20 $2.2billion  $408 million mitiion $ 2448  640milion $ 064
14.9 milli
Chicago 15 $2.1billion  $363 million mitiion $ 2425  628million $ 058
11.0 milli
Washington DC 12 $1.7billion  $254 million mition $ 2318  476milion  $ 0.3
- . 7.1 million .
Boston 7 $1.2 billion $155 million S 2196 363 million S 043
Peer Average 15 $3.1 billion $512 million 17.4 million $ 29.39 962 million $ 053

Source: Compiled by PB Americas from NTD and operator data

JACOMMITTE\Commission\TSP Select Commission Committee\April 2012\TSP_5c_Attachment3_jg.doc

44
10



T UaWyoeNY[S|X 2T siuawyoeny ashzToz 11dv\aaniwwod uoiSSIwWoD 19919S dS1\UOISSIWWONILLININOD\:C

ealyAegue|d Jo ued se paidope
ag 0] saljod - Buionid aantoddns (v

‘Alyiuow 198w 01 asodoud siabeuepy
[elauas ; Big - uoieuipioo) (g

usues) Aurenb ybiy reau Juswdojanap
asualu| - ealyAegue|d (g

ymoub diysiapry
Aanins uonaejsies Jawoisnd [euoibay
HOLINOW

juswanosdwi

Ananonpold pue sasealoul diysiapu Jo aleys

118Y1 Uo paseq sioyelado 01 82IN0S BNUAASI J1BY10 10
apise-1aS 9|gixald L0ES V.1 du} jo uoniod e 10311Q
IAILNIONI

‘papuedxa aqg pjnod welboid

‘INJSS829NS J| "S8IN0J yuNnJ} uedin uo Aljigeral
pue paads Buinoidwi uo sndoy uol|IN 0ES [emu|
1INIWLSIANI

saletado 92IAI8S YIoIym

Ul SI0pP11I02/S8IIUN0D Ul YyImolb
uone|ndod jo a1el ayl anoqe
10 Je sjans| diysiapll asealou|

juawanosdwy snonunuo)

Aaning
uonoejsiies lawoisn) [euoibay
pue
swelbold
9AIIUSDU| pUR JUBWISAAU|
:9AIRIIIU| @JUBWIO0LIBd JISuel]

Wwa1SAS ayl 01 S1aply MaN 10BNy

el
<

Jawolsnd 9yl 10J adIAISS anoiduw

sjuswalinbal
s19a.1s 919|dwod uonaipsun(
[e20] 1uel9) ealyAegauQ (T

Kaijod

/swelboid Arejuswa|dwo)d

196.e) spremo) ssaiboid

0] paxul g Aew D1 N AQ palaisiuiwpe spuny
[eudes pue Buneiado mau pue Bunsix3 :6TOZAL
1961y Bunassw uil ssalboid azAeuy :8TOZAL
196.1e) Bunaaw ur ssalboid uo preog

pue D1 01 suodal [enuuy (L TOZAL - ¥TOZAL
s1abue) Bunasw Joy ueld oibarens

ydope spieoq pue dojanap salouaby :£TOZAH

uoneuswsa|dw

Ja1ealayl |dD puokaq
ymmoub ou pue pouad reak
G JOAO J1J}9W Ul UOIINPaJ [edl 945

9|IIN J8buassed Jad 150D
10
J1abuassed Jad 1s0D
10
INOH Jad 1s0D

welbold
/ainses|\ aoduelW.Ioliad

uonIpuo) feloueUl4 anosduw

[e09 dS1

2102 ‘TT |udy

SuoIlepuUsWW 023y JUBWISBAU| pue aduew.lollad
103l01d AM|iqeureisns ysuel |

T 1UBWYyoeNY




240z abed

SIXZPT a8\2 10z Iud! ILILIOD UOISSIWWIOD 199)9S dS 1)

sJapu usuen a)qibie YAy 10) suondo Aljigow pue ssadoe aaoidwi Jey) Buiuueid asn pue| pue ‘s}eaus 819|dwod ‘SaiuNWWO0D d|geMem Uo pasnodo) sweiboid ealy Aeg ueld juaws|dw)

isuelered
uo uael Apuaiind ale 1ey) sdul aiow dJePOWWIOIIR Tyl sjuawaoidwl 18ylo pue ‘siapl 1ap|o oy paubisap Buneas ‘sasng J00}-Mo| Se YoNns sainjesa) apiroid 0} Isuel] aInoy-paxi4 aroidw|

leuoibay

SIBWOISND 0 8JIAI8S pUE S8JIN0Sal 8JeuIpIo0d 1anaq 0} (VSO b'e) siebeuey Ao [euoiBal-qns 810w 10 auo aeald

sdi} BWOS 10} BJIAISS BIN0I-PaXIy SN 0} 8|qe ale oyMm siasn nsuedrered 1oy Auqibig [reuonipuo) Juswadw]

118 Japl Wiyuod 03 Aljigow feuonduny sjuediidde Jo uonneAs pue sSmalAlaiul uosiad-ul apnjoul Aew Ydiym SS8d0ld Uonedyia) Nsuenered yay paodueyus Japisuo)

Bale-qns 1o [euolbay

Sjuswalinbay YAy pasoxa reyr sduj 1oy saie) wniwald buibreyd Jspisuo)d

SI0IUSS 0} UONOWOId pue Bulurel] [9ARI] 2IN0Y-paxid Japisuod

o1198ds-Aouaby

sSuoljepusWwwoday lisueljeled

‘ssa201d sanuoud [ended ysuen s,uoibai syl ybnoayy Juswdinba pue sadinles Jo uswaindoid wiol aziew.oH

"(sdoys aoueuajurew “6a) saniioe) pue (149 “6'9) asniadxa Bunsixa Bureys spnjoul o1 ubisap/buluueld 10afoid [ended jeuoibal puedx3

'suolis1oap Ad1jod uonenodsuel) parelbajul alow axew o3 (218 ‘xel safes ‘Buiuueld ‘Bunelado usue.y) suonouny uoneuodsues sidinw arelbaiu|

‘Bumas
Kaijod arey pue Bujuueld ad1alas pareulplood Buipnjoul ‘siojesado Jajfews Buowe UoRepPIOSUOD [BUOIRNIISUI PUB [RUOROUNS JO SHJBUSQ ansind 0) SUOHepPI|oSU0d BuilSIXe Wolj paules| suossa| Alddy

‘(Reg 10qieH pue ‘puepjeQ-epawe|y ‘ols|[eA) SedIAI8S AlIa) pue SUeN|0S J0) SUONEPI|OSU0D 8dIAI8S 818|dwo)

SUOIIBPUBWIWOJaY [BUOIINIISU]

S3I1I0 JaquIaW [euonippe apnjoul 0} suenjos Buipuedxa Japisuod
Aoljod arey payeulpiood ydopy *

Jabiaw suenjos are|dwod

ue|d Jisuel| abuey Hoys apimAunod idopy °

oue|0S

oo

90IAIBS Uk} 1 HVINS Buneibajul ueld ysues) Jopliiod Alunod-om idopy 2
Auno) ewouos ul ue|d suel | abuey Loys apimAluNod 1dopy ‘T
'WOouoS/uLel

'SUOND3UUOD [B20)/[euoiBal aAoidwl Yey) JSW0ISND dY} U0 Pasndo} saldljod are} JapISU0D

“(luesb ealyAegauQ Jad) Juswdojanap 108loid ul ysuesy Japisuod o1 suonadipsunl [eao| buuinbal Aq siopiiod Jofew uo suonesado Aouabe ysues uoddns

‘Buiuueld rendes pue adinias Aouabeisiul sjowoid 01 [9A8)-uoibalgns 10 Alunod ay) 1e (Sd1HS) sueld usuel] abuey Loys Aouabe-nnw 10npuod

“Tepuafed abueyd a|npayds [euoiBal e ysiigeisg Buiuueld |aAel) J3WO0ISNI pue UOKBUIPI00 S|NPayds a1el|ioe) 0} 2/emyos BuiNpayos |rey/sng aresbaul

Suollepuswiwodsy adIAIRS

suolepuswwoday Aaljod

2102 ‘1T |idy
suollepuswwoday Adljod
108l01d AlljIgeUreIsSnS lsuel|
¢ luswyoeny

O\ILLINWOD\.C

46



ATTACHMENT C 5

METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700

COMMISSION TEL 510.817.5700
TDD/TTY 510.817.5769
FAX 510.817.5848
E-MAIL info@mtc.ca.gov

WEB www.mtc.ca.gov

TRANSPORTATION

Memorandum
TO: Select Committee on Transit Sustainability DATE: April 11, 2012
FR: Deputy Executive Director, Policy W.I. 1517

RE: Transit Sustainability Project Recommendations

Staff recommends the Select Committee refer Resolution No. 4060 to the Commission for
approval of the Transit Sustainability Project (TSP) recommendations, as described in
Attachments 1 and 2.

The MTC Policy Advisory Council adopted a motion to support the staff recommendations,
noting the importance of developing an appropriate enforcement policy and incentives to grow
ridership, and continuing to support Lifeline services.

TSP Background

To help chart a future that provides Bay Area residents with an efficient, convenient and reliable
transit system, MTC launched the Transit Sustainability Project in early 2010. The project seeks
to analyze the major challenges facing transit and identify a path toward an affordable, efficient

and well-funded transit system that more people will use.

Transportation 2035, the most recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan, identified
regionwide transit capital and operating budget shortfalls of $17 billion and $8 billion,
respectively, over the next twenty-five years. Combined with recent service cuts and funding
challenges, these shortfalls suggest a serious structural deficit. To add to the challenge, as
illustrated in the chart below, service and passenger trips have not kept pace with increases in
operating costs, even after accounting for inflation.

Bay Area Large Operators: Percent Change in Cost and Performance Indicators (1997 — 2008)
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80% |
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20% 4

15%

7%

Operating Costs Revenue Vehicle Hours Unlinked Passenger Trips
Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7” only; excludes ferry, cable car, and paratransit
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To address these challenges, the project focused on three goals:

e Improve financial condition: Contain costs and cover a greater percentage of operating
and capital costs with a growing share of passenger fare revenues; secure more reliable
streams of public funding.

e Improve service for the customer: Upgrade the system so that it functions as an
accessible, user-friendly and coordinated network for transit riders, regardless of mode,
location or jurisdiction.

e Attract new riders to the system: Accommodate new riders in an era of emission-
reduction goals, and support ridership growth through companion land use and pricing
policies.

Project Process

The TSP has been informed by significant consultation with the Project Steering Committee
(PSC) and three Technical Advisory Committees (TACs) focused on financial, service and
paratransit analyses. The PSC comprises twenty-one members and has met approximately every
other month over the course of the project in order to provide executive-level input from the
transportation agency, government, labor, business, environmental and equity perspectives.
Specific work elements have also been informed by focused technical advisory committees, ad-
hoc committees, and focus groups. In addition, staff has presented project updates and
recommendations to the MTC Policy Advisory Council, as well as multiple public events and
forums sponsored by interested parties.

Technical analysis focused on three key areas: financial, service and institutional. Additionally,
due to the unique service delivery model in the Bay Area, paratransit service was analyzed
independently. Summaries of the technical analyses are included as an appendix to this memo.
Additional technical reports are available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/.

Key Findings

The TSP analysis, advisory consultation and outreach resulted in the key financial, service and
institutional findings summarized below and detailed in the appendix. It is important to
acknowledge the recent positive efforts by transit agencies in the financial and service areas.
Some operators have already started to address cost containment in their recent labor
agreements. Several transit agencies have initiated or completed comprehensive operational
analyses or in the case of SFMTA, the Transit Effectiveness Project. The recommendations
below reinforce these initial efforts by transit operators to address the goals of the TSP.

Financial Findings

1. Operator base wage appears reasonable when compared to national peers and Bay Area
wage indices.

2. Fringe benefits are a major cost driver in the short and long term, as is true for most all
government sectors.

3. Changes in work rules and business model provide meaningful opportunities for cost
savings.
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4. Bay Area Paratransit cost structure performs better than national peers but faces
increasing cost pressure through future growth in demand.

5. Sales tax receipts, the single largest source of non-fare subsidy in the Bay Area, have
been flat in real terms over the past decade.

Service Findings

6. Improving transit travel times on major corridors will provide significant gains in
productivity.

7. Integrated land-use/transportation planning will attract new transit riders.

8. A consistent fare structure across multiple transit systems can boost transit ridership and
improve the customer experience.

Institutional Findings

9. Integrated transportation policy decision making, across jurisdictions and across modes
(transit, arterial management, parking, etc), can lead to more effective investment and
service decisions.

10. Bay Area transit administrative costs are higher than national peers, owing in part to the
existence of multiple operators serving a metropolitan region of this size.

Recommendations (Attachments 1 & 2)

Based on the project goals and findings outlined above, staff proposes the following Commission
actions to complement recent individual transit agency efforts to control costs, improve service
and attract new riders. By establishing performance metrics and targets, investment and
incentive programs, and additional focused efforts related to cost, service, and institutional
arrangements, the recommendations set a course towards a more sustainable transit system.

1. Establish and Enforce Performance Measures and Targets

At the February 22" joint meeting of this Committee and the Project Steering Committee (PSC),
staff outlined an overall financial performance goal of a 10% reduction in operating cost per
hour for the largest seven transit agencies over the next five years. The Committee directed staff
to work with the PSC to establish a limited number of indicators that more accurately measures
system performance, considering the varying nature of the seven systems. Staff and the PSC
recommend adding two new metrics to measure performance — cost per passenger and cost per
passenger mile. While there was general agreement on the metrics, there was not consensus on
setting a target and linking specific funding to meeting the target.

Table 1 on the next page summarizes the revised staff proposal which includes a performance
target adjustment from 10% to 5% and an alternate proposal submitted by the General Managers
of the largest seven agencies that would use best efforts to keep annual costs at or below the rate
of inflation. Staff is proposing that existing and new operating and capital funds could be linked
to progress toward meeting the performance target while the General Managers propose that
only new funding sources be tied to the success or failure of meeting the target.
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Table 1

Proposal Performance Measure

MTC Staff Proposal

Cost Per Hour
or
Cost Per Passenger
or
Cost Per Passenger Mile

Big 7 Transit Agencies Proposal

Transit Sustainability Project Select Committee

Target

5% real reduction in metric over 5
year period and no growth
beyond CPI thereafter

April 11, 2012
Page 4

Implementation

Existing and new operating and capital funds
administered by MTC may be linked to progress
towards target

Use best efforts to keep annual
costs at or below the rate of
inflation

Only new funding sources might be impacted by an
agency's success or failure in meeting performance
objectives

Performance Target

Based on recent trends, staff recognizes that holding the cost metrics at or below the rate of
inflation would be a commendable achievement. However, TSP analyses, including the cost
containment findings summarized in the appendix, suggests that a five percent reduction is
possible and, if achieved, could lead to more stable or enhanced transit service levels. Charts 1
and 2 below show recent progress made by the largest seven operators towards the cost per hour
and cost per passenger targets. As illustrated, three of the seven — AC Transit, BART, and
Caltrain — are achieving a 5% reduction on at least one of the proposed performance measures.

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

-10.0%

% Change in Operating Cost Per Revenue Hour
FY2008 to FY2011
Adjusted for CPI - ALL MODES

% Change in Operating Cost Per Passenger
FY2008 to FY2011
Adjusted for CPI - ALL MODES
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1% l 1% l -13%

-4% Cost 5%

l -14% Passengers 1120

-11% tan 1 6%

l -8%

1 ow 1%

l -3% 15% i -4% l -10%
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* Data from TDA submittals; except SamTrans FY 2010-11 (audited actuals), Caltrain from CAFRs and NTD reports

Implementation and Funding

There has been a spirited dialogue about what funds should be subject to compliance with the
performance targets. As noted above, staff recommends that existing and new capital and
operating revenues under the Commission’s authority be considered as subject to compliance
with the performance targets. To put this into context, the Commission allocates approximately
$300 million annually in operating funds, or roughly 15% of the Bay Area’s transit operating
cost. MTC programs a roughly equivalent amount of capital funds to rehabilitation and
replacement of assets, and is the primary funding source for this purpose. Staff believes that
making progress toward these performance targets is of such regional importance that the
Commission should retain the flexibility to consider all funding sources. Linking compliance
only to new and growth in existing sources would limit the discussion to new sources that are
highly speculative and growth that is unpredictable and subject to economic cycles.
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Funding decisions that reflect progress toward performance measures in the future are expected
to reflect a measured and deliberative approach to achieve the shared objective of creating a
more efficient and sustainable transit system. The Commission’s past experience and record of
using its authority to condition funds has been measured. With respect to its coordination
authority, the Commission has rarely withheld funds. With respect to its record in enforcing
RMZ2 performance measures, the Commission has been willing to redirect funds but only after
considering other corrective actions and time extensions to achieve compliance.

2. Transit Performance Initiative

In terms of service performance, staff is recommending an investment and incentive strategy.
The title and scope of the Transit Performance Initiative is intended to evoke the Freeway
Performance Initiative, which has resulted in major vehicle delay reductions on the region’s
highways at relatively low cost. The service analysis found that 53% of Bay Area transit trips
are on major transit corridors that have an average speed of nine miles per hour, making
improvements in speed a goal for financial and service performance.

Investment Strategy

As part of the OneBayArea Grant program, staff has proposed an initial commitment of $30
million to fund service improvements on major bus and light rail corridors. If successful in
demonstrating achievement of operational and ridership goals, similar investments would be
recommended in the future. In January, the Committee authorized a call for projects for the
initial $30 million, focusing on improvements to major corridors in the AC Transit, SFMTA,
SamTrans, and Santa Clara VTA service areas. Staff is presenting recommendations to this
Committee under agenda item 4.

Incentive Strategy

The incentive strategy is designed to reward operators who achieve ridership increases and
productivity improvements over the prior year. By allocating transit funds on the basis of
performance, this recommendation aims to encourage all of the region’s transit operators to
continuously improve their service and attract more riders. Staff recommends directing roughly
$20 million annually to this program from funds that were previously distributed to operators
based on a funding formula. The details on the funding distribution would be brought back to
the Commission for subsequent action. Depending on the effectiveness of the initial program in
encouraging ridership and productivity gains, the incentive program could expand in the future.
Note that the largest seven operators agree with the concept of the incentive program, but
recommend, consistent with the performance target discussion above, that only new funding
sources be used for the incentives.

Additional performance and investment recommendations, described in Attachment 1, include
monitoring of annual ridership levels and a regional customer satisfaction survey. We note that
these transit performance and investment strategies are further supported by programs and
policies such as the proposed OneBayArea grant program’s complete streets requirements and
PlanBayArea’s focus on intense development near high quality transit.

3. Service, Institutional and Paratransit Recommendations
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Attachment 2 outlines the remaining TSP policy recommendations related to: 1) service; 2)
institutional; and 3) paratransit strategies. The proposed initiatives are based on best practices at
other agencies or represent promising initiatives already underway by some, but not all, of the
operators in the region. The implementation of these recommendations will take focus and
follow-up actions by MTC and the transit agencies. A summary of the recommendations is
included in Attachment 2 and further detailed in Attachment B to Resolution 4060. Staff
received comments from Samtrans and The City of Santa Rosa that will be helpful in the
implementation of these recommendations.

Additional TSP-related initiatives are under development. In cooperation with staff from AC
Transit and BART, staff has developed a framework for addressing service improvements in the
Inner East Bay including joint agency planning and coordination for Transbay services, service
designs that reinforce spontaneous use in the urban core, and a joint fare product. This
information will be presented to the AC Transit and BART boards in the coming months.

Additionally, SamTrans will soon finalize a comprehensive operational analysis that will inform
service improvements on the Peninsula. Based on the outcomes of these efforts, staff may
propose amendments to Resolution 4060.

Recommendation
Staff recommends the Select Committee refer Resolution No. 4060 to the Commission for
approval.

Ann Flemer
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TSP Goal

Performance Measure/

Attachment 1

Transit Sustainability Project
Performance and Investment Recommendations
April 11, 2012

Implementation

Complementary Programs/

Improve Financial Condition

Program

Cost Per Hour
or
Cost Per Passenger
or
Cost Per Passenger Mile

5% real reduction in metric over 5
year period and no growth
beyond CPI thereafter

FY2013: Agencies develop and boards adopt
strategic plan for meeting targets

FY2014 - FY2017: Annual reports to MTC and
Board on progress in meeting target

FY2018: Analyze progress in meeting target
FY2019: Existing and new operating and capital
funds administered by MTC may be linked to
progress towards target

Policy

1) OneBayArea Grant local
jurisdiction complete streets

Improve Service for the Customer

Attract New Riders to the System

Transit Performance Initiative:
Investment and Incentive
Programs
and
Regional Customer Satisfaction
Survey

Continuous Improvement

Increase ridership levels at or
above the rate of population
growth in counties/corridors in
which service operates

INVESTMENT

Initial $30 Million focus on improving speed and
reliability on urban trunk routes. If successful,
program could be expanded.

INCENTIVE

Direct a portion of the FTA 5307 Flexible Set-aside
or other revenue source to operators based on their
share of ridership increases and productivity
improvement

MONITOR
Regional customer satisfaction survey
Ridership growth

requirements

2) PlanBayArea - Intense
development near high quality transit

3) Coordination - Big 7 General
Managers propose to meet monthly.

4) Supportive pricing - Policies to be
adopted as part of PlanBayArea

J:\COMMITTE\Commission\TSP Select Commission Committee\April 2012\[5b_Attachments 1&2.xIs]Attachment 1
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Attachment 2
Transit Sustainability Project
Policy Recommendations
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Policy Recommendations

Service Recommendations

Integrate bus/rail scheduling software to facilitate schedule coordination and customer travel planning. Establish a regional schedule change calendar.

Conduct multi-agency Short Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) at the county or subregion-level to promote interagency service and capital planning.

Support transit agency operations on major corridors by requiring local jurisdictions to consider transit in project development (per OneBayArea grant).

Consider fare policies focused on the customer that improve regional/local connections.

Marin/Sonoma
1. Adopt countywide Short Range Transit Plan in Sonoma County
2. Adopt two-county corridor transit plan integrating SMART train service

Solano

1. Adopt countywide Short Range Transit Plan

2. Complete Soltrans merger

3. Adopt coordinated fare policy

4. Consider expanding Soltrans to include additional member cities

Institutional Recommendations

Complete service consolidations for Soltrans and ferry services (Vallejo, Alameda-Oakland, and Harbor Bay).

Apply lessons learned from existing consolidations to pursue benefits of functional and institutional consolidation among smaller operators, including coordinated service planning and fare policy
setting.

Integrate multiple transportation functions (transit operating, planning, sales tax, etc) to make more integrated transportation policy decisions.

Expand regional capital project planning/design to include sharing existing expertise (e.g., BRT) and facilities (e.g., maintenance shops).

Formalize joint procurement of services and equipment through the region's transit capital priorities process.

Paratransit Recommendations

Agency-Specific

Consider Fixed-Route Travel Training and Promotion to Seniors

Consider Charging Premium fares for trips that exceed ADA Requirements

Regional or Sub-area

Consider Enhanced ADA Paratransit Certification Process which may include in-person interviews and evalution of applicant's functional mobility to confirm rider eligibility.

Implement Conditional Eligibility for paratransit users who are able to use fixed-route service for some trips

Create one or more sub-regional Mobility Managers (e.g. CTSA) to better coordinate resources and service to customers

Regional

Improve Fixed-Route Transit to provide features such as low-floor buses, seating designed for older riders, and other improvements that accommodate more trips that are currently taken on
paratransit.

Implement Plan Bay Area programs focused on walkable communities, complete streets, and land use planning that improve access and mobility options for ADA eligible transit riders
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Date:  April 25, 2012
Referred by: TSP Select Committee

ABSTRACT
Resolution No. 4060

This resolution approves the recommendations of the Transit Sustainability Project.

Discussion of the recommendations made under this resolution is contained in the Executive

Director Memorandum presented to the Select Committee on Transit Sustainability on April 11,
2012.
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Date:  April 25, 2012
Referred by: TSP Select Committee

Re: Transit Sustainability Project

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 4060

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 8 66500 et seq., the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (“MTC”) is the regional transportation planning agency for the San

Francisco Bay Area; and

WHEREAS, MTC develops a long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), pursuant
to Government Code 88 66513 and 65080; and

WHEREAS, the last major update of the RTP, adopted in April 2009 (Transportation
2035 - MTC Resolution No. 3893), identified twenty-five year transit capital and operating
shortfalls of $17 billion and $8 billion, respectively; and

WHEREAS, to address these shortfalls, as well as address immediate transit operators’
service reductions and budget shortfalls, to improve transit performance for the customer, and to
attract more customers to the transit system, in January 2010, the Commission created the Select
Committee on Transit Sustainability to guide the Transit Sustainability Project (TSP); and

WHEREAS, the TSP focused on three project elements: financial, service performance

and institutional frameworks; and
WHEREAS, to inform the TSP, a Project Steering Committee was formed, made up of

transit agency, government, labor, business, environmental and equity representatives to provide

executive-level input into the project; and
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WHEREAS, additional input and guidance was received from the MTC Policy Advisory
Committee, as well as from multiple public events and forums sponsored by interested parties;

now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that based on project findings related to the financial and service
performance of the Bay Area transit system, MTC approves the performance measures and
targets and investment recommendations set forth in Attachment A to this resolution; and, be it
further

RESOLVED, that based on project findings related to the financial, service performance,
and institutional framework of the Bay Area transit system, MTC approves the policy

recommendations set forth in Attachment B to this resolution; and, be it further

RESOLVED, that MTC will conduct periodic reviews of progress toward the

performance targets and policy recommendation implementation.

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Adrienne J. Tissier, Chair

The above resolution was approved by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
at a regular meeting of the Commission held
in Oakland, California, on April 25, 2012.
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Date: April 25, 2012
Referred by: TSP Select Committee

Attachment A
Resolution No. 4060
Page 1 of 2

Performance and Investment Policies

Performance Measures and Targets

To monitor the performance of the seven largest transit agencies in the Bay Area, the
Commission establishes the following TSP performance target, measures, and monitoring
process:

Performance Target

5% real reduction in at least one of the following performance measures by FY2016-17 and
no growth beyond CPI thereafter. To account for the results of recent cost control strategies
at agencies, the baseline year will be set at the highest cost year between FY2007-08 and
FY2010-11.

Performance Measures
e Cost Per Service Hour*
e Cost Per Passenger*
e Cost Per Passenger Mile*
*As defined by the Transportation Development Act

Monitoring Process

In FY2012-13, agencies are to adopt a strategic plan to meet one or more of the targets and
submit to MTC.

On an annual basis, starting in FY2013-14, the transit agencies submit performance
measure data on all three targets to MTC.

In FY2017-18, MTC will analyze agency progress in meeting target

In FY2018-19, MTC will link existing and new operating and capital funds administered
by MTC to progress towards achieving the performance target.

The following agencies, the largest seven transit agencies in the Bay Area, are subject to the
performance measures and targets: AC Transit; BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SFMTA,
SamTrans, and Santa Clara VTA.

Transit Performance Initiative and Customer Satisfaction Survey

The Commission establishes an investment, incentive and monitoring strategy to improve service
performance and attract new riders to the region’s transit system. The target for each agency is to
increase ridership levels at or above the rate of population growth in counties/corridors in which
the agency operates service. Agencies are encouraged to utilize the Transit Competitive Index
tool, developed for the Bay Area as part of the TSP, to achieve this target.
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Investment

As part of the OneBayArea Grant program, the Commission has established an initial
commitment of $30 million to fund service improvements on major bus and light rail corridors,
focusing on improvements to major corridors in the AC Transit, SFMTA, SamTrans, and Santa
Clara VTA service areas. If successful in demonstrating achievement of operational and
ridership goals, similar investments would be recommended in the future.

Incentive

The Commission will reward transit agencies that achieve ridership increases and productivity
improvements and will allocate transit funds on the basis of performance, thereby encouraging
all of the region’s transit operators to continuously improve their service and attract more riders.
Funding sources, amounts and distribution formulas shall be established by the Commission.

Monitor

Maintaining and/or improving customer satisfaction ratings is an important indicator of whether
transit is meeting the needs of the traveling public. The Commission will conduct a bi-annual
regional customer satisfaction survey to provide a consistent region-wide mechanism to measure
customer satisfaction and provide information to build new ridership and improve service.
Agencies will be required to coordinate data collection efforts, either through cost sharing,
resource sharing, or project management.
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Date: April 25, 2012
Referred by: TSP Select Committee

Attachment B

Resolution No. 4060
Page 1 of 5

Service, Paratransit and Institutional Recommendations

Service

1.

Integrate bus/rail scheduling software to facilitate schedule coordination and customer
travel planning. Establish a regional schedule change calendar.

The Commission finds that schedule coordination between connecting agencies will increase
the attractiveness of public transit but that connecting agencies make schedule changes on
different dates and in some cases use incompatible scheduling software systems that make
schedule integration difficult. This recommendation would align the schedule change
calendar among the region’s operators and require all connecting operators to implement a
compatible scheduling software system.

Conduct multi-agency Short-Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) at the county or subregion-
level to promote interagency service and capital planning.

The Commission has historically provided federal planning funds for each transit agency to
independently prepare an SRTP of the agency’s 10-year operating and capital plan. This
recommendation would strengthen the joint planning that has begun in the region and
recommend that transit agencies in a county or multi-agency travel corridor collaborate on a
10-year plan. The multi-agency SRTPs should develop capital replacement priorities and
schedules, consider connectivity in service planning, establish fare policy consistency,
establish common performance measures, and identify opportunities for shared functions.
Future funding for SRTPs will take into account coordination opportunities.

Support transit agency operations on major corridors by requiring local jurisdictions
to consider transit operating speeds and reliability in projects affecting these corridors.

Travel time savings are a key component in building customer satisfaction and attracting new
passengers. Under the Commission’s proposed OneBayArea Grants program, local
jurisdictions are required to adopt a complete streets ordinance to be eligible for regional
funding. Complete streets aims to consider all road network users including pedestrians,
bicyclists and transit riders. MTC is further proposing to expand the scope of the Freeway
Performance Initiative to include investments to improve transit operations on key arterial
roadways.
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4. Consider fare policies focused on the customer that improve regional/local connections.

Implement the Phase 111 Clipper requirements to revise existing operations and fare policies
to a standardized set of business rules. Continue to work towards a more consistent regional
standard for fare discount policies and minimize transfer penalties so that passengers can
choose the most optimal route for their transit trip.

5. Recommendations specific to Marin, Sonoma, and Solano Counties

The Commission is committed to achieving more rational service delivery in geographic
areas served by multiple transit agencies by supporting the collaboration, coordination and
consolidation efforts already underway to bring them to implementation stage.

Sonoma: County-level SRTP work is underway in Sonoma County. MTC will provide
funding to the Sonoma County Transportation Authority to collect customer opinion and
demographic survey data to better inform service planning throughout the county.

Marin/Sonoma: The commencement of SMART service in Marin and Sonoma counties will
alter transit travel patterns. This presents an opportunity to strengthen coordination and
service planning among Marin and Sonoma transit providers serving the 101 Corridor and
local connections. In coordination with the SRTP process, MTC will work with transit
operators and the Marin and Sonoma County CMAs to develop a two-county corridor transit
plan for submittal and presentation to the Commission.

Solano: County-level SRTP work is underway in Solano County. MTC will provide funding
to the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) to complete the analysis to better inform
service planning throughout the county. STA and the Solano transit operators are to use this
process to identify service improvements, performance objectives and potential service
functional and institutional consolidation opportunities.

Paratransit Cost Containment and Service Strategies

The Commission finds that transit agencies must consider strategies to contain the cost of ADA
paratransit service using tools that are available to them individually or collectively. MTC
expects individual agencies to consider the following strategies:

1. Fixed Route Travel Training and Promotion to Seniors

Expanding fixed route travel training — through mobility orientation sessions and one-on-one
individualized training — would increase mobility for the users and help reduce growth of
ADA paratransit demand. Ideally, training and outreach should be conducted before
individuals apply for paratransit service or, at a minimum, should be made available during
the process of determining eligibility for these services.
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2. Premium Charges for Service Beyond ADA Requirements

Where transit agencies provide paratransit service that goes beyond what the ADA requires,
they may charge extra for those "premium® services. For example, transit agencies that serve
an entire jurisdiction (for example they may serve an entire city or taxing district) can define
a "two-tiered" service area, with the first tier being the ADA required service area within ¥
mile of the fixed route service and the second tier extending to the jurisdictional limits. A
higher fare can then be charged for trips in that second tier. The transit agency can also adopt
differing policies for that premium second tier, such as more limited service hours, denials of
service once capacity is reached, and so forth.

3. Enhanced ADA Paratransit Certification Process

A robust certification process that includes in-person interviews as well as evaluations of
applicants' functional mobility by trained professionals provides more accurate
determinations of applicants' travel skills and may result in more applicants being referred to
fixed route service based on their individual abilities. This may result in some reduction in
ADA paratransit costs and also result in improving the mobility of riders due to the increased
spontaneity afforded by fixed-route transit. Depending on the transit agency, available cost
savings range from none to substantial. One centralized regional process is not needed, but
many transit agencies can enhance their processes. Some smaller agencies could combine
this function for efficiency and to support staff with specialized skills.

4. Implement Conditional Eligibility

Conditional eligibility finds that some applicants can use fixed-route service for at least some
of their trips and specifies the particular conditions under which paratransit service is
required. While this requires a more sophisticated eligibility certification process of
conditional eligibility avoids ADA paratransit costs for those trips that ADA-eligible riders
take on fixed-route service. Opportunities exist at several transit operators in combination
with an enhanced eligibility process.

5. Creation of sub-regional Mobility Managers (e.g. CTSA) in one or more sub-regional
area to better coordinate resources and service customers

National and local coordinated models exist and should be evaluated to deliver high quality
and efficient paratransit services across transit agency boundaries and shared costs with
social services. Several MTC programs, including Lifeline and New Freedom, have funded
mobility management efforts to identify best practices and develop mobility management
models for regional replication. The Commission will use the information from these efforts
to recommend specific areas and agency leads for implementation of sub-regional mobility
managers in the Bay Area.
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Improve Fixed-Route Transit (per Plan Bay Area)

Continuous improvements to the fixed route system will shift some demand from paratransit
to the fixed route system.

Walkable Communities, Complete Streets, and Land Use Planning (per Plan Bay Area)

The term “walkable communities” refers to communities that are pedestrian friendly, with
sidewalks and pathways connecting residential areas with activity centers. Improving the
“walkability” of a community is a more holistic approach to addressing ADA paratransit
sustainability than other strategies. Similarly, planning efforts should, to the extent possible,
ensure that senior housing and other senior-related facilities are sited in locations that are
close to fixed-route services and close-in within the community and proximate to activity
centers featuring shopping, medical and other services, as opposed to locations outside the
community and isolated from activity centers. The ultimate impact of this recommended
strategy is very large, even though this is a long-term strategy in which transit agencies will
only play a supportive role. It requires an active role from cities and counties.

An integrated land-use/transportation plan is the primary goal of Plan Bay Area, under
development and scheduled for adoption in 2013. In addition, the proposed OneBayArea
grant program seeks to reward local jurisdictions for building housing near transit and
conditions funding on adherence to complete streets policies.

Institutional

1.

Complete service consolidations for Soltrans and ferry services (Vallejo, Alameda-
Oakland, and Harbor Bay).

Per the Solano Transit Consolidation Study conducted by the Solano Transportation
Authority — the cities of Vallejo and Benicia have formed a joint powers authority (Soltrans)
to operate their transit service as a consolidated system. Senate Bill 1093 called for the
consolidation of Vallejo, Alameda-Oakland, and Harbor Bay ferry services under WETA.
WETA has adopted a transition plan to guide the consolidation of all ferry service, except the
Golden Gate ferry services. WETA is currently operating the Alameda-Oakland and Harbor
Bay ferry service and set to assume Vallejo service in 2012. Soltrans has completed the
initial stages of the consolidation. The Commission will support these agencies and monitor
progress during the consolidation process and support Solano County to move forward to
consider further consolidations as supported through local planning.

Pursue functional and institutional consolidation among smaller operators where
supported by local planning and input.

Through the local planning process and, as transit agencies do coordinated planning and fare
policy setting, the benefits of functional and institutional consolidation should be further
evaluated. Work with Congestion Management Agencies and operators, focusing on
Marin/Sonoma and Solano to continue to improve coordination and evaluate the benefits of

63



Attachment B
Resolution No. 4060
Page 5 of 5

additional functional and/or institutional consolidation to improve the financial stability and
service for the customer. The appropriateness of these efforts and timeline will be established
based on local planning and input.

Integrate multiple transportation functions (transit operating, planning, sales tax, etc).

The importance of other transportation decisions, such as roadway projects and pricing, in
the success and performance of the public transit system was highlighted throughout the
TSP. Therefore, opportunities to better integrate these decision-making authorities should be
explored. Currently, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority is the one example of
an agency in the region that serves as the sales tax authority, transit agency, and congestion
management agency. Work with transit operators and Congestion Management Agencies to
identify potential vertical integration opportunities and local support for such integration.

Expand regional capital project planning/design to include sharing existing expertise
(e.g., BRT) and facilities (e.g., maintenance shops).

Several transit agencies and congestion management agencies in the region have developed
robust expertise in capital project development and delivery. As new projects or systems are
developed, expertise should be shared across transit agencies to optimize resources. Using
Plan Bay Area project listings, MTC will identify specific upcoming projects that may
benefit from a sharing of resources and convene a joint discussion of county CMAs and
transit agencies to identify specific projects and terms for sharing resources.

Formalize joint procurement of services and equipment.

Transit agencies currently have an informal process to monitor each other’s bus purchases,
allowing agencies to “piggy-back” on another Bay Area or national procurement. This
reduces administrative costs of duplicative procurement processes and lowers the unit cost of
the purchase because of the higher volume order. The TSP recommends that these joint
procurements be strengthened and formalized.

The Commission will identify typical annual procurements (scope and cost) in addition to
those included in the Regional Transit Capital Inventory (major capital replacements),
convene transit agencies to identify strong candidate services and equipment for joint
procurement, and work with transit operators to evaluate and implement joint procurement
models.
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Transit Sustainability Project
Background and Findings
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Financial
Background and Findings

Background:

The Transportation 2035 Plan’s cost and revenue projections demonstrate that the Bay Area’s
transit system simply is not sustainable. Focusing on the seven largest transit agencies, which
account for roughly 93 percent of the region’s transit operating costs, the TSP financial analysis
shows that the real operating costs (independent of inflation) of the “Big 7” increased
significantly faster from 1997 through 2008 than did service levels or ridership. Even adjusted
for inflation, the disparity remains, and is especially pronounced for bus and light rail operators,
with relatively better trends for heavy rail and commuter rail operations. The transit agencies
have since identified and implemented strategies that begin to address financial sustainability.

The TSP financial analysis aimed to clearly identify the transit agencies’ specific cost drivers —
both internal and external — and to understand the relative impact of cost reforms. By far the
biggest cost drivers are wages and benefits, which together account for 77 percent of the $2.1
billion (2008 dollars) in annual operating costs for the region’s transit system. Cost distribution
and changes in cost and performance indicators for the Big 7 operators are shown below.

2008 Operating Costs — “Big 7” Operators Nearly $2 billion

Expense Transfers

Purchased
Transportaton
4%

Casualties
and Liabilities 2%
Utilities 3%

Tires and Others 3
5%
Fuel and Lube
4%

Services

Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7” only. Includes ferry, cable car and paratransit.

Major Modes: Aggregate Percent Change in Cost & Performance Indicators
90% (1997-2008, adjusted for inflation)
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H Operating Costs Revenue Vehicle Hours W Unlinked Passenger Trips

Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7” only. Includes ferry, cable car and paratransit.
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Findings:

1. Base wages appear reasonable when compared to national peers and Bay Area wage
indices.

Bay Area transit operators’ base wage rates are higher than many peers, but actually prove
comparable when adjusted for the cost of living in various regions. And while increases in the
Bay Area operators’ base wage rates were higher than inflation, they were lower than the overall
regional wage index. Beyond the base wage, however, Bay Area transit agencies may be advised
to focus cost containment efforts on other wage costs — such as overtime and premium pay.

Hourly Wage Rates Adjusted to Bay Area Cost of Living
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Source: "ACCRA Cost of Living Index, 2009 Annual Average Data," prepared by the Council for Community and
Economic Research, as cited by Dash & Associates. Dash & Associates, Agency data

2. Fringe benefits are a major cost driver in both the short and long term.

Fringe benefits are a significant issue for the region’s agencies — both in the short- and long-
term — and represent major cost drivers. TSP recommends that Bay Area transit agencies
consider healthcare and pension reforms among other cost containment strategies.

This issue is hardly unique to transit or even to the Bay Area. The growth in healthcare costs is a
major cost driver across all employment sectors nationwide, and pension reform is a major issue
throughout the public sector. But the growth in the cost of transit agencies’ health and pension
benefits is unsustainable, and already has created substantial unfunded liabilities. The charts
below and on the next page illustrate an inflation-adjusted 69 percent increase in total fringe
benefit costs for the Big 7 operators from 1997 to 2008. Though this rate of increase is consistent
with national peers, it is higher than other economic sectors.

Total Fringe Costs for Big 7 Operators (1997 — 2008)
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Source: National Transit Database - “Big 7" operators
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2008 Employee Benefits Costs as Pecent of Total Compensation
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Finally, the chart below includes sample strategies implemented or considered by Bay Area
agencies to control fringe benefit costs.

Sample Fringe Benefits Cost Control Strategies

Health Insurance

Medical insurance cap (BART labor
agreement)

“Medical Coverage Opt-Out”
initiative (BART labor agreement)

= Lowered retiree medical liability from $434m to $362m.

= Estimated on-going savings of $8m annually (as of 2013)
= $7m in savings over 4 years ($1.75m per year).

= Costing assumes another 244 employees/retirees opt out
of medical coverage. Savings begin 1/1/2010.

Agency pays a capped % of health
insurance costs for active employees
(VTA proposal)

= Every 5% of costs shifted to employees yields $1.2m in
savings

Insurance premium contribution cap

= Reduced the District's overall exposure to OPEB liabilities

for both active employees and
retirees (SamTrans agreement)
Agency limits its share of premium
costs to Employee + 1 Dependent
for active employees (VTA proposal)
Pension

by $6.5 million on an annual basis.

= $6m in savings per year

Create new pension tier for new
hires (AC Transit proposal)

= $7m (only produces significant savings after 30-years)

Source: TSP Financial Task Summary Report:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/Financial_Task_Summary_Report.pdf

3. Changes in work rules and business models provide opportunities for cost savings.

Work rules — determined by a history of Collective Bargaining Agreements and agency practices —
govern the roles and responsibilities of transit management and employees. These rules have significant
implications for how transit service is provided and for the cost to provide the service. Work rules are
agency-specific, and many transit agencies have conducted assessments of potential savings that could
result from specific changes.

TSP’s analysis, which included testing certain changes to work rules and business model strategies
(shown in the table below), shows that changes to work rules can yield major impacts on the cost of
delivering service. Data on work rules regarding premium pay suggest further analysis could produce
options for significantly lowering operating costs. A business model that relies more on part-time
operators, reduction of absenteeism and the size of the extra-board, and consideration of more outsourcing
of certain services also may yield significant savings.
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Sample Work Rule and Business Model Strategies

Work Rule Category Sample Changes to Work Rules

Interlining/Layovers Target 15% layovers

Guarantee/Overtime Weekly guarantee/overtime (40 hours)

Report Times 10 minute sign on and 5 minute sign off

Meal Times 30 min. unpaid meal breaks as allowed in Wage Order 9

Split Shifts Spread premium from 11t hour; Max 2 hour split break; No pyramiding
Part Time Maximum 7.5 hours per day and up to 20% of full time roster assignments
Extraboard/Absenteeism | 1-5% reduction in Extraboard staff

Holidays One less holiday on full service day

Service Contracting Contract operation of one division or service group

Source: Transportation Management and Design, Inc

As illustrated in the chart below, the TSP financial analysis’ test of work rule and business model changes
resulted in annual savings of some $42 million, or about 2 percent of the total annual Bay Area transit
operating budget.

Annual Work Rule Cost Saving Estimates
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Source: Transportation Management and Design, Inc

4. Paratransit cost structure performs better than national peers but faces increased cost
pressure through future growth in demand

Compared to national peers, the Bay Area’s costs for paratransit largely have been controlled.
Yet opportunities remain for improving service, and for holding costs at or below inflation. As
illustrated in the chart below, large operators’ paratransit costs — as well as paratransit ridership
and revenue vehicle hours — declined from 2005 to 2010 while costs, ridership and revenue
vehicle hours for the region’s small operators increased during this period, due in part to
changing demographics and the smaller operators’ less frequent fixed-route service.

Paratransit currently accounts for about 5 percent of the annual transit operating budget in the
Bay Area. Demographic data reviewed as part gg the TSP service analysis, however, suggests
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the cost of paratransit — especially services required by the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) — could skyrocket in coming years because of the expected aging of the population and
other factors. Projections from the Association of Bay Area Governments indicate the number of
Bay Area residents age 65 and older will grow by 75 percent by 2030. This compares to an
overall population increase of just 19 percent.

Bay Area Operators:
Percent Change in Paratransit Cost and Performance Indicators (2005 — 2010)

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

-5%

=-10%

-11%

-15%

Inflation-Adjusted Ridership Revenue Vehicle
Operating Cost Hours

mLarge Operators mSmaller Operators
Source: Lompiliea by Neison Nygaara consuiting rrom National 1 ransit batanase

TSP Paratransit Evaluation Process
To assess the sustainability of maintaining a quality ADA paratransit delivery system in the Bay
Area, MTC evaluated paratransit as part of the TSP Service Analysis. The evaluation and
recommendations were informed with technical expertise and rider input from:

1. Paratransit Technical Advisory Committee: comprised of transit agency staff

2. Paratransit Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee: comprised of staff from contractors that deliver

or broker paratransit services in the Bay Area
3. Paratransit User Focus Group: roughly 30 paratransit riders from around the region

To address the TSP goals of improving financial conditions and service for the customers, 29
strategies were evaluated for this project that fall generally under the heading of demand
management, productivity improvement, cost containment, restructuring service, and alternatives
to ADA paratransit. These measures have the potential to manage the cost of ADA paratransit
service while maintaining mobility for riders. Many operators have implemented at least some
of these strategies, but there is still opportunity for more operators to implement many of the
strategies.

5. Sales tax receipts, the biggest source of non-fare subsidy, have been flat over the past
decade.
Local sales tax revenue represents about 20 percent of the annual transit operating budget for all
Bay Area operators. This revenue has been highly unpredictable and actually is lower in real
terms than it was in 1997, a trend that is forecast to continue for the foreseeable future. As
shown in the chart below, farebox revenue is higher in real terms and subject to greater agency
control.
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Bay Area "Big 7": Farebox and Sales Tax Revenues

w00 _(Figures in $ millions)

Millions

$500 -

3400 W

$300 -
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1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

—&— Sales Tax ($1997) - Farebox ($1997)
Source: MTC Statistical Summaries

Summary

Several of the Bay Area’s large transit operators, in recent labor contract agreements and
budgeting, have identified and implemented cost control measures that result in both immediate
annual savings and longer term improved financial sustainability. The TSP’s financial findings
suggest significant operating savings can be achieved each year by building off of these efforts.
The financial findings — with potential annual regionwide savings levels — are summarized
below.

Summary of Cost Containment Strategies Identified in TSP
Potential Savings of Roughly 10% of Annual Operating Budget

Area Findings/Strategies Identified Potential

Savings
Fringe *Findings: Fringe benefits have increased significantly; accounts for $65 million
Benefits 34% of operating costs

«Strategies: Two-tiered pension system, employee contributions, cap
agency contribution to medical insurance, limit coverage options

Work Rules *Findings: Premium pay data suggests further analysis could produce $80 million
and Business | options for lowering operating costs

Model «Strategies: 40 hour weekly guarantee, minimize unnecessary

layovers, some part time drivers, contract a portion of operations
Administrative | sFindings: Bay Area operators dedicate a higher percentage of $45 million
Staff Costs operating budgets to administrative costs than peers; (REVISED)
(REVISED)

«Strategies: Reduce percentage of costs going to administration to be
in-line with peers

Source: TSP Financial Task Summary Report:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/Financial_Task Summary Report.pdf and TSP PSC meeting materials:
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet documents/agenda 1821/ 02-13-2012 PSC_Full Packet.pdf
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Service
Background and Findings

Background:

Bay Area transit agencies in recent months have identified and implemented strategies to
improve service for their riders. These efforts have focused on travel time savings, customer
amenities, and improved connectivity. TSP service recommendations attempt to build on these
improvements and to focus on connectivity between systems.

Findings:

6. Improving travel times on major corridors will provide significant gains in productivity.
Transit ridership and customer satisfaction will increase with reductions in transit travel times.
Focusing travel-time reduction investments on high-ridership corridors will yield the highest
returns in new riders and travel time savings. Currently, 53 percent of the Bay Area’s transit
ridership is on corridors with an average speed of just nine miles per hour. As shown in the chart
below, average speeds on most Bay Area transit systems decreased from 1997 to 2008. The only
exceptions are BART, Caltrain and VTA light rail, all of which experienced modest gains.

Change in Average Speed (1997-2008)

15.0%

10.0% 9.2%

5.6%
5.0%

0,0% F
é. .\@ﬁrg%
5.0%  -3.5% W & &F
i . )
-10.0% -8.2%

-15.0%
-14.6%

-11.4%

-16.0%

50.0% Ali Bus Heavy Rail Light Rail

Source: Compiled by Transportation Management and Design, Inc from transit operator data

7. Integrated land-use/transportation planning will attract new transit riders.

Transit ridership is highest in cities and on corridors with a mix of housing, jobs and services.
Reinvestment in existing high-ridership transit corridors, complemented with focused housing
and job growth in these corridors, will attract new riders to the system. Plan BayArea seeks to
focus growth around existing high-frequency transit, as illustrated in the map below.
Approximately 70 percent of the region’s projected housing and employment growth from 2015
to 2040 will be located in Priority Development Areas.
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Priority Development Areas
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8. A consistent fare structure can boost transit ridership and improve the customer

experience.

Fare policy reform offers opportunity to increase overall ridership and improve existing customer
experience. As illustrated in the charts below, riders transferring between systems account for about
10 percent of the region’s roughly 1.5 million daily transit trips. Additionally, transfer policies and
fares are neither consistent nor user-friendly and could be revised to better serve this significant

transfer market.

Inter-Operator Transfers an

d

Transfer Rates, Average Weekday

Fare Policies and Penalties for

Transferring Riders

Transfers Total Transfer BART /SEMTA | 1,556,200 |$0.25 discounton | “A” Fast Pass ($10
q q SFMTA, each way more/month to ride BART
To/From Ridership  Rate within SE: and
H BART Plus (savings ~$6-
AC Transit 12,717 190,647 6.7% $10/month)
BART 77,837 338,842 23.0% AC Transit / 269,300 $0.25 discount on AC | None
Transit, each
Caltrain 12,765 36,695  34.8% BART. ranst each way :
Caltrain/ SFMTA 218,500 None $5 discount on SFMTA pass
Golden Gate Ferry 468 6,618 7.1%
Golden Gate Transit 878 20,531 4.3% BART/Calrain_| 72300 | None None
AC Transit / 40,900 None None
SamTrans 3,100 45,909 6.8% SFMTA
San Francisco Muni 73,821 706,208 10.5% BART / STy | NEe BRI PV (s <42
! ’ ) SamTrans $12/month)
Santa Clara VTA 2;254 130: 670 1.7% SamTrans / VTA 27,900 Free transfer on 2 Monthly pass reciprocity
Total 183,840 1,476,121  12.5% leg, each way
Source: May 2011 Clipper inter-operator travel Source: Information compiled from transit operators
Matrix; CH2M Hill estimates
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Institutional
Background and Findings

Background:

The Bay Area transit network is characterized by multiple layers of decision-making and service
delivery — 28 separate transit agencies, each with its own board, staff and operating team. This
institutional structure can complicate efforts to deliver a regional system that passengers can
understand and effectively navigate, as well as one that can keep pace with changes in demand.

That said, the objective of the TSP was not to evaluate wholesale changes to the structure of the
Bay Area transit system. The project focused instead on specific financial and customer
challenges — such as resource allocations, joint planning and project development, and fare and
customer service policies — that may result from the current institutional structure, and
identified other models (from around the nation or internationally) that could address these
challenges.

Among the findings is that the Bay Area pays higher administrative costs (per transit rider or per
hour of transit service) than its peers. Based on this finding, the TSP looked to models nationally
to identify functional areas that may be appropriate for consolidation or enhanced coordination to
better optimize resources and reduce costs.

Findings:

9. Integrated transportation policy decision-making — both geographic and modal — can
lead to more effective investment and service decisions.

Several Bay Area counties have consolidated transportation policy decision making into one
board or authority, allowing for multimodal policy planning and project delivery.

10. Bay Area transit administrative costs are higher than national peers, owing in part to the
existence of multiple operators serving the region.

Analysis of administrative costs and number of administrative employees against various cost
and service metrics shows Bay Area operators dedicate a higher percentage of their operating
budgets to administrative costs than do their peers. The Bay Area’s average $37.84 per hour
administrative cost is 30 percent higher than the $29.39 per hour average for the peer group.
Similarly, Bay Area administrative costs average $0.95 per rider compared to $0.53 for peers.

Total Total Regional Regional Regional o I Regional
Number of Regional . N Vehicle Admin. Cost _em Admin.
A N T ) Administrative _ — hicl Transit _
gencies ransit p— evenue per Vehicle Ridershi ost per
Budget Hours Revenue Hour Rider
Bay Area 27 $2.2 billion  $461 million  12.1 million $ 37.84 484 million $  0.95
New York City 37 $11.5 billion $1,998 million 58.3 million S 34.27 4,077 million S 049
Philadelphia 5 $1.2 billion $208 million 7.1 million S 29.14 358 million $ 058
. - 6.8 million -
Seattle 9 $1.1 billion $195 million $ 2893 189 million S 1.03
16.7 milli
Los Angeles 20 $2.2billion  $408 million mitiion $ 2448  640milion $ 064
14.9 milli
Chicago 15 $2.1billion  $363 million mitiion $ 2425  628million $ 058
11.0 milli
Washington DC 12 $1.7billion  $254 million mition $ 2318  476milion  $ 0.3
- . 7.1 million .
Boston 7 $1.2 billion $155 million S 2196 363 million S 043
Peer Average 15 $3.1 billion $512 million 17.4 million $ 29.39 962 million $ 053

Source: Compiled by PB Americas from NTD and operator data

JACOMMITTE\Commission\TSP Select Commission Committee\April 2012\TSP_5c_Attachment3_jg.doc
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Transit Sustainability Project
Final Recommendations

Select Committee
April 11, 2012

Overview

1. Project Context

2. Project Findings

3. Performance Measures and
Targets

. Transit Performance
Initiative
. Service, Institutional and

Paratransit
Recommendations
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Project Context
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Challenge for Bay Area Transit System
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Opportunity for Bay Area Transit System

i

* Bay Area seeks to
focus growth around
transit

Plan Bay Area forecast
growth in Priority
Development Areas:
e 74% new housing
e 67% new jobs
More intense

development near high
quality transit

What is Important for Transit’s Success?

= Improve financial position: Contain costs, cover a greater
percentage of operating and capital costs with a growing share of
passenger fare revenues; secure reliable streams of public funding.

= Improve service for the customer: Strengthen the system so that
it functions as an accessible, user-friendly and coordinated network
for transit riders, regardless of mode, location or jurisdiction.

= Attract new riders to the system: Strengthen the system so that it
can attract and accommodate new riders in an era of emission-
reduction goals, and is supported through companion land use and
pricing policies.
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How can the Bay Area Continue to Improve?

Control costs — building on recent successful efforts
Reinvest savings in service

Build public confidence

Attract additional revenue

Invest strategically to improve customer experience and
attract more passengers

Interagency initiatives focused on the customer and cost
reductions

Project Findings
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Financial Findings
. Operator base wage appears reasonable when compared to national peers
and Bay Area wage indices.

. Fringe benefits are a major cost driver in the short and long term, as is true
for most all government sectors.

. Changes in work rules and business model provide meaningful
opportunities for cost savings.

. Bay Area Paratransit cost structure performs better than national peers but
faces increasing cost pressure through future growth in demand.

. Sales tax receipts, the single largest source of non-fare subsidy in the Bay
Area, have been flat in real terms over the past decade.

Service and Institutional Findings

Service

Improving transit travel times on major corridors will provide significant
gains in productivity.

Integrated land-use/transportation planning will attract new transit riders.

A consistent fare structure across multiple transit systems can boost transit
ridership and improve the customer experience.

Institutional

9. Integrated transportation policy decision making, across jurisdictions and
across modes (transit, arterial management, parking, etc), can lead to more
effective investment and service decisions.

. Bay Area transit administrative costs are higher than national peers, owing
in part to the existence of multiple operators serving a metropolitan region
of this size.
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Recommendations:
Performance Measures and
Targets

Bay Area Large Operators: Percent Change in Cost
and Performance Indicators (1997 — 2008)

— — {— - CPlIncrease was 39%
- 50%of the cost increase attributable to inflation

Operating Costs Revenue Vehicle Hours Unlinked Passenger Trips

Source: National Transit Database, “Big 7" only.
Excludes ferry, cable car and paratransit.
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Performance Measures and Targets - Big 7 Operators

Reduce “real” operating cost per service hour, cost per passenger, or cost per
passenger mile by 5% within 5 years

= Financial targets would be set compared to the highest cost per hour
experienced by each agency between 2008 and 2011 to include savings from
labor agreements since 2008

= Based on evaluation and possible savings in areas including:
= Fringe Benefits
= Work Rules and Business Model
= Administrative Costs

= Cost per passenger or cost per passenger mile target could also be achieved
by a combination of attracting more passengers and operating efficiencies

Operators to Chart Performance Roadmap

FY 2013 Year 1 =Agencies develop strategic plan for meeting targets
=Boards adopt strategic plans and submit to MTC

FY 2014 Year 2 =Report progress to Boards and MTC
FY 2015 Year 3 =Report progress to Boards and MTC
FY 2016 Year 4 =Report progress to Boards and MTC
FY 2017 Year 5 =Report progress to Boards and MTC
FY 2018 Analyze data =Report to MTC for next year’s allocations

FY 2019 1styear of =Fund allocations based on progress towards target
Compliance
and after

= Existing and new operating and capital funds administered by MTC may be
linked to progress towards target
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Cost Per Hour - Some Operators are on Tra

% Change in Operating Cost Per Revenue Hour
FY2008 to FY2011
Adjusted for CPI - ALL MODES

N [ |

5% -4%

AC Transit Caltrain Golden Gate SFMTA SamTrans

Cost | 5% | 110 4% 1 6% 1 6% L% | -a%
Hours ) 79 ¥ -a% | 2% ) 4% ¥ -13% | -14%

1)  Data from TDA submittals; except SamTrans FY 2010-11 (audited actuals), Caltrain from CAFRs and NTD reports
2)  FY2011-12 data will be revised to reflect audited final numbers

Cost Per Passenger - Some Operators are on Track

% Change in Operating Cost Per Passenger
FY2008 to FY2011
Adjusted for CPI - ALL MODES

15%

-9%

AC Transit BART Caltrain Golden Gate SFMTA SamTrans

Cost L 5% | 1% 1 a% 1 6% 1 6% L 7% | -a%
Passengers l -12% l -3% T 15% l -8% l -4% l -10% l 7%

1)  Datafrom TDA submittals; except SamTrans FY 2010-11 (audited actuals), Caltrain from CAFRs and NTD reports
2) FY2011-12 data will be revised to reflect audited final numbers
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Feedback on Performance Framework

MTC Staff Proposal

Big 7 Transit
Agencies Proposal

Cost Per Hour
or
Cost Per Passenger
or

Cost Per Passenger
Mile

5% real reduction in
metric over 5 year
period and no growth
beyond CPI thereafter

Existing and new
operating and capital
funds administered by
MTC may be linked to
progress towards target

Use best efforts to
keep annual costs at
or below the rate of
inflation

Only new funding
sources should be
subject to an agency’s
success or failure in
meeting performance
objectives

Recommendations:
Transit Performance Initiative
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Transit Performance Initiative
Investment and incentive approach to achieve improved
service performance
Investment

1. Regional investment in supportive infrastructure to achieve
performance improvements in major transit corridors

Incentive

2. Reward agencies that achieve improvements in ridership
and service productivity

Investment — Detailed in Agenda ltem #4

= |nitial Round:

MTC released call for projects for $30
million pilot program focused on major
transit corridors of AC Transit, SFMTA,
SamTrans and VTA. Funding
recommendations detailed in agenda
item #4.

= Future Rounds:

If pilot successful, future rounds could
include projects with high benefit/cost
such as additional major bus and light
rail corridors, BART Metro and Caltrain
operational improvements
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Incentive — All Operators

Financial reward for improved ridership and productivity

= Formula program that rewards actual growth in annual passengers and
productivity improvement as well as total ridership

= Link to existing regional funding sources — roughly $20 million
= Link to a new funding source (e.g. regional gas tax)

= Proposal for specific formula distribution to be brought back to the
Commission

Recommendations:
Service, Institutional and
Paratransit Policies
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Service Recommendations

= |Integrate bus/rail scheduling software to facilitate schedule coordination and
customer travel planning. Establish a regional schedule change calendar.

= Conduct multi-agency Short Range Transit Plans (SRTPs) at the county or
subregion-level to promote interagency service and capital planning.

= Support transit agency operations on major corridors by requiring local
jurisdictions to consider transit in project development (per OneBayArea
grant).

= Consider fare policies focused on the customer that improve regional/local
connections.

Service Recommendations (cont.)

= Marin/Sonoma

= Adopt countywide Short Range Transit Plan
in Sonoma County

Adopt two-county corridor transit plan
integrating SMART train service

Conduct multi-agency Short Range Transit
Plans (SRTPs) at the county or subregion-
level to promote interagency service and
capital planning.

= Solano
Adopt countywide Short Range Transit Plan
Complete Soltrans merger
Adopt coordinated fare policy

Consider expanding Soltrans to include
additional member cities
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Institutional Recommendations

= Complete service consolidations for Soltrans and ferry services (Vallejo,
Alameda-Oakland, and Harbor Bay).

= Apply lessons learned from existing consolidations to pursue benefits of
functional and institutional consolidation among smaller operators, including
coordinated service planning and fare policy setting.

= Integrate multiple transportation functions (transit operating, planning, sales
tax, etc) to make more integrated transportation policy decisions.

= Expand regional capital project planning/design to include sharing existing
expertise (e.g., BRT) and facilities (e.g., maintenance shops).

= Formalize joint procurement of services and equipment through the region's
transit capital priorities process.

Paratransit Recommendations

Agency-Specific

= Consider Fixed-Route Travel Training and Promotion to Seniors

= Consider Charging Premium fares for trips that exceed ADA Requirements
Regional or Sub-area

= Consider Enhanced ADA Paratransit Certification Process which may include in-person interviews
and evaluation of applicant's functional mobility to confirm rider eligibility.

= Implement Conditional Eligibility for paratransit users who are able to use fixed-route service for
some trips

= Create one or more sub-regional Mobility Managers (e.g. CTSA) to better coordinate resources and
service to customers

Regional

= Improve Fixed-Route Transit to provide features that accommodate more trips that are currently
taken on paratransit.

= Implement Plan Bay Area programs that improve access and mobility options for ADA eligible
transit riders
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Next Steps

April 25, 2012 — Commission adopts recommendations

May 23, 2012 — Commission adopts OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) program —
including proposed $30 million initial Transit Performance Initiative (TPI)
Investment program of projects, companion Freeway Performance Initiative,
and requirement for roadway owner/operators to consider transit
improvements.

Ongoing — Implementation and monitoring of Transit Sustainability Project
performance measures, targets and policies

Spring 2012 — Inner East Bay Comprehensive Operational Analysis
Recommendations — AC Transit and BART Boards to commence
discussions related to draft recommendations

Summer 2012 — In coordination with transit operators, staff will develop a
distribution formula for TPI Incentive program, for Commission
consideration in late 2012.
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April 9, 2012

Mr. Steve Heminger

Executive Director

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8™ Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Mr. Heminger:

We are writing with respect to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Transit
Sustainability Project (T'SP) Recommendations and proposed Resolution No. 4060. We commend MTC
for the process they developed and implemented to reach this juncture. MTC was inclusive and listened as
evidenced by the evolution in the recommendations from their initial incarnation to the current proposal.
As the General Managers of the large transit operations, we offer our collective suggestions for
consideration.

Thematically, we have some reservations about the targeted 5 percent reduction in costs in that if may not
be achievable or it may incent agencies to take actions contrary to our coré missions. However, we
recognize the value in setting a target that challenges the region, and we appreciate your willingness to
understand our challenges and potential solutions. Therefore, we suggest that operators be allowed to
demonstrate good faith efforts performed to achieve the reduction target if the target is not met and offer
valid and reasonable explanations as to why the target was not met.

However, we respectlully disagree with MTC’s staff recommendation that existing and new capital and
operating revenues under the Commission’s Authority be considered as subject to compliance with the
performance targets. We request that this recommendation be amended to reflect only new revenues. Any
attempt to link existing revenue streams to the performance measures introduces untenable uncertainty to
ongoing operations. For example, 5307 funds are the primary source for funding bus replacements in the
region. The prospect of losing access to these funds due to missing a performance metric is problematic
from the standpoint of maintaining existing levels of transit service. Additionally, we have all
programmed the use of these funds in our budgets.
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The standardization of fare policies is also an area of concern. Specifically, a one-size fits all approach to
local fares and to paratransit fares for trips that exceed ADA requirements ignotes the rich diversity and
ditferent needs and desires of the various communitics that comprise our metropolitan area. The Bay Area
is not a homogenous place, so the desire for standardization needs to be tempered with an appreciation of
local challenges and needs. Fare policies are generally targeted toward what works for riders within a
geographical subarea of our region, within the context of social and political goals. We are, however,
open to a regional pass that incorporates the fare structure of all operators and does not financially harm
an individual operator using Clipper® as long as MTC is willing to absorb the costs of implementation.

The recommendation that we integrate scheduling software is overly simplistic and cumbersome, akin to a
debate over Macs versus PCs or iPhones versus Android phones. We suppert improved coordination of
schedules, and believe that this can be achieved through a commitment to coordination and follow-up
meetings. With respect to software, it should not matter what soﬁwale is used as long as it feeds data into
Google Transit and the region’s 511 system.

The recommendation to support transit agency operations on major corridors by requiring local
jurisdictions to consider transit operating speeds and reliability in projects affecting those corridors is
excellent. We support this recommendation, but seek to have it expanded to explicitly include Caltrans
and MTC alongside local jurisdictions.

Thanks for considering our suggestions. We reiterate our commitment to work ¢ollectively with MTC to
provide a robust, equitable, and sustainable transit system for the Bay Area.

/ g ((j s Checimedine.

Sincerely,

APl

David Armijo Michael Burns Grace Crunicah
General Manager General Manager Genéral Manager
AC Transit Santa Clara Valley Transportation BART
Authority
Q\\ / N ?Y} - o M‘w
ﬂ) (7S M&Aﬂmv } |
Denis Mulligan Edward D. Reiskin Michael Scanion
General Manager Director of Transportation General Manager/CEQ, SamTrans

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway  San Francisco Municipal Transportation Executive Director, Caltrain
and Transportation Authority  Authority
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Agenda Item VII.D
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 17,2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Jayne Bauer, Marketing and Legislative Program Manager
RE: Legislative Update

Background:
Each year, STA staff monitors state and federal legislation that pertains directly to transportation

and related issues. On January 11, 2012, the STA Board adopted its amended 2012 Legislative
Priorities and Platform to provide policy guidance on transportation legislation and the STA’s
legislative activities during 2012. A matrix listing legislative bills of interest is included as
Attachment A. Legislative Updates for March are provided as Attachments B (State) and C
(Federal).

Discussion:

FEDERAL:

In an effort to not compete against one another within our county, the STA is working with all of
its member agencies to have a coordinated strategy and priorities in submitting projects for future
grant opportunities. Listed below and detailed in the STA Federal Funding Matrix (Attachment D)
are several grant submittals recently supported by STA.

e TIGER IV

Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Station - $12M (already submitted)
e TCSP

Vallejo Downtown Streetscape Project - $3M (already submitted)
e State of Good Repair

FAST for replacement buses - $1.86M

STATE:

Proposed state legislative bills of interest to STA are included in the attached STA Legislative
Matrix. Staff is currently coordinating a State lobbying trip for STA Board members in May,
2012.

A member of the SolanoExpress Transit Consortium requested a discussion about legislation
related to the bus axle weight issue, HOV occupancy requirement reduction, and Cap and Trade.
A conference call with STA’s state lobbyist (Gus Khouri of Shaw/Yoder/Antwih, Inc.) has been
scheduled during the Consortium meeting of April 25". Attachment E is Mr. Khouri’s memo on
Cap and Trade.

Senator Hancock introduced Senate Bill (SB) 1189 (Attachment F) in February which would
appropriate $523.4 million from the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Fund (Proposition 1A) to
Caltrans via the California Transportation Commission (CTC). The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority (CCJPA) supports SB 1189 (Attachment G) because it would be able to use over $60
million of these funds to leverage other dollars to implement capital projects to support service
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expansions. The CCJPA’s service expansions would also reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. Support for SB 1189 is in alignment with the STA 2012 Legislative Priorities and
Platform (section IX Rail). As a member agency of the CCJPA, staff recommends the Solano
Transportation Authority support SB 11809.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve support of SB 1189 (Hancock).

Attachments:

STA Legislative Matrix

State Legislative Update (Shaw/Y oder/Antwih)
Federal Legislative Update (Akin Gump)

STA Federal Funding Matrix

Cap and Trade Program

SB 1189, Amended March 26, 2012

CCJPA Letter of Support for SB 1189

G@MmMO O
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 41
Hill D

High-Speed Rail
Authority:
conflicts of
interest:
disqualification.

AB 57
Beall D

Metropolitan
Transportation
Commission.

AB 441
Monning D

State planning.

Location

SENATE THIRD
READING

4/9/2012 - Read
second time. Ordered
to third reading.

SENATE T.&H.
3/5/2012 - From
committee chair, with
author's amendments:
Amend, and re-refer
to committee. Read
second time,
amended, and re-
referred to Com. on T.
& H.

SENATE T.&H.
2/16/2012 - Referred
toCom.onT. &H.

STA State Legislative Matrix
as of 4/17/2012

Summary

Existing provisions of the Political Reform Act of 1974 prohibit a public official at any level of state or local
government from making, participating in making, or attempting to use his or her official position to influence a
governmental decision in which he or she knows or has reason to know that he or she has a financial interest, as
defined. Existing law also requires specified elected and appointed officers at the state and local levels of
government to disclose specified financial interests by filing periodic statements of economic interests. Existing
law further requires public officials who hold specified offices and who have a financial interest in a decision
within the meaning of the Political Reform Act of 1974 to publicly identify the financial interest giving rise to the
conflict of interest or potential conflict of interest, recuse themselves from discussing and voting on the matter,
and leave the room until after the discussion, vote, and other disposition of the matter is concluded, except as
specified. This bill would add members of the High-Speed Rail Authority to those specified officers who must
publicly identify a financial interest giving rise to a conflict of interest or potential conflict of interest, and recuse
themselves accordingly. Last Amended on 3/29/2012

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission Act creates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission as a
regional agency in the 9-county San Francisco Bay Area with comprehensive regional transportation planning and
other related responsibilities. Existing law requires the commission to consist of 19 members, including 2
members each from the Counties of Alameda and Santa Clara, and one member appointed by the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and establishes a 4-year term of office for members of the
commission. This bill would, instead, require the commission to consist of 21 members, including one member
appointed by the Mayor of the City of Oakland and one member appointed by the Mayor of the City of San Jose.
The bill would require the initial term of those 2 members to end in February 2015. The bill would prohibit more
than 3 members of the commission from being residents of the same county, as specified. The bill would require
the member from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission to be a member of that
commission, a resident of San Francisco, and to be approved by the Mayor of San Francisco. By imposing new
requirements on a local agency, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. Last Amended

on 3/5/2012

Existing law requires certain transportation planning activities by the Department of Transportation and by
designated regional transportation planning agencies, including development of a regional transportation plan.
Existing law authorizes the California Transportation Commission, in cooperation with regional agencies, to
prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation and guidelines for the preparation of a regional transportation
plan. This bill would require that the commission , by no later than 2014, include voluntary health and health
equity factors, strategies, goals, and objectives in the guidelines promulgated by the commission for the
preparation of regional transportation plans. Last Amended on 1/23/2012
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http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_41&sess=1112&house=B
http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a19/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_57&sess=1112&house=B
http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a24/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_441&sess=1112&house=B
http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a27/

Bill ID/Topic

AB 492
Galgiani D

High-Speed Rail
Authority.

AB 819
Wieckowski D

Bikeways.

AB 890
Olsen R

Environment:
CEQA
exemption:
roadway
improvement.

AB 1126
Calderon
Charles D

Transaction and
use tax: rate.

Location

SENATE RLS.
6/27/2011 - From
committee chair, with
author's amendments:
Amend, and re-refer
to committee. Read
second time,
amended, and re-
referred to RLS.

SENATE T.&H.
2/16/2012 - Referred
toCom.onT. &H.

SENATE E.Q.
2/16/2012 - Referred
to Com. on E.Q.

SENATE G. &F.

2/2/2012 - Referred to

Com. on GOV. & F.

Summary

Existing law creates the High-Speed Rail Authority with specified powers and duties relating to the development
and implementation of an intercity high-speed rail system. Existing law, pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-
Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century, authorizes $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds for
high-speed rail development and other related purposes. This bill would require the authority to consider, to the
extent permitted by federal and state law, the creation of jobs and participation by small business enterprises in
California when awarding major contracts or purchasing high-speed trains . The bill would require the authority to
appoint a small business enterprise advisory committee. Last Amended on 6/27/2011

Existing law requires the Department of Transportation, in cooperation with county and city governments, to
establish minimum safety design criteria for the planning and construction of bikeways, and authorizes cities,
counties, and local agencies to establish bikeways. Existing law requires all city, county, regional, and other local
agencies responsible for the development or operation of bikeways or roadways where bicycle travel is permitted
to utilize all minimum safety design criteria and uniform specifications and symbols for signs, markers, and traffic
control devices established pursuant to specified provisions of existing law. This bill would require the department
to establish procedures for cities, counties, and local agencies to request approval to use nonstandard planning,
design, and construction features in the construction of bikeways and roadways where bicycle travel is permitted,
and nonstandard signs, markers, and traffic control devices, in each case, for purposes of research,
experimentation, and verification. Last Amended on 1/11/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would , until January 1, 2026, exempt a project or an activity to
repair, maintain, or make minor alterations to an existing roadway if the project or activity is initiated by a city or
county to improve public safety, does not cross a waterway, and involves negligible or no expansion of existing
use .

Last Amended on 1/13/2012

The Transaction and Use Tax Law authorizes a district to impose a transactions tax for the privilege of selling
tangible personal property at retail upon every retailer in the district at a rate of 1/4 of 1%, or a multiple thereof, of
the gross receipts of the retailer from the sale of all tangible personal property sold by that person at retail in the
district. That law also requires that a use tax portion of a transaction and use tax ordinance be adopted to impose a
complementary tax upon the storage, use, or other consumption in the district of tangible personal property
purchased from any retailer for storage, use, or other consumption in the district at a rate of 1/4 of 1%, or a
multiple thereof, of the sales price of the property whose storage, use, or other consumption is subject to the tax,
as prescribed. This bill would decrease those rates to 1/8 of 1%. Last Amended on 1/4/2012
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http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_492&sess=1112&house=B
http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a17/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_819&sess=1112&house=B
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http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a58/
http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a58/

Bill ID/Topic Location

AB 1191 SENATE G. &F.

Huber D 2/16/2012 - Referred
to Com. on GOV. &

Local F.

government

finance.

AB 1444 ASSEMBLY NAT.

Feuer D RES.

4/9/2012 - Re-referred
Environmental to Com. on NAT.
quality: record of |RES.
proceedings.

Summary Position

Existing law requires the county auditor, in each fiscal year, to allocate property tax revenue to local jurisdictions
in accordance with specified formulas and procedures, and generally requires that each jurisdiction be allocated an
amount equal to the total of the amount of revenue allocated to that jurisdiction in the prior fiscal year, subject to
certain modifications, and that jurisdiction's portion of the annual tax increment, as defined. Existing property tax
law also reduces the amounts of ad valorem property tax revenue that would otherwise be annually allocated to
the county, cities, and special districts pursuant to these general allocation requirements by requiring, for purposes
of determining property tax revenue allocations in each county for the 1992-93 and 1993-94 fiscal years, that the
amounts of property tax revenue deemed allocated in the prior fiscal year to the county, cities, and special districts
be reduced in accordance with certain formulas. Existing law requires that the revenues not allocated to the
county, cities, and special districts as a result of these reductions be transferred to the Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund in that county for allocation to school districts, community college districts, and the county
office of education. This bill would, for the 2012-13 fiscal year and for each fiscal year thereafter, if there is not
enough ad valorem property tax revenue that is otherwise required to be allocated to a county Educational
Revenue Augmentation Fund for the county auditor to complete the decreases required during the fiscal
adjustment period, require the county auditor to calculate an amount, as specified, and to submit a claim to the
Controller for that amount. This bill would require the Controller, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to
deposit the amount of the claim into the Sales and Use Tax Compensation Fund, and would require the county
auditor to allocate that amount among the county and to each city in the county. Last Amended on 1/23/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA establishes a procedure for the preparation and certification of the
record of proceedings upon the filing of an action or proceeding challenging a lead agency's action on the grounds
of noncompliance with CEQA. This bill would require the lead agency, at the request of a project applicant and
the agreement of the project applicant to bear the costs incurred by the lead agency, to, among other things,
prepare a record of proceedings concurrently with the preparation, and adoption or certification, of an
environmental document. Because the bill would require a lead agency to prepare the record of proceedings as
provided, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. In an action or proceeding filed challenging the
lead agency's action pursuant to CEQA, the bill would require the court to schedule a hearing within 30 days of
the filing of the statement of issues regarding the record of proceedings. Last Amended on 3/29/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1448
Furutani D

Home-to-school
transportation:
funding.

AB 1455
Harkey R

High-speed rail.

AB 1532
John A. Pérez D

California Global
Warming
Solutions Act of
2006:
Greenhouse Gas
Reduction
Account.

Location

ASSEMBLY ED.
3/20/2012 - Re-
referred to Com. on
ED.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.
2/13/2012 - Re-
referred to Com. on
TRANS.

ASSEMBLY

NAT. RES.

2/2/2012 - Referred to
Com. on NAT. RES.

Summary Position

Existing law authorizes school district governing boards to provide for the transportation of pupils to and from school
whenever, in the judgment of the governing board, the transportation is advisable and reasons exist therefor. Existing
law also authorizes school district governing boards to purchase or rent and provide for the upkeep, care, and operation
of vehicles, or contract and pay for the transportation of pupils to and from school by common carrier or municipally
owned transit system, or contract with and pay responsible private parties for the transportation. This bill would ,
commencing with the 2012-13 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter, prohibit the Legislature from reducing funding
for home-to-school transportation below the amount established in the Budget Act of 2011. The bill would express
legislative findings and declarations relating to the provision of home-to-school transportation by school districts , and
express legislative intent to fund home-to-school transportation at the level approved in the Budget Act of 2011. Last
Amended on 3/19/2012

Existing law, the California High-Speed Rail Act, creates the High-Speed Rail Authority to develop and
implement a high-speed rail system in the state, with specified powers and duties. Existing law, pursuant to the
Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century, approved by the voters as Proposition
1A at the November 4, 2008, general election, provides for the issuance of $9 billion in general obligation bonds
for high-speed rail purposes and $950 million for other related rail purposes. Article XV1 of the California
Constitution authorizes the Legislature, at any time after the approval of a general obligation bond act by the
people, to reduce the amount of the indebtedness authorized by the act to an amount not less than the amount
contracted at the time of the reduction or to repeal the act if no debt has been contracted. This bill would reduce
the amount of general obligation debt authorized for high-speed rail purposes pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-
Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century to the amount contracted as of January 1, 2013. Last
Amended on 2/9/2012

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates the State Air Resources Board as the state
agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The state board is
required to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions
level in 1990 to be achieved by 2020, and to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the
maximum, technologically feasible, and cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions. The act authorizes the
state board to include use of market-based compliance mechanisms. The act authorizes the state board to adopt a
schedule of fees to be paid by the sources of greenhouse gas emissions regulated pursuant to the act, and requires
the revenues collected pursuant to that fee schedule be deposited into the Air Pollution Control Fund and be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for the purposes of carrying out the act. This bill would create
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Account within the Air Pollution Control Fund. The bill would require moneys, as
specified, collected pursuant to a market-based compliance mechanism be deposited in this account. The bill also
would require those moneys, upon appropriation by the Legislature, be used for purposes of carrying out the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The bill would require the state board to award those moneys
to measures and programs that meet specified criteria.
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http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_1448&sess=1112&house=B
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1549
Gatto D

Development:
expedited permit
review.

AB 1570
Perea D

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
record of
proceedings.

AB 1574
Galgiani D

High-speed rail.

Location

ASSEMBLY APPR.
4/16/2012 - Do pass
and be re-referred to
the Committee on

Appropriations.

ASSEMBLY APPR.
4/16/2012 - Do pass
and be re-referred to
the Committee on

Appropriations.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

2/9/2012 - Referred to
Com. on TRANS.

Summary Position

The Permit Streamlining Act requires each state agency and local agency to compile one or more lists that specify
in detail the information that will be required from any applicant for a development project, and requires a public
agency that is the lead agency for a development project, or a public agency which is a responsible agency for a
development project that has been approved by the lead agency, to approve or disapprove the project within
applicable periods of time. The act also requires any state agency which is the lead agency for a development
project to inform the applicant that the Office of Permit Assistance has been created to assist, and provide
information to, developers relating to the permit approval process. This bill would require the office to provide
information to developers explaining the permit approval process at the state and local levels, or assisting them in
meeting statutory environmental quality requirements, as specified, and would prohibit the office or the state from
incurring any liability as a result of the provision of this assistance. The bill would require the office to assist state
and local agencies in streamlining the permit approval process, and an applicant in identifying any permit required
by a state agency for the proposed project. The bill would authorize the office to call a conference of parties at the
state level to resolve questions or mediate disputes arising from a permit application for a development project.
The bill would require that the office be located exclusively in Sacramento, and to consist of no more than 4
personnel through 2013. Last Amended on 3/26/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA establishes a procedure for the preparation and certification of the
record of proceedings upon the filing of an action or proceeding challenging a lead agency's action on the grounds
of noncompliance with CEQA. This bill would require , until January 1, 2016, the lead agency, at the request of a
project applicant, to, among other things, prepare a record of proceedings concurrently with the preparation of
negative declarations, mitigated negative declarations, EIRs, or other environmental documents for specified
projects . Because the bill would require a lead agency to prepare the record of proceedings as provided, this bill
would impose a state-mandated local program. Last Amended on 4/10/2012

This bill would repeal all of the provisions of the California High-Speed Rail Act. The bill would enact a new
California High-Speed Rail Act. The bill would continue the High-Speed Rail Authority in existence with limited
responsibilities and would place the authority within the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency. The 5
members of the authority appointed by the Governor would be subject to Senate confirmation, but existing
members could continue to serve the remainder of their terms. The bill would authorize the authority to appoint an
executive director, and would provide for the Governor to appoint up to 6 additional individuals exempt from civil
service as authority staff. The bill would require the authority to adopt policies directing the development and
implementation of high-speed rail, prepare and adopt a business plan and high-speed train capital program,
establish a peer review group, select alignments for the routes of the high-speed train system established by law,
adopt criteria for the award of franchises, and set fares or establish guidelines for the setting of fares. The bill
would enact other related provisions.
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1618
Galgiani D

High-speed rail.

AB 1627
Dickinson D

Energy: vehicle
miles traveled.

AB 1645
Norby R

State highways:
naming and
designation by
the Legislature.

AB 1665
Galgiani D

California
Environmental
Quality Act:
exemption:
railroad
crossings.

Location

ASSEMBLY
HIGHER ED.
4/11/2012 - Re-
referred to Com. on
HIGHER ED.

ASSEMBLY

B.P. & C.P.
4/11/2012 - Re-
referred to Com. on
B., P. & C.P.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

4/9/2012 - In
committee: Set, first
hearing. Failed
passage.

ASSEMBLY

NAT. RES.
3/27/2012 - Set, first
hearing. Hearing
cancelled at the
request of author.
(Refers to 3/26/2012
hearing)

Summary

Existing law creates the High-Speed Rail Authority, with various powers and duties relative to the development
and implementation of a high-speed rail system. This bill would require the authority to consult with the
University of California, the California State University, and the California Community Colleges to determine
how the state can best meet the educational needs for the future high-speed rail operations and maintenance
workforce, including, but not limited to, the use of extension programs, contract education, and new or revised
academic programs. The bill would require the authority to seek federal funding in this regard and to report to the
Legislature and the Governor by July 1, 2014. Last Amended on 4/10/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would require the office, not later than January 1, 2014, to prepare
and make available a manual containing specified information designed to be used by local governments, local
agencies, and project developers to evaluate and incorporate measures and strategies to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) in new residential and commercial building projects. The bill would require the office, not later
than January 1, 2014, to make recommendations to the Legislature and local policymakers of measures to improve
the reduction of VMT related to residential and commercial building projects. Last Amended on 4/10/2012

Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation shall have full possession and control of the state
highway system. Existing law, when the Legislature, by concurrent resolution, has designated names for certain
districts and state highway bridges and requested the placement of name plaques, authorizes the department to
expend reasonable sums on those plaques. This bill would transfer the authority for naming highways, bridges,
pathways, and other transportation infrastructure from the Legislature to the California Transportation
Commission.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would specify instead that the exemption for a railroad grade
separation project is for the elimination of an existing at-grade crossing. This bill contains other related provisions
and other existing laws.
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1706
Eng D

Vehicles: Transit

bus weight

AB 1722
Alejo D

Department of
Transportation:
changeable

message signs.

AB 1770
Lowenthal
Bonnie D

California
Transportation
Financing
Authority.

Location

Summary Position

ASSEMBLY TRANS |The bill would exempt a transit bus from the limits on the weight that may be imposed upon the highway by the

4/23/12-Set for
Hearing

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

4/9/2012 - In comm..:
Set, first hearing.
Hearing canceled at
the request of author.
From committee
chair, with author's
amendments: Amend,
and re-refer to Com.
on TRANS. Read
second time and
amended. Re-referred
to Com. on TRANS.

ASSEMBLY APPR.
4/10/2012 - From
committee: Do pass
and re-refer to Com.
on APPR. with
recommendation: to
consent calendar.
(Ayes 14. Noes 0.)
(April 9). Re-referred
to Com. on APPR.

wheel of any one axle, until January 1, 2016, and as of that date, the bill would repeal that exemption for transit
buses and reinstate the existing prohibition of 20,500 pounds for any one axle of a bus. The bill would prohibit a
publicly owned or operated transit system or an operator of a transit system under contract with a publicly owned
or operated transit system from procuring a new transit bus whose gross weight exceeds the gross weight of the
heaviest transit bus in the system's existing bus inventory, for that transit bus' fleet class as of December 31, 2012,
except as specified. The bill would repeal this prohibition on January 1, 2016.

Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation has full possession and control of all state highways.
Existing law, the Outdoor Advertising Act, provides for the regulation by the department of advertising displays,
as defined, within view of public highways. Existing law also authorizes the department to install and maintain
information signs along state highways. This bill would require the department to, by June 30, 2013, update it
policies to permit displays of specified messages on changeable roadside message signs.

Last Amended on 4/9/2012

Existing law creates the California Transportation Financing Authority, with specified powers and duties relative
to issuance of bonds to fund transportation projects to be backed, in whole or in part, by various revenue streams
of transportation funds, and toll revenues under certain conditions, in order to increase the construction of new
capacity or improvements for the state transportation system consistent with specified goals. Existing law defines
"project"” for these purposes to include, among other things, a rail project. This bill would provide that a rail
project may consist of, or include, rolling stock. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing
laws.
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1779
Galgiani D

Intercity rail
agreements.

AB 1780
Bonilla D

Department of
Transportation:
project studies
reports.

Location

ASSEMBLY L.
GOVv.

4/16/2012 - Action
From TRANS.: Do
pass. To L. GOV..

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

4/9/2012 - Re-referred
to Com. on TRANS.

Summary Position

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation to contract with Amtrak for intercity rail passenger
services and provides funding for these services from the Public Transportation Account. Existing law, until
December 31, 1996, authorized the department, subject to approval of the Secretary of Business, Transportation
and Housing, to enter into an interagency transfer agreement under which a joint powers board assumes
responsibility for administering the state-funded intercity rail service in a particular corridor. Existing law, with
respect to a transferred corridor, requires the board to demonstrate the ability to meet performance standards
established by the secretary. This bill would authorize the department, with the approval of the secretary, to enter
into an additional interagency transfer agreement with respect to the San Joaquin Corridor, as defined, if a joint
powers authority and governing board are created and organized. In that regard, the bill would provide for the
creation of the San Joaquin Corridor Joint Powers Authority, to be governed by a board of not more than 11
members. The bill would provide that the board shall be organized when at least 6 of the 11 agencies elect to
appoint members. The bill would provide for the authority to be created when the member agencies enter into a
joint powers agreement, as specified. Only those agencies that appoint members by December 31, 2013, would be
member agencies of the authority. The bill would provide for future appointments of additional members if the
service boundaries of the San Joaquin Corridor are expanded. Last Amended on 4/9/2012

Existing law requires the Department of Transportation, in consultation with transportation planning agencies,
county transportation commissions, counties, and cities, to carry out long-term state highway planning. Existing
law authorizes the department, to the extent that it does not jeopardize the delivery of projects in the adopted state
transportation improvement program, to prepare a project studies report for capacity-increasing state highway
projects. Existing law requires the department to review and approve project studies reports performed by an
entity other than the department. Existing law authorizes a local entity to request the department to prepare a
project studies report for a capacity-increasing state highway project that is being proposed for inclusion in a
future state transportation improvement program. If the department determines that it cannot complete the report
in a timely fashion, existing law authorizes the requesting entity to prepare the report. Existing law makes
specified guidelines adopted by the California Transportation Commission applicable to project studies reports
commenced after October 1, 1991. This bill would revise these provisions to authorize the department to prepare
project study reports or equivalent planning documents for any projects on the state highway system, limited by
the resources available to the department. The bill would require the department to pay for the costs of its review
and approval of project study reports or equivalent planning documents that are prepared by other entities for
projects that are in an adopted regional transportation plan, a voter-approved county sales tax measure expenditure
plan, or other voter-approved transportation program. In other cases, the bill would require the cost of the
department's review and approval to be paid by the entity preparing the project study report or equivalent planning
document. The bill would delete the provisions relating to the guidelines adopted by the California Transportation
Commission and would instead require open and continuous communications between the parties during the
development of project study reports or equivalent planning documents. The bill would make other related
changes. Last Amended on 3/29/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1783
Perea D

Public contracts:

small business
preferences.

AB 1804
Valadao R

Public contracts:

public entities:
project labor
agreements.

AB 1915
Alejo D

Safe routes to
school.

AB 1916
Buchanan D

State parks:
operating
agreements:
Mount Diablo
State Park.

Location

ASSEMBLY APPR.

4/17/2012 - Action
FromJ.,E.D. & E.:
Do pass. To APPR.

ASSEMBLY L.
GOVv.

4/11/2012 - In
committee: Set, final
hearing. Failed
passage.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.
4/16/2012 - From
committee: Be re-
referred to Com. on

TRANS. Re-referred.

(Ayes 10. Noes 0.)
(April 16). Re-
referred to Com. on
TRANS.

ASSEMBLY
W.P.&W.
4/10/2012 - Re-
referred to Com. on
W.,P.&W.

Summary

Existing law requires state agencies to give small businesses a 5% preference in contracts for construction, the
procurement of goods, or the delivery of services, establishes a procedure by which a business can be certified as
a small business by the Department of General Services for the purposes of these preferences , and specifies that a
business that has been certified by, or on behalf of, another governmental entity may be eligible for certification as
a small business if the certifying entity uses substantially the same or more stringent definitions as those set forth
in existing law, as provided . This bill would revise the small business certification procedure to provide that the
Department of General Services has the sole responsibility for certifying and determining eligibility of small
businesses and would provide that local agencies have access to the department's list of certified small businesses.
Last Amended on 4/10/2012

Existing law sets forth the requirements for the solicitation and evaluation of bids and the awarding of contracts
by public entities and authorizes a public entity to use, enter into, or require contractors to enter into, a project
labor agreement for a construction project, if the agreement includes specified taxpayer protection provisions.
Existing law also provides that if a charter provision, initiative, or ordinance of a charter city prohibits the
governing board's consideration of a project labor agreement for a project to be awarded by the city, or prohibits
the governing board from considering whether to allocate funds to a city-funded project covered by such an
agreement, then state funding or financial assistance may not be used to support that project, as specified. This bill
would repeal the above-described provisions relating to charter cities and the use of project labor agreements. This
bill contains other related provisions.

Existing law requires the Department of Transportation, in consultation with the California Highway Patrol, to
establish and administer a "Safe Routes to School" program for construction of bicycle and pedestrian safety and
traffic calming projects, and to award grants to local agencies in that regard from available federal and state funds,
based on the results of a statewide competition. Existing law sets forth various factors to be used to rate proposals
submitted by applicants for these funds. This bill would provide that up to 10% of program funds may be used to
assist eligible recipients in making infrastructure improvements, other than school bus shelters, that create safe
routes to bus stops located outside of the vicinity of schools. Last Amended on 3/26/2012

Existing law vests with the Department of Parks and Recreation control of the state park system. Existing law
authorizes the department to enter into an agreement with an agency of the United States, including a city, county,
district, or other public agency, or any combination thereof, for the care, maintenance, administration, and control
of lands of the state park system. This bill would authorize the department to enter into an operating agreement
with Save Mount Diablo (SMD), a nonprofit organization, for the restoration of the beacon on top of the Summit
Building in Mount Diablo State Park, and would require that the agreement comply with specified requirements.
Last Amended on 4/9/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 1924
Buchanan D

CEQA:
environmental
impact reports.

AB 2052
Buchanan D

Environmental
quality: CEQA.

AB 2163
Knight R

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
judicial review.

Location

ASSEMBLY PRINT
2/23/2012 - From
printer. May be heard
in committee March

24,

ASSEMBLY PRINT
2/24/2012 - From
printer. May be heard
in committee March

25.

ASSEMBLY
NAT. RES.

4/16/2012 - Action
From NAT. RES.:

Reconsideration
granted.

Summary Position

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment, or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA prescribes certain requirements for the review of draft EIRs, as
specified. This bill would make various technical, non-substantive changes in those provisions relating to the
requirements for the review of draft EIRs.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant impact on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that impact. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA provides for the judicial review of a lead agency's decision to certify
an EIR. This bill would make a technical, non-substantive change to these provisions.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would extend indefinitely the use of the alternative method for the
preparation of the record of proceedings and the alternative judicial review procedures. The bill would expand
projects that would be eligible for those alternative processes to include, among others, commercial development
projects exceeding 125,000 square feet, residential development projects exceeding 50 units, and projects with
over 20 acres of cultivated development. The bill would repeal the requirements that the project will result in a
minimum investment of $100,000,000, be located in an infill site, and be certified by the Governor. The bill
would instead require a residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreation use project
that qualifies for these alternative processes to be designed to meet or exceed the standards for the CalGreen Tier
1 building as provided in the California Green Building Standard. Because this bill would expand the use of the
alternative method for preparing the record of proceedings, this bill would impose a state-mandated local
program.
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 2173
Skinner D

Metropolitan
Transportation
Commission:
regional gasoline
tax.

AB 2200
MaD

Vehicles: high-
occupancy
vehicle lanes.

AB 2245
Smyth R

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
exemption:
bikeways.

AB 2247
Lowenthal
Bonnie D

Public
transportation:
offenses.

Location

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

Summary Position

Existing law creates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission with specified powers and duties relative to
transportation planning and programing for the 9-county Bay Area region comprising the commission's

3/8/2012 - Referred to |jurisdiction. Existing law authorizes the commission to impose a regional tax on gasoline used by motor vehicles

Com. on TRANS.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

4/9/2012 - Re-referred
to Com. on TRANS.

ASSEMBLY
NAT. RES.
3/19/2012 - Re-

referred to Com. on

NAT. RES.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

4/17/2012 - Action
From PUB. S.: Do
pass as amended. To

TRANS..

not to exceed $0.10 per gallon for up to 20 years within the region, subject to 2/3 voter approval. This bill would
modify these provisions by providing for the commission to submit the proposed ballot measure to voters of one
or more counties within the 9-county region rather than to all counties. The bill would delete the requirement for
an independent audit of the State Board of Equalization relative to reimbursement of the board for its actual
administrative costs associated with the regional gasoline tax, and would make various other changes.

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation and local agencies, with respect to highways under their
respective jurisdictions, to designate certain lanes for preferential or exclusive use by high-occupancy vehicles.
This bill would, consistent with the state implementation plan for the San Francisco Bay area adopted pursuant to
the federal Clean Air Act and other federal requirements, permit a vehicle with 2 or more occupants to utilize
highway lanes designated for high-occupancy vehicles in the Interstate 80 corridor under the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission's jurisdiction. Because the commission would be required to post signage of the
above requirements along the Interstate 80 corridor, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. Last
Amended on 3/29/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report on a project that it proposes to carry out
or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds that
the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative declaration
for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would avoid or
mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a significant effect
on the environment. This bill would additionally exempt a Class Il bikeway project , as defined for purposes of
the Streets and Highways Code, undertaken by a city, county, or a city and county within an existing road right-
of-way. Last Amended on 3/15/2012

Under existing law it is an infraction to sell or peddle any goods, merchandise, property, or services on any
property, facility, or vehicle owned by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District or the Southern
California Rapid Transit District without the express written consent of the governing board of those respective
entities. This bill would repeal those provisions. Last Amended on 3/27/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 2277
Hueso D

Adopt a Highway
Program:
courtesy signs.

AB 2375
Knight R

Vehicles: public
transit buses:
illuminated signs.

AB 2405
Blumenfield D

Vehicles: high-
occupancy toll
lanes.

Location

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.
3/19/2012 - Referred

to Coms. on TRANS.

and L. GOV.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

3/15/2012 - Referred
to Com. on TRANS.

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.
4/16/2012 - Action
From TRANS.: Do
pass.

Summary

Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation may enter into an agreement with a person or group
to clean up litter alongside a section of state highway and to post a courtesy sign identifying the group who is
providing the litter abatement services. This bill would require the department to notify and obtain the approval,
as specified, of the local governing body which has jurisdiction over the area where a sign would be placed in
order to post a courtesy sign identifying a group that is providing the litter abatement. The department would also
be required to post the notice of the application on its Internet Web site for access by the public. The local
governing body would have a specified time limit to act on the application request and the approval could not be
unreasonably withheld. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws.

Existing law authorizes a bus operated by a publicly owned transit system on regularly scheduled service to be
equipped with illuminated signs that display information directly related to public service and include, among
other things, destination signs, route-number signs, run-number signs, public service announcement signs, or a
combination of those signs, visible from any direction of the vehicle, that emit any light color, other than the color
red emitted from forward-facing signs, pursuant to specified conditions. This bill would authorize, until January 1,
2018, a pilot program that would allow up to 25 buses operated by the Antelope Valley Transit Authority's
publicly owned transit system for the first 2 years of the pilot program, and up to 30 buses thereafter, to be
equipped with illuminated signs that display advertising subject to certain conditions, including a display area of
not greater than 4,464 square inches. The bill would require the authority to submit a specified report to the
Legislature and the Department of the California Highway Patrol by July 1, 2017, on the incidence of adverse
impacts, if any.

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation to designate certain lanes for the exclusive use of high-
occupancy vehicles (HOV), which lanes may also be used, until January 1, 2015, by certain eligible low-emission
and hybrid vehicles not carrying the requisite number of passengers otherwise required for the use of an HOV
lanes if the vehicle displays a valid identifier issued by the Department of Motor Vehicles. Existing law provides
that a vehicle , eligible under these provisions to use HOV lanes, that meets the California's enhanced advanced
technology partial zero-emission vehicle (enhanced AT PZEV) standard is not exempt from toll charges imposed
on single-occupant vehicles in lanes designated for tolls pursuant to a federally supported value-pricing and transit
development program involving high-occupancy toll lanes conducted by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority . This bill would instead exempt all of the low emission and hybrid vehicles eligible to
use HOV lanes under these provisions, including vehicles that meet the enhanced AT PZEV standards, from toll
charges imposed on single-occupant vehicles in lanes designated for tolls unless prohibited by federal law . The
bill would exclude a toll imposed for passage on a toll road, toll highway, or toll bridge from this exemption. The
bill would provide that these changes shall be known as the Choose Clean Cars Act of 2 0 12.

Last Amended on 4/10/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

AB 2498
Gordon D
Department of
Transportation:
Construction
Manager/General
Contractor
project method.

AB 2581
Conway R

Vehicles: high-
occupancy
vehicle lanes.

AB 2679
Committee on
Transportation
Transportation:
omnibus bill.

ACA 23

Perea D

Local
government
transportation
projects: special
taxes: voter
approval.

SB 52
Steinberg D

Environmental
quality: jobs and
economic
improvement.

Location

ASSEMBLY
TRANS.

3/15/2012 - Referred
to Com. on TRANS.

ASSEMBLY PRINT
2/27/2012 - Read first
time.

ASSEMBLY REV. &
TAX

4/16/2012 - Action
From TRANS.: Do
pass. To REV. &
TAX.

ASSEMBLY PRINT
2/24/2012 - From
printer. May be heard
in committee March
25.

ASSEMBLY DESK
2/1/2012 - In
Assembly. Read first
time. Held at Desk.

Summary

Existing law sets forth the requirements for the solicitation and evaluation of bids and the awarding of contracts
by state agencies for the erection, construction, alteration, repair, or improvement of any public structure,
building, road, or other public improvement. This bill would authorize the Department of Transportation to
engage in a Construction Manager/General Contractor project delivery method, as specified, for projects for the
construction of a highway, bridge, or tunnel. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws.

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation to designate certain lanes for the exclusive use of high-
occupancy vehicles (HOV), which lanes may also be used, until January 1, 2015, by certain low-emission and
hybrid vehicles not carrying the requisite number of passengers otherwise required for the use of an HOV lane.
The Department of Motor Vehicles is required to make available for issuance distinctive decals, labels, and other
identifiers that clearly distinguish those vehicles. This bill would make technical non-substantive changes to those
provisions.

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation (department) to pay claims or damages up to a
maximum of $5,000 without the approval of the California Victim Compensation and Government Claims Board.
This bill would adjust the claim limit that may be paid by the department under these provisions to equal the
maximum amount of a claim that can be brought in small claims court. Last Amended on 3/27/2012

The California Constitution conditions the imposition of a special tax by a city, county, or special district upon the
approval of 2/3 of the voters of the city, county, or special district voting on that tax, except that certain school
entities may levy an ad valorem property tax for specified purposes with the approval of 55% of the voters within
the jurisdiction of these entities. This measure would provide that the imposition, extension, or increase of a
special tax by a local government for the purpose of providing funding for local transportation projects requires
the approval of 55% of its voters voting on the proposition. The measure would also make conforming and
technical, non-substantive changes.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would require instead that a project result in a minimum
investment of $100,000,000 spent on planning, design, and construction of the project. The bill, in order to
maximize public health, environmental, and employment benefits, would require a lead agency to place the
highest priority on feasible measures that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions on the project site and in the
neighboring communities of the project site. Last Amended on 1/31/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 95
Committee on
Budget and
Fiscal Review
State cash
resources.

SB 749
Steinberg D
California
Transportation
Commission:
guidelines.

SB 783
Dutton R

Special access:
liability.

SB 829
Rubio D

Public contracts:

public entities:
project labor
agreements.

Location

SENATE
CHAPTERED

2/3/2012 - Chaptered
by the Sec. of State,
Chapter Number 1,

Statutes of 2012

ASSEMBLY DESK

1/23/2012 - In

Assembly. Read first
time. Held at Desk.

SENATE

9/10/2011 - Returned
to Secretary of Senate
pursuant to Joint Rule

62(a).

SENATE G.&F.

4/16/2012 - Re-

referred to Com. on
RLS. pursuant to
Senate Rule 29.10.
From committee: Be
re-referred to Com. on
GOV. & F. pursuant
to Senate Rule 29.10.
(Ayes 3. Noes 0.) Re-
referred to Com. on

GOV. & F.

Summary

Existing law establishes the Condemnation Deposits Fund in the State Treasury, consisting of all money deposited
in the State Treasury pursuant to the Eminent Domain Law, including interest derived from its investment.
Existing law requires the Treasurer to receive all money intended for the fund and to duly receipt for, and safe
keep all money in the fund. This bill would instead require the Treasurer to receive and duly account for all
money in the fund, and would authorize the Controller to use any money in the fund for cash-flow loans to the
General Fund, as specified. Last Amended on 1/30/2012

Existing law generally provides for programming and allocation of state and federal funds available for
transportation capital improvement projects by the California Transportation Commission, pursuant to various
requirements. Existing law authorizes the commission, in certain cases, to adopt guidelines relative to its
programming and allocation policies and procedures. This bill would establish specified procedures that the
commission would be required to utilize when it adopts guidelines, except as specified, and would exempt the
adoption of those guidelines from the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act. Amended on 1/4/2012

Under existing law, a person, firm, or corporation that interferes with the access rights of a disabled individual is
liable for the actual damages of each offense and any amount determined by a judge or jury of up to 3 times the
amount of the actual damages, but in no case less than $1,000. Existing law requires the State Architect to develop
and submit for approval and adoption building standards for making buildings, structures, sidewalks, curbs, and
related facilities accessible to, and usable by, persons with disabilities, as specified. This bill would establish
notice requirements for an alleged aggrieved party to follow before bringing an action against a business for an
alleged violation of the above-described provisions. The bill would require that party to provide specified notice
to the owner of the property, agent, or other responsible party where the alleged violation occurred. The bill would
require that owner, agent, or other responsible party to respond within 30 days with a description of the
improvements to be made or with a rebuttal to the allegations, as specified. If that owner, agent, or other
responsible party elects to fix the alleged violation, the bill would provide 120 days to do so. The bill would
provide that its provisions do not apply to claims for recovery of special damages for an injury in fact, and would
authorize the court to consider previous or pending actual damage awards received or prayed for by the alleged
aggrieved party for the same or similar injury. The bill would further state the intent of the Legislature to institute
certain educational programs related to special access laws. Last Amended on 6/6/2011

Existing law sets forth the requirements for the solicitation and evaluation of bids and the awarding of contracts
by public entities and authorizes a public entity to use, enter into, or require contractors to enter into, a project
labor agreement for a construction project, if the agreement includes specified taxpayer protection provisions.
Existing law also provides that if a charter provision, initiative, or ordinance of a charter city prohibits the
governing board's consideration of a project labor agreement for a project to be awarded by the city, or prohibits
the governing board from considering whether to allocate funds to a city-funded project covered by such an
agreement, then state funding or financial assistance may not be used to support that project, as specified. This bill
would additionally provide that if a charter provision, initiative, or ordinance of a charter city prohibits, limits, or
constrains in any way the governing board's authority or discretion to adopt, require, or utilize a project labor
agreement that includes specified taxpayer protection provisions for some or all of the construction projects to be
awarded by the city, state funding or financial assistance may not be used to support any construction projects
awarded by the city, as specified. Last Amended on 4/9/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 878
DeSaulnier D

Regional
planning: Bay
Avrea.

SB 984
Simitian D

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
record of
proceedings.

Location

Summary Position

ASSEMBLY DESK |The Metropolitan Transportation Commission Act creates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission as a

1/26/2012 - In
Assembly. Read first
time. Held at Desk.

SENATE THIRD
READING
4/17/2012 - Action
From SECOND
READING: Read
second time. To
THIRD READING.

regional agency in the 9-county Bay Area with comprehensive regional transportation planning and other related
responsibilities, including development of a regional transportation plan with a sustainable communities strategy.
Existing law requires a joint policy committee of the commission, the Association of Bay Area Governments, the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission to coordinate the development and drafting of major planning documents prepared by the 4 agencies.
This bill would require the joint policy committee to submit a report to the Legislature by January 31, 2013, on,
among other things, methods and strategies for developing and implementing a multiagency set of policies and
guidelines relative to the Bay Area region's sustainable communities strategy, including recommendations on
organizational reforms for the regional agencies. The bill would require preparation of a work plan for a regional
economic development strategy to be submitted to the Legislature on that date. The bill would also require the
member agencies to report on public outreach efforts that they individually or jointly perform. The bill would
require public meetings in each of the region's 9 counties and creation of advisory committees, as specified. By
imposing new duties on local agencies, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. Last Amended
on 6/9/2011

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA establishes a procedure for the preparation and certification of the
record of proceedings upon the filing of an action or proceeding challenging a lead agency's action on the grounds
of noncompliance with CEQA. This bill would require, until January 1, 2016, the lead agency, at the request of a
project applicant, to, among other things, prepare a record of proceedings concurrently with the preparation of
negative declarations, mitigated negative declarations, EIRs or other environmental documents for specified
projects. Because the bill would require a lead agency to prepare the record of proceedings as provided, this bill
would impose a state-mandated local program.

Last Amended on 4/9/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 985
La Malfa R

Transportation
bonds.

SB 997
Strickland R
Environmental
quality:
environmental
leadership
development
project.

SB 1076
Emmerson R

California Global

Warming
Solutions Act of
2006: tire
inflation
regulation.

Location

SENATET. & H.
4/17/2012 - Action
FromT. &H.:
Remainsin T. & H..

SENATE RLS.
2/16/2012 - Referred
to Com. on RLS.

SENATET. & H.
4/16/2012 - Do pass,
but re-refer to the
Committee on
Transportation and
Housing.

Summary

Article XVI of the California Constitution requires a general obligation bond act to specify the single object or
work to be funded by the bonds, and further requires a bond act to be approved by a 2/3 vote of each house of the
Legislature and by a majority of the voters. Article XV1 authorizes the Legislature, at any time after the approval
of a general obligation bond act by the voters, to reduce the amount of the indebtedness authorized by the act to an
amount not less than the amount contracted at the time of the reduction or to repeal the act if no debt has been
contracted. Existing law, pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st
Century, approved by the voters as Proposition 1A at the November 4, 2008, statewide general election, provides
for the issuance of $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds for high-speed rail and related rail purposes. Existing
law creates the High-Speed Rail Authority with specified powers and duties related to the development and
implementation of a high-speed train system. This bill would provide that no further bonds shall be sold for high-
speed rail and related rail purposes pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the
21st Century. The bill would amend the bond act to authorize redirection of the net proceeds received from
outstanding bonds issued and sold prior to the effective date of this act, upon appropriation by the Legislature,
from those high-speed rail purposes to retiring the debt incurred from the issuance and sale of those outstanding
bonds. This bill contains other related provisions.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would make technical, non-substantive changes to that provision.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates the State Air Resources Board as the state
agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The state board is
required to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions
level in 1990 to be achieved by 2020, and to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions. A violation of a
regulation adopted by the state board pursuant to the act is subject to specified civil and criminal penalties.
Pursuant to the act, the state board adopted a regulation requiring automobile service providers, by September 1,
2010, among other things, to check and inflate vehicle tires to the recommended pressure rating when performing
automobile maintenance or repair services. This bill, until January 1, 2018, would require a tire pressure gauge
used to meet the requirements of this regulation to be accurate within a range of plus or minus 2 pounds per
square inch of pressure (2 psi). The bill, until January 1, 2018, would authorize automotive service providers to
meet the requirements of the regulation without checking and inflating a vehicle's tires if those tires are
determined to be unsafe , as defined . The bill , until January 1, 2018, would require the state board to adopt
regulations on tire age and safety if the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration adopts regulations
establishing a correlation between tire age and safety. Last Amended on 3/19/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1102
DeSaulnier D

State
transportation
improvement
program.

SB 1117
DeSaulnier D

Statewide
passenger rail
transportation
plan.

SB 1149
DeSaulnier D
Metropolitan
Transportation
Commission.

Location

SENATE APPR.
3/28/2012 - From
committee: Do pass
and re-refer to Com.
on APPR. (Ayes 7.
Noes 0. Page 3034.)
(March 27). Re-
referred to Com. on
APPR.

SENATET. & H.
4/11/2012 - From
committee: Do pass

and re-refer to Com.
on PUB. S. (Ayes 5.

Noes 0.) (April 11).
Re-referred to Com.
on PUB. S.

SENATET. & H.
4/10/2012 - Set for
hearing April 24.

Summary Position

Existing law establishes the state transportation improvement program process, pursuant to which the California
Transportation Commission generally programs and allocates available funds for transportation capital
improvement projects over a multiyear period. Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation is
responsible for the state highway system. Existing law requires the department to annually prepare a project
delivery report that identifies milestone dates for state highway projects costing $1,000,000 or more for which the
department is the responsible agency for project development work. This bill would require the department, as
part of the annual project delivery report, to report on the difference between the original allocation made by the
commission and the actual construction capital and support costs at project close for all state transportation
improvement program projects completed during the previous fiscal year. This bill contains other related
provisions and other existing laws.

Existing law creates the California Transportation Commission, with various powers and duties relating to the
programming and allocation of certain funds available for transportation capital improvement projects and various
other transportation policy matters. Existing law creates the Department of Transportation with various powers
and duties relating to the state highway system and other transportation modes, including the authority to contract
for conventional rail passenger service. Existing law requires the department to prepare a 10-year State Rail Plan
on a biennial basis. Existing law creates the High-Speed Rail Authority to develop and implement a high-speed
rail system in the state, with specified powers and duties, including preparation of a business plan on a biennial
basis. Existing law, pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century,
provides for the issuance of $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds for high-speed rail and related purposes.
This bill would require the California Transportation Commission to prepare a statewide passenger rail
transportation plan relative to conventional and high-speed intercity passenger rail, commuter rail, and urban rail
transit containing various elements. The bill would require the commission to adopt the plan by September 2014,
and update the plan every 4 years thereafter. The bill would require the plan to contain goals for integrated
passenger rail services and facilities, and to adopt policies and guidelines to be used by the department, the
authority, and regional transportation agencies in the development of their plans, and would prohibit those
agencies from taking inconsistent actions. The bill would require regional transportation planning agencies to
submit their plans for commuter rail and urban rail transit to the commission by December 31, 2013. Last
Amended on 3/29/2012

Existing law creates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, a local transportation planning agency. This
bill would delete these obsolete provisions. This bill contains other existing laws.
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1160
Padilla D

Communications:

service
interruptions.

SB 1189
Hancock D

The Safe,
Reliable High-
Speed Passenger
Train Bond Act
for the 21st
Century: project
funding.

SB 1214
Cannella R

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
judicial review.

SB 1252
Rubio D

State
Infrastructure
Projects Fund.

Location

SENATE JUD.
4/17/2012 - Action
FromE. U., & C.: Do
pass. To JUD..

SENATE APPR.
4/17/2012 - Action
FromT. & H.: Do
pass. To APPR.

SENATE E.Q.
4/16/2012 - Action
FromE.Q.:
Reconsideration
granted.

SENATEG. & F.
4/13/2012 - Set for
hearing April 25.

Summary Position

Existing law provides that an agent, operator, or employee of a telegraph or telephone office who willfully refuses
or neglects to send a message received by the office is guilty of a misdemeanor . Existing law provides that these
requirements are not applicable when payment for charges for transmittal or delivery of the message has not been
paid or tendered, for messages counseling, aiding, abetting, or encouraging treason or resistance to lawful
authority, to a message calculated to further any fraudulent plan or purpose, to a message instigating or
encouraging the perpetration of any unlawful act, or to a message facilitating the escape of any criminal or person
accused of crime . This bill would retain the provision that the above-described requirements are not applicable
when payment for charges for transmittal or delivery of the message has not been paid or tendered, but would
delete the other enumerated exceptions. Last Amended on 4/9/2012

Existing law, pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century provides for the | Support
issuance of $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds for high-speed train capital projects and other associated purposes.

$950 million of the proceeds of those bonds are available for capital improvements to intercity and commuter rail lines

and urban rail systems that provide direct connectivity to the high-speed train system and its facilities, or that are part of

the construction of the high-speed train system, as specified, or that provide capacity enhancements and safety

improvements. Existing law requires the California Transportation Commission to allocate those funds to eligible

recipients, as defined, and to develop guidelines to implement those provisions. This bill would appropriate

$523,400,000 from the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Fund to the Department of Transportation for allocation by

the California Transportation Commission as provided for in specified guidelines adopted by the commission. Last

Amended on 3/26/2012

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would require a judicial proceeding challenging a project, except
for a high-speed rail project, located in a distressed county, as defined, to be filed with the Court of Appeal with
geographic jurisdiction over the project. This bill contains other existing laws.

The Personal Income Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law impose taxes upon income, including income
generated from any gain from the sale or exchange of a capital asset. This bill would require the Department of
Finance, in consultation with the Franchise Tax Board and the Employment Development Department, on
specified dates, to estimate the amount of revenues derived from income taxes imposed on income generated as a
result of capital gains related to the Facebook, Inc. initial public offering, as provided, and would direct the
Controller to transfer an amount equal to the total estimated amount from the General Fund to the State
Infrastructure Projects Fund, a fund that would be created by the bill. This bill would allocate the moneys in the
State Infrastructure Projects Fund, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for various infrastructure projects, as
provided. Last Amended on 4/9/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1257
Hernandez D

Utility user tax:
public transit
vehicles.

Income taxes:
credit: highway
maintenance and
enhancement.

SB 1339
YeeD

Commute benefit
policies.

SB 1380
Rubio D

Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
bicycle
transportation
plan.

Location

SENATE G. & F.
4/16/2012 - From
committee with
author's amendments.
Read second time and
amended. Re-referred
to Com. on GOV. &
F.

SENATE G. &F.
3/28/2012 - Set for
hearing May 9.

SENATE E.Q.
4/11/2012 - From
committee: Do pass
and re-refer to Com.
on E.Q. (Ayes 5.
Noes 1.) (April 10).
Re-referred to Com.
on E.Q.

SENATE E.Q.
4/11/2012 - Set for
hearing April 30.

Summary

Existing law provides that the board of supervisors of any county may levy a utility user tax on the consumption
of, among other things, electricity, in the unincorporated area of the county. This bill would provide that no utility
user tax shall be imposed under these provisions upon the consumption of electricity used to charge electric bus
propulsion batteries , within a local jurisdiction, that is separately metered and is dedicated to providing electricity
as fuel for an electric public transit bus. Last Amended on 4/16/2012

Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation to enter into an agreement to accept funds, materials,
equipment, or services from any person for maintenance or roadside enhancement of a section of a state highway.
This bill would authorize a credit against those taxes for each taxable year beginning on or after January 1, 2013,
and before January 1, 2017, in an amount equal to 50% of the value of materials, equipment, or, in the case of
individuals, services donated, as defined, by the taxpayer during the taxable year for maintenance or roadside
enhancement of a section of a state highway pursuant to existing provisions of the Streets and Highways Code.

Existing law creates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, with various transportation planning and
programming responsibilities in the 9-county San Francisco Bay Area. Existing law creates the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, with various responsibilities relative to the reduction of air pollution in the area of
its jurisdiction, which incorporates a specified portion of the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission. This bill would authorize the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District to jointly adopt a commute benefit ordinance that requires covered employers
operating within the common area of the 2 agencies with a specified number of covered employees to offer those
employees certain commute benefits. The bill would require that the ordinance specify certain matters, including
any consequences for noncompliance, and would impose a specified reporting requirement. The bill would make
its provisions inoperative on January 1, 2017.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. CEQA requires the lead agencies to make specified findings in an EIR. This
bill would enact the California Public Health and Environmental Standards Act and would require documentation
prepared pursuant to CEQA for the bicycle transportation plan to disclose applicable environmental laws, as
specified. The bill would prohibit a cause of action from being brought in a judicial proceeding alleging
noncompliance with CEQA related to those applicable environmental laws. Last Amended on 4/10/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1417
Hancock D

Local
government:
infrastructure
financing
districts.

SB 1464
Lowenthal D

Vehicles:
bicycles: passing
distance.

Location

SENATE G. & F.
4/11/2012 - Set for
hearing May 2.

SENATE APPR.
4/17/2012 - Action
FromT. & H.: Do
pass. To APPR..

Summary Position

Existing law authorizes the creation of infrastructure financing districts, as defined, for the sole purpose of
financing public facilities, subject to adoption of a resolution by the legislative body and affected taxing entities
proposed to be subject to division of taxes and voter approval. Existing law authorizes the legislative body to, by
majority vote, initiate proceedings to issue bonds for the financing of district projects by adopting a resolution,
subject to specified procedures and voter approval. Existing law requires an infrastructure financing plan to
include the date on which an infrastructure financing district will cease to exist, which may not be more than 30
years from the date on which the ordinance forming the district is adopted. Existing law prohibits a district from
including any portion of a redevelopment project area. This bill instead would specify that the date a district shall
cease to exist may not be more than 45 years from the date on which the ordinance forming the district is adopted
or not more than 45 years from the date on which bonds have been issued, whichever is later. The bill would
delete the prohibition on a district including any portion of a redevelopment project area. The bill would make
technical changes to a provision on bond issuance. Last Amended on 4/9/2012

Under existing law, a driver of a vehicle overtaking another vehicle or a bicycle proceeding in the same direction
is required to pass to the left at a safe distance without interfering with the safe operation of the overtaken vehicle
or bicycle, subject to certain limitations and exceptions. A violation of this provision is an infraction punishable
by a fine not exceeding $100 for a first conviction, and up to a $250 fine for a 3rd and subsequent conviction
occurring within one year of 2 or more prior infractions. This bill would recast this provision as to overtaking and
passing a bicycle by requiring , with specified exceptions, the driver of a motor vehicle overtaking and passing a
bicycle that is proceeding in the same direction on a highway to pass in compliance with specified requirements
applicable to overtaking and passing a vehicle, and to do so at a safe distance that does not interfere with the safe
operation of the overtaken bicycle, having due regard for the size and speed of the motor vehicle and the bicycle,
traffic conditions, weather, and the surface and width of the highway. The bill would prohibit , with specified
exceptions, the driver of the motor vehicle that is overtaking or passing a bicycle proceeding in the same direction
on a highway from passing at a distance of less than 3 feet between any part of the motor vehicle and any part of
the bicycle or its operator. The bill would make a violation of this provision an infraction punishable by a $35
fine. The bill would also require the imposition of a $220 fine on a driver if a collision occurs between a motor
vehicle and a bicyclist causing bodily harm to the bicyclist, and the driver is found to be in violation of the above
provisions. Last Amended on 4/9/2012
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1499
Anderson R

California
Transportation
Commission:
review of
expenditures.

SB 1512
Cannella R
Environmental
quality:
California
Environmental
Quality Act:
litigation.

SB 1533
Padilla D

Electricity:
energy crisis
litigation.

SB 1545
DeSaulnier D

Bay Area toll
bridges.

Location

SENATE T.&H.
4/11/2012 - Set, first
hearing. Hearing
canceled at the
request of author.

SENATE RLS.
3/22/2012 - Referred
to Com. on RLS.

SENATEE. U., & C.
4/11/2012 - Set for
hearing April 24.

SENATE APPR.
3/28/2012 - From
committee: Do pass
and re-refer to Com.
on APPR. (Ayes 8.
Noes 0. Page 3035.)
(March 27). Re-
referred to Com. on
APPR.

Summary Position

Existing law establishes the state transportation improvement program process, pursuant to which the California
Transportation Commission generally programs and allocates available funds for transportation capital
improvement projects over a multiyear period. Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation is
responsible for the state highway system. Existing law requires the department to annually prepare a project
delivery report that identifies milestone dates for state highway projects costing $1,000,000 or more for which the
department is the responsible agency for project development work. This bill would require the commission to
allocate funds for construction support costs for a project in the state transportation improvement program at the
time of allocation of funds for construction capital costs. The bill would require a supplemental project allocation
request to be made for all state transportation improvement program projects that experience construction support
costs equal to or more than 120% of the amount originally allocated. The bill would also require the department,
as part of the annual project delivery report, to report on the difference between the original allocation made by
the commission and the actual construction support costs at project close for each state transportation
improvement program project completed during the previous fiscal year.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report (EIR) on a project that it proposes to carry
out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds
that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated negative
declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would
avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, would have a
significant effect on the environment. This bill would make technical, non-substantive changes to that provision.

Existing law, until January 1, 2013, requires the Attorney General to represent the Department of Finance and to
succeed to all rights, claims, powers, and entitlements of the Electricity Oversight Board in any litigation or
settlement to obtain ratepayer recovery for the effects of the 2000-02 energy crisis. Existing law additionally
prohibits the Attorney General from expending the proceeds of any settlements of those claims, except as
specified. This bill would delete the repeal of the above-described requirements. Last Amended on 3/27/2012

Existing law designates the Metropolitan Transportation Commission as the regional transportation planning
agency for the 9-county San Francisco Bay Area. Existing law creates the Bay Area Toll Authority with specified
powers and duties relative to administration of certain toll revenues from state-owned toll bridges within the
geographic jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. This bill would prohibit public money
from being used on the development or improvement of an office building at 390 Main Street, San Francisco, until
after the State Auditor has completed a specified audit relating to the move of the headquarters of the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Upon completion of the audit, the bill would require the issues raised in
the audit to be addressed and a report in that regard to be submitted to the Legislature prior to future expenditure
of public money on the headquarters project. These provisions would apply to the Bay Area Toll Authority, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the Bay Area Headquarters Authority. The bill would thereby
impose a state-mandated local program. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws.
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Bill ID/Topic

SB 1549
Vargas D

Transportation
projects:
construction
Manager/General
Contractor
project method.

SB 1566

Negrete
McLeod D

Vehicle license
fees: allocation.

SB 1572
Pavley D

California Global
Warming
Solutions Act of
2006:
Greenhouse Gas
Reduction
Account.

Location

SENATE APPR.
4/17/2012 - Action
FromT. & H.: Do
pass as amended. To
APPR.

SENATE G. &F.
4/10/2012 - From
committee with
author's amendments.
Read second time and
amended. Re-referred
to Com. on GOV. &
F.

SENATE E.Q.
4/11/2012 - Set for
hearing April 23.

Summary Position

Existing law sets forth the requirements for the solicitation and evaluation of bids and the awarding of contracts
by state agencies for projects, as specified, and for local agencies for public works contracts, as specified. This bill
would, upon authorization by the California Transportation Commission, allow a consolidated San Diego regional
transportation entity, as specified, or the Department of Transportation to engage in a Construction Manager/
General Contractor project delivery method, as specified, for up to 20 total projects for either local street or road,
bridge, tunnel, or public transit projects within the jurisdiction of the local transportation entity or state highway,
bridge, or tunnel projects by the Department of Transportation. Bill would require a transportation entity, as
defined, to pay fees related to prevailing wage monitoring and enforcement into the State Public Works
Enforcement Fund, a continuously appropriated fund, except as specified, and, thus, would make an appropriation.
Bill would also require a progress report to be submitted by the transportation agency to the commission every
year following the award of contract under these provisions, and would require the commission submit an annual
report to the Legislature that includes the information in the report submitted by the transportation agency, as
specified. This bill would require specified information to be verified under oath, thus imposing a state-mandated
local program by expanding the scope of an existing crime. Bill would provide that its provisions are severable.

Existing law requires that a specified amount of motor vehicle license fees deposited to the credit of the Motor
Vehicle License Fee Account in the Transportation Tax Fund be allocated by the Controller, as specified, to the
Local Law Enforcement Services Account in the Local Revenue Fund 2011, for allocation to cities, counties, and
cities and counties. This bill would instead require, on and after July 1, 2012, that those revenues be distributed
first to each city that was incorporated from an unincorporated territory after August 5, 2004, in an amount
determined pursuant to a specified formula , second to each city that was incorporated before August 5, 2004, in
an amount determined pursuant to a specified formula , and third to the Local Law Enforcement Services Account
in the Local Revenue Fund 2011, for allocation to cities, counties, and cities and counties . By authorizing within
the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account in the Transportation Tax Fund, a continuously appropriated fund, to be
used for a new purpose, the bill would make an appropriation. Last Amended on 4/10/2012

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates the State Air Resources Board as the state
agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The state board is
required to adopt a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions
level in 1990 to be achieved by 2020, and to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the
maximum, technologically feasible, and cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions. The act authorizes the
state board to include use of market-based compliance mechanisms. The act authorizes the state board to adopt a
schedule of fees to be paid by the sources of greenhouse gas emissions regulated pursuant to the act, and requires
the revenues collected pursuant to that fee schedule be deposited into the Air Pollution Control Fund and be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for the purposes of carrying out the act. This bill would create
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Account within the Air Pollution Control Fund. The bill would require moneys, as
specified, collected pursuant to a market-based compliance mechanism be deposited in this account. The bill also
would require those moneys, upon appropriation by the Legislature, be used for purposes of carrying out the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The bill would declare the intent of the Legislature to enact
legislation that would establish criteria for the development and implementation of an expenditure plan, as
specified, for moneys appropriated from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Account.
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http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=sb_1549&sess=1112&house=B
http://sd40.senate.ca.gov/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=sb_1566&sess=1112&house=B
http://dist32.casen.govoffice.com/
http://dist32.casen.govoffice.com/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=sb_1572&sess=1112&house=B
http://dist23.casen.govoffice.com/

ATTACHMENT B

SHAW/YODER/ANTWIH, inc.

LEGISLATIVE ADYOCACY - ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT

April 2, 2012
TO: Board Members, Solano Transportation Authority
FROM: Gus Khouri, Legislative Advocate

Shaw / Yoder / Antwih, Inc.

RE: STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE- MARCH

On January 5, Governor Brown released his FY 2012-13 State Budget. He emphasizes that
significant progress in trimming down the state’s chronic budget deficit has been made by
comparing a $26.6 billion shortfall in FY 2011-12 and $20 billion structural deficit to a $9.2
billion gap in FY 2012-13 with future structural shortfalls of $5 billion from the $89 billion
spending plan. The $9.2 billion deficit is an 18-month forecast which includes a current year
gap (FY 11-12) of $4.1 billion. Unlike last year, the Governor has not called for a Special
Session to address the deficit. Therefore, budget subcommittees are not expected to meet
until later this Spring. The following is a summary of other topics of interest.

On February 27, the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) issued its report on the 2012-13 State
Budget. According to the LAO, while the economic outlook has improved somewhat since
our last forecast in November, data received after that forecast concerning 2010 tax
payments by Californians and soft personal income tax (PIT) estimated payments in
December and January have weakened some parts of our office’s near-term revenue
forecast.

In January, they noted that their November General Fund revenue forecast was $6.8 billion
lower than the administration’s in 2011-12 and 2012-13 combined (including our lower
estimates of revenue from the Governor’s proposed tax initiative). Now, LAO’s updated
revenue forecast—including similar federal tax policy assumptions as the administration’s, an
updated estimate of revenues from the Governor’s initiative, and an initial estimate of
revenues due to the possible Facebook stock offering—is $6.5 billion lower than the
administration’s in 2011-12 and 2012-13 combined. If the Facebook-related revenues were
omitted from this new forecast, General Fund revenues would be about $8.5 billion lower
than the administration’s over this period—weaker than the $6.8 billion difference identified in
January—due mainly to the negative revenue data received over the last three months.

STA Lobby Day

The Executive Committee has postponed its Annual Lobby Day trip to Sacramento, which
was set for April 18. We will work with the committee and STA staff to reschedule for some
time during the month of May. Along with our legislative delegation, we will plan visits with
newly appointed Business, Transportation and Housing Acting Secretary, Brian Kelly, the
California Transportation Commission, Caltrans, and key legislative leaders to discuss our
priorities for 2012.

High-Speed Rail

The High-Speed Rail Authority is expected to release its revised Business Plan in late March.
Major revisions are expected from the original plan which was released on November 5" and
calls for a $98.5 billion investment to build the high-speed train network. It is our
understanding that the new plan will recommend making substantial investments in the
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Peninsula as well as Southern California in order to modernize the existing infrastructure of
the bookends to the system and prepare for linkage to a high-speed rail system in the future.

As a result, the Bay Area, Caltrain specifically, is in position to receive as much as $1 billion
in Proposition 1A funding to use with local match dollars ($1.428 billion total) to electrify its
system along its existing right-of-way, implement positive train control, and purchase new rail
cars. The improvements would be completed by 2019, a full 12 years before high-speed rail
service is being contemplated in the area. Electrification will allow for member agencies to
reduce their operating costs in half while increasing service from 45,000 to 70,000 riders per
day.

State Legislation

Among its many legislative priorities, STA is pursuing legislation this year in order to make
needed technical corrections to the statute enacted pursuant to STA’s 2009 sponsored bill
(AB 1219) which provides eligibility for the STA to directly claim its share of Transportation
Development Act (TDA) funds available to cities in the county and the county, rather than

going through MTC. Specifically, we need to change STA'’s share of funding from 2.0% to

2.7% to reflect current practice.

We are pleased to announce that the Assembly Transportation Committee has included our
language in AB 2679 (Committee on Transportation). The bill is set for hearing on April 16™.

The legislature is currently on recess through April 9™.

Cap-and-Trade

In October 2010 the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Cap-and-Trade
regulation, which is expected to help California achieve the goals of AB 32, the Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The Cap-and-Trade program will set a limit on the total
greenhouse gas emissions that can be emitted by specific sources within the state; those
emitters that plan to emit more than they hold “allowances” for must purchase more
allowances through this market-based system.

The Governor's budget incorporates $1 billion in expected revenues from the new Cap and
Trade system. The Cap and Trade regulation, as part of the state's efforts to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions under AB 32, was adopted by the California Air
Resources Board late last year. The legislature will have purview over allocating revenues
from the system, and the budget reflects the first year of the program. It includes a generic
reference to a framework to invest proceeds from Cap and Trade fees by funding the
development of state of the art systems to move goods and freight, deploy advanced
technology vehicles and vehicle infrastructure, utilize advanced biofuels, and implement low
carbon and efficient public transportation. The Governor budget summary was vague as to
how the program would work so he will need to work with the legislature to determine the
details of the program.

According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, the revenues expected from the Cap-and-Trade
system may range anywhere from $650 million to $3 billion for 2012-13. The Governor's
January budget requests $1 billion in Cap-and-Trade revenues for 2012-13, and calls for
some allocation of these funds to Low-Carbon Transportation programs, including, “Funding
to reduce emissions through the development of state-of-the-art systems to move goods and
freight, deploy advanced technology vehicles and vehicle infrastructure, advanced biofuels,
and low-carbon and efficient public transportation.”

We are working internally as well as with other transportation stakeholders to develop
recommendations for legislative leadership and the Department of Finance in regards to the
specific use of this revenue, and want to help position STA to benefit from a proposal.
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California Transportation Commission Update

We were in attendance to witness Executive Director Daryl Halls make a presentation to
work out an agreement with the California Transportation Commission to keep funding
available for the construction of the Solano 1-80/680/12 Connector Project.

The Commission approved an amendment to the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account
(CMIA) Program to delete CMIA Project 68: Solano 1-80/680/12 Connector Project and
related funding totaling $24 million from the CMIA Program and program $10.3 million to
CMIA Project 70: 1-880/1-280 Stevens Creek Interchange Improvements Project to fund the
expanded scope. In return, the Solano 1-80/680/12 connector project received a like amount
of funding from the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund.

At its June 30, 2010 Meeting, the Commission adopted an amendment to the CMIA Program
and programmed $24 million to CMIA Project 68: Solano 1-80/680/12 Connector Project. As
reported during the CMIA Program update at the Commission’s January and February, 2012
meetings, CMIA Project 68: Solano 1-80/680/12 Connector Project has not been able to
obtain a required biological opinion and is not able to begin construction within the statutory
constraints of the program.

The funding swap will ensure that the project will be delivered.
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ATTACHMENT C

MEMORANDUM

March 29, 2012

To: Solano Transportation Authority
From: Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP
Re: March Report

On March 6 and 7 Solano Transportation Authority Board members and staff participated in
meetings in Washington, D.C., which we discussed in a separate report. Following the meetings
we identified next steps related to grant applications and the Vallejo Post Office relocation and
have kept STA staff apprised of developments in Washington.

Surface Transportation Reauthorization

The House is expected to vote on a 90-day extension to the transportation law today. If the 90-
day extension fails to win enough votes, the Leadership is prepared to offer a 60-day extension.
The current law expires on March 31. House Democrats oppose the extension and would like
the House to consider the Senate-passed bill so it is likely that the bill will pass with only
Republican votes. Senate Democrats also oppose the extension, but it is unlikely that the
Democrats will be willing to let the transportation bill expire after the backlash when Congress
allowed the FAA bill to expire last August.

The Senate passed its bill, titled The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century or MAP-21
(S. 1813), by a vote of 74 to 22 on March 14. The bill would reauthorize transportation law for
two years at current spending levels. The bill consolidates the number of transportation
programs, but keeps several discretionary programs, including projects of national and regional
significance, clean fuel buses, transit new starts and a small bus discretionary program. The bill
adds a competitive grant program for transportation enhancements and safe routes to schools and
a Complete Streets program. The bill also increases funding for low interest loans for
transportation projects and increases the pre-tax credit deduction for transit commuters up to
$240 per month an increase from the current $230.

To date, the House Republican Leadership has been unable to secure enough support from
Republican or Democratic members to pass the 5-year bill that House Transportation Committee
Chairman John Mica marked up in the Committee. Conservative Republicans oppose the
spending levels in the bill and Democrats oppose certain provisions (including environmental
streamlining provisions) and object to the fact that they were not consulted in the drafting
process.
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The path forward for a transportation bill is not clear. With the House Republicans opposed to
the Senate bill (for policy reasons and because it does not provide sufficient spending offsets in
the view of Republicans) yet unable to get sufficient votes for a 5 year bill, the ultimate result
could be a series of short term extensions through this Congress.

Fiscal Year 2013 House Budget

On March 20, 2012, the House Budget Committee released a budget resolution that would
reduce discretionary spending in fiscal year 2013 another $19 billion below the $1.047 trillion
level included in the Budget Control Act of 2011. Budget authority for transportation programs
would be reduced to $57.1 billion in fiscal year 2013 from $88.6 billion in fiscal year 2012 to
reflect the projected revenue shortfall to the highway trust fund. The Committee opposed the 23
percent increase in transportation spending that President Obama proposed in his budget as well
as the Administration’s support for high-speed and inter-city rail programs; however, the budget
resolution does not authorize programmatic changes or appropriations.

The Budget resolution authorizes the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee to
work with the House Ways and Means Committee and other committees to identify additional
revenues or offsets to pay for the surface transportation authorization bill. During the House
Budget Committee mark-up, amendments to increase the budget authority by $50 billion and to
the level proposed under the Senate reauthorization bill failed by party-line votes.

The Senate is not expected to adopt a budget for fiscal year 2013, relying upon spending levels
already established by the Budget Control Act.

The budget resolution does not mandate spending, but will be used to determine spending
allocations for each of the appropriations subcommittees. Under the Budget Control Act,
Congress must reduce spending to the $1.047 trillion discretionary spending cap to prevent $109
billion in automatic spending reductions. The reductions would come from discretionary
accounts and does not apply to spending from the highway trust fund, but may reduce the
funding available to make up for the shortfall in trust fund revenue. Fiscal year 2013 spending
will be determined through the appropriations process and a reconciliation of the House and
Senate spending bills.

Transit Project Streamlining - Notice of Public Rulemaking

On March 15, 2012, the Federal Transit Administration published a notice of public rulemaking
to streamline environmental reviews for transit projects by expanding the categories of projects
for which no significant environmental analysis is required.
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The proposed categorical exclusions are intended to improve the efficiency of NEPA
environmental reviews by allowing the least intensive form of review for those actions that
typically do not have the potential for significant environmental effects and do not merit
additional analysis and documentation associated with an Environmental Assessment or an
Environmental Impact Statement. The rule change was made in response to the Presidential
Memorandum entitled ““Speeding Infrastructure Development through More Efficient and
Effective Permitting and Environmental Review,” issued on August 31, 2011. Comments are due
by May 14, 2012.

The proposed rule would exempt transit projects within an existing right-of-way, including the
expansion of bike lanes and pedestrian walkways, as well as certain vehicle and equipment
maintenance and repair activities, and property acquisition or transfers in cases in which the
property is not within or adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands, non-urban
parks, or wildlife management areas. An exemption would be provided for assembly or
construction of facilities that is consistent with existing land use and zoning requirements, is
minimally intrusive, and requires no special permits, permissions and uses a minimal amount of
undisturbed land. This may include buildings and associated structures, bus transfer facilities,
bus ways and streetcar lines within existing transportation right-of-way, and parking facilities.
The rule also proposes to exempt development activities for transit and non-transit purposes,
located on, above, or adjacent to existing transit facilities that are not part of a larger
transportation project and do not substantially enlarge such facilities, as long as they do not
substantially expand the footprint and do not impact the environment. The facilities may include
police, daycare, and public service facilities, and other amenities.
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STA Federal Funding Matrix

ATTACHMENT D

Application

Amount

Proposed

Eligibility DEELITES Program Description
Contact Available Submittal
TIGER IV Department of State, local $500 million |Deadline for Pre- |Projects that are eligible for TIGER Discretionary Grants include, but are not $12M Fairfield/ |Steve Hartwig
Discretionary Transportation government Applications- limited to: (1) Highway or bridge projects eligible under title 23, United States Vacaville
Grant* Office of Secretary - |authorities, transit 02/20/12 Code; (2) public transportation projects eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, Intermodal
Howard Hill agencies, MPOs, others United States Code; (3) passenger and freight rail transportation projects; and (4)|Station
(202-366-0301) Deadline for marine port infrastructure investments. The FY 2012 Appropriations Act STA co-sponsor
TIGERGrants@dot.g Final specifies that TIGER Discretionary Grants may be not less than $10 million with Vacaville
ov Applications- (except in rural areas) and not greater than $200 million. No more than 25% and CCJPA
03/19/12 awarded to a single State. Minimum of $120 million awarded in rural areas. (applied for
Funds can be used for up to 80% of project costs; priority given to projects for S12M in TIGER
which Federal funding is required to complete an overall financing package and |/ll — not
projects can increase their competitiveness by demonstrating significant non- awarded)
Federal contributions. Only available for obligation through September 30,
2013. Projects compete on the merits of the medium to long-term impacts of
the projects themselves (not just job creation).
TCsP Federal Highway States, metropolitan $29 million [1/6/2012 To plan and implement strategies which improve the efficiency of the $3M Vallejo David Klein-
Administration; planning organizations, transportation system, reduce environmental impacts of transportation, reduce |Downtown schmidt
Wesley Blount local governments, and the need for costly future public infrastructure investments, ensure efficient Streetscape
Office of Human tribal governments access to jobs, services and centers of trade, and examine development patterns |Project.
Environment 202- and identify strategies to encourage private sector development patterns which
366-0799 achieve these goals. Grants may support planning, implementation, research
wesley.blount@dot and |nves‘t|gatlon and address the .relatlonshlps amon.g transp?rtatl.on, .
gov community, and system preservation plans and practices and identify private
sector-based initiatives to improve those relationships. Requires 20% local
match.
State of Good |Adam Schildge, FTA |Direct recipients of $650 million |(Due to MTC Purchase, replacement, or rehabilitation of, buses and vans and related 1. $1.86M FAST |Mona Babauta
Repair* Office of Program  |Section 5309, i.e., 2/22/2012) equipment (including Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), fare equipment, |for replacement
Management, (202) |transit operators communication devices that are FCC mandatory narrow-banding compliant); buses
366—-0778, email: 3/29/2012 replacement or the modernization of bus maintenance and revenue service

adam.schildge@dot
.gov.

(passenger) facilities; replacement or modernization of intermodal facilities; and
the development and implementation of transit asset management systems,
that address the objectives identified. Livability investments are projects that
deliver not only transportation benefits, but also are designed and planned in
such a way that they have a positive impact on qualitative measures of
community life.
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http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/fy12_tiger_nofa.pdf
http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/fy12_tiger_nofa.pdf
http://www.dot.gov/tiger/docs/fy12_tiger_nofa.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/discretionary/tcsp2012info.htm
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2752.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2752.pdf
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STA Federal Funding Matrix

Fund

Application

Eligibility

Amount

Deadlines

Program Description

Source Contact Available
Veterans VeteransTransporta | Direct recipients of $30 million  |4/19/2012 The capital costs of creating, expanding, or increasing access to local One-
Transportation [tion@dot.gov or Section 5309, Call/One-Click Transportation Resource Centers, as well as some research costs
and Community Urbanized Area to demonstrate successful implementation of these capital projects. The One-
Living Inititive Formula program, local Call/One-Click Centers simplify access to transportation for the public by
(VTCLI* governments, States, providing one place to connect veterans, service members, military families,
or Indian Tribes persons with disabilities and other transportation disadvantaged populations,
such as older adults, low-income families or disadvantaged youth, to rides and
transportation options provided in their locality by a variety of transportation
providers and programs.
Clean Fuels* Vanessa Williams, |Direct recipients of $51.5 million |(Due to MTC 1) Purchasing or leasing clean fuel buses, including buses that employ a
FTA Office of Section 5307, i.e., 2/15/2012) lightweight composite primary structure and vans for use in revenue service.
Program transit operators (2) Constructing or leasing clean fuel bus facilities or electrical recharging
Management, (202) 4/5/2012 facilities and related equipment;
366-4818, (3) Projects relating to clean fuel, biodiesel, hybrid electric, or zero emissions
email: technology buses that exhibit equivalent or superior emissions reductions to
vanessa.williams@d existing clean fuel or hybrid electric technologies.
ot.gov.
Bus Livability*  |Bryce McNitt, Office|Direct recipients of $125 miillion |(Due to MTC Purchase or rehabilitation of buses and vans, bus- related equipment (including
of Budget and Section 5309, i.e., 2/22/2012) ITS, fare equipment, communication devices), construction and rehabilitation of
Policy, (202) transit operators bus- related facilities (including administrative, maintenance, transfer, and
366-2618, email: 3/29/2012 intermodal facilities).

bryce.mcnitt@dot.g
ov.

FTA will prioritize the replacement and rehabilitation of intermodal facilities that
support the connection of bus service with multiple modes of transportation,
including but not limited to: Rail, ferry, intercity bus and private transportation
providers. In order to be eligible for funding, intermodal facilities must have
adjacent connectivity with bus service. In addition, FTA will prioritize funding for
the development and implementation of new, or improvement of existing,
transit asset management systems.
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http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2755.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2755.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2755.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2755.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-02-07/pdf/2012-2755.pdf

STA Federal Funding Matrix

Fund

Application

Eligibility

Amount

Deadlines

Program Description

Staff
Contact

Proposed
Submittal

Source
Economic
Development
Assistance
Programs -
Economic
Adjustment
Assistance

Program

Contact
Department of
Commerce
Economic
Development
Administration

District Organizations;
Indian Tribe or a
consortiums; State,
city, or other political
subdivision of a State,
including a special
purpose unit of a State
or local government
engaged in economic
or infrastructure
development activities,
or a consortium of
political subdivisions;
consortiums of or
institutions of higher
education; or public or
private non-profit
organizations or
associations

Available
$50 million
(30 percent
for cycle 1; 70
percent for
cycles 2,3
and 4)

12/15/11 for
funding cycle 1;
3/9/2012 for
funding cycle 2;
06/08/12 for
funding cycle 3;
and 09/14/12 for
funding cycle 1
of FY 2013

Provides a wide range of construction and non-construction assistance, including
public works, technical assistance, strategies, and revolving loan fund (RLF)
projects, in regions experiencing severe economic dislocations that may occur
suddenly or over time. Applicants are responsible for demonstrating to EDA the
nature and level of economic distress in the region impacted by the proposed
project. Applicants are also responsible for defining the region that the project
will assist and must provide supporting statistics and other information, as
appropriate. To be eligible under this FFO, a project must be located in a region
that, on the date EDA receives the application for investment assistance, meets
one (or more) of the following economic distress criteria: (i) an unemployment
rate that is, for the most recent 24-month period for which data are available, at
least one percentage point greater than the national average unemployment
rate; (ii) per capita income that is, for the most recent period for which data are
available, 80 percent or less of the national average per capita income; or (iii) a
“Special Need.”
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http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
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Application

Eligibility

Amount

Deadlines

Program Description

Proposed Staff

Economic
Development
Assistance
Programs -
Global Climate
Change
Mitigation
Incentive Fund

Contact

Department of
Commerce
Economic
Development
Administration

District Organizations;
Indian Tribe or a
consortiums; State,
city, or other political
subdivision of a State,
including a special
purpose unit of a State
or local government
engaged in economic
or infrastructure
development activities,
or a consortium of
political subdivisions;
consortiums of or
institutions of higher
education; or public or
private non-profit
organizations or
associations

Available
FY 2011: $158
million in the
first quarter;
$193 million
in the second
quarter btw 3
EDA
programs

12/15/10 for
funding cycle
1,03/10/11for
funding cycle 2;
06/10/11 for
funding cycle 3;
and 09/15/11 for
funding cycle 1
of FY 2012

Supports projects that foster economic competitiveness while enhancing
environmental quality. EDA anticipates that these funds will be used to advance
the green economy by supporting projects that create jobs through and increase
private capital investment in initiatives to limit the nation’s dependence on fossil
fuels, enhance energy efficiency, curb greenhouse gas emissions, and protect
natural systems. GCCMIF assistance is available to finance a variety of
sustainability focused projects, including renewable energy end-products, the
greening of existing manufacturing functions or processes, and the creation of
certified green facilities. Applicants are responsible for demonstrating to EDA
the nature and level of economic distress in the region impacted by the
proposed project. Applicants are also responsible for defining the region that the
project will assist and must provide supporting statistics and other information,
as appropriate. To be eligible under this FFO, a project must be located in a
region that, on the date EDA receives the application for investment assistance,
meets one (or more) of the following economic distress criteria: (i) an
unemployment rate that is, for the most recent 24-month period for which data
are available, at least one percentage point greater than the national average
unemployment rate; (i) per capita income that is, for the most recent period for
which data are available, 80 percent or less of the national average per capita
income; or (iii) a “Special Need.”

Submittal Contact
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STA Federal Funding Matrix

Administration 317-

226-5307

Anthony.DeSimone

@dot.gov

developing ferries
through their State
transportation agency.
The States may submit
applications to their
local FHWA division
office.

and vehicles; or (3) carry the greatest number of passengers in passenger-only
service."

Application Eligib Amount DEELITES Program Description Proposed Staff
Contact Available Submittal Contact

Economic Department of District Organizations; |$111 million |12/15/11 for Supports the construction or rehabilitation of essential public infrastructure and
Development |Commerce Indian Tribe or a (30 percent |funding cycle facilities to help communities and regions leverage their resources and strengths
Assistance Economic consortiums; State, for cycle 1; 70|1;3/9/2012for to create new and better jobs, drive innovation, become centers of competition
Programs - Development city, or other political |percent for [funding cycle 2; |in the global economy, and ensure resilient economies.
Public Works Administration subdivision of a State, |cycles 2,3 06/08/12 for Applicants are responsible for demonstrating to EDA the nature and level of
and Economic including a special and 4) funding cycle 3; |economic distress in the region impacted by the proposed project. Applicants are
Development purpose unit of a State and 09/14/12 for |also responsible for defining the region that the project will assist and must
Facilities or local government funding cycle 1 |provide supporting statistics and other information, as appropriate. To be
Program engaged in economic of FY 2013 eligible under this FFO, a project must be located in a region that, on the date

or infrastructure EDA receives the application for investment assistance, meets one (or more) of

development activities, the following economic distress criteria: (i) an unemployment rate that is, for the

or a consortium of most recent 24-month period for which data are available, at least one

political subdivisions; percentage point greater than the national average unemployment rate; (ii) per

consortiums of or capita income that is, for the most recent period for which data are available, 80

institutions of higher percent or less of the national average per capita income; or (iii) a “Special

education; or public or Need.”

private non-profit

organizations or

associations
Ferry Boat Tony DeSimone Ferry systems and $22 million |1/6/2012 Priority given to ferry systems, and public entities responsible for developing
Discretionary FHWA Office of public entities ferries, that: (1) provide critical access to areas that are not well-served by other
(FBD) Program |Program responsible for modes of surface transportation; ( 2) carry the greatest number of passengers
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http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.eda.gov/PDF/FY_2012_EDAP_FFO_11-18-11_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/discretionary/fbd2012info.htm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/discretionary/fbd2012info.htm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/discretionary/fbd2012info.htm

STA Federal Funding Matrix

Fund Application Eligibility Amount DEELITES Program Description Proposed Staff
Source Contact Available Submittal Contact
Smart Growth |EPA — Abby Hall Open to state, local, $75,000 per |10/28/2011 Communities receive direct technical assistance from a team of national experts
Implementation |(hall.abby@epa.gov |regional, and tribal recipient in in one of two areas: policy analysis (e.g., reviewing state and local codes, school
Assistance , 202-566-2086) governments (and non-|contractor siting guidelines, transportation policies, etc.) or public participatory processes
(SGIA) Program* profits that have support (e.g., visioning, design workshops, alternative analysis, build-out analysis, etc.).
partnered with a The assistance is tailored to the community's unique situation and priorities. EPA
governmental entity) provides the assistance through a contractor team — not a grant. Through a

multiple-day site visit and a detailed final report, the multi-disciplinary teams
provide information to help the community achieve its goal of encouraging
growth that fosters economic progress and environmental protection.

Building Blocks |EPA - Kevin Local, county, or tribal |N/A 10/28/2011 This technical assistance will help selected local and/or tribal governments to

for Sustainable [Nelson(nelson.kevin|government implement development approaches that protect the environment, improve

Communities @epa.gov, 202-566- public health, create jobs, expand economic opportunity, and improve overall
2835). quality of life. The purpose of delivering these tools is to stimulate a discussion

about growth and development, strengthen local capacity to implement
sustainable communities approaches, and provide ideas on how to change local
policies and procedures to make communities more economically and
environmentally sustainable. Assistance will be provided through presentations,
meetings with community stakeholders, and/or activities that strive to relay to
participants the impacts of the community’s development policies.
Communities select from 10 tools: (1): Walking Audits Tool; (2) Parking Audits;
(3) Sustainable Design and Development; (4) Smart Growth Zoning Codes for
Small Cities and Rural Areas; (5) Green Building Toolkit; (6) Using Smart Growth
to Produce Fiscal and Economic Health; (7) Complete Streets; (8) Preferred
Growth Areas; (9) Creating a Green Streets Strategy; and (10) Linking Water
Quality and Land Use.
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STA Federal Funding Matrix

Fund Amount Proposed Staff

Application

Eligibility DEELITES Program Description

Source Contact Available Submittal Contact
Sustainable HUD State and local Fiscal Year 9/9/2011 Focuses on individual jurisdictions and more localized planning.
Communities -- governments, including (2011 - $30 Fosters reform and reduces barriers to achieving affordable, economically vital,
Community U.S. territories, tribal  [million and sustainable communities. Such efforts may include amending or replacing
Challenge governments, political |Fiscal Year local master plans, zoning codes, and building codes, either on a jurisdiction-

Planning Grant

subdivisions of State or
local governments, and

2012 funding
-not

wide basis or in a specific neighborhood, district, corridor, or sector to promote
mixed-use development, affordable housing, the reuse of older buildings and

multi-State or available structures for new purposes, and similar activities with the goal of promoting
multijurisdictional Budget sustainability at the local or neighborhood level. This Program also supports the
groupings. request development of affordable housing through the development and adoption of
expected for inclusionary zoning ordinances and other activities to support plan
Fiscal year implementation.
2013
TIGGER Federal Transit Direct recipients of Fiscal Year 8/23/2011 Capital projects that assist in the reduction of the energy consumption of a
Administration Section 5307, i.e., 2011 -- $49.9 public transportation system and/or the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
transit operators million Fiscal of a public transportation system.
Year 2012
funding not
available
Alternatives Federal Transit States, MPOs and local |$25 million |4/19/2012 To conduct an alternatives analysis or to support additional technical tasks in an

Analysis

Administration

government authorities

alternatives analysis that will improve and expand the information available to
decision- makers considering major transit improvements. FTA will consider
proposals for all areas of technical work that can better develop information
about the costs and benefits of potential major transit improvements, including
those that might seek New Starts or Small Starts funding. FTA will give priority to
technical work that would advance the study of alternatives that foster the six
livability principles.
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STA Federal Funding Matrix

Staff
Contact

Proposed
Submittal

Amount
Available

Fund
Source

Application
Contact

Deadlines

Eligibility

Program Description

National Clean
Diesel Funding
Assistance
Program (DERA)

Environmental
Protection Agency

U.S. regional, state,
local or tribal
agencies/consortia or
port authorities with
jurisdiction over
transportation or air
quality; School districts,
municipalities,
metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs),
cities and counties

$32 million

1/13/2011

Grant applicants can propose projects to significantly reduce diesel emissions by
deploying EPA or California Air Resources Board (CARB) verified retrofit
technologies early replacement of engines or vehicles (incremental cleaner
technology costs only); repowering with EPA certified cleaner diesel or certified
alternate fuel engine configurations; and reducing long-duration idling with EPA
approved technologies.

Grant applicants can propose projects to significantly reduce diesel emissions by
deploying EPA or California Air Resources Board (CARB) verified retrofit
technologies early replacement of engines or vehicles (incremental cleaner
technology costs only); repowering with EPA certified cleaner diesel or certified
alternate fuel engine configurations; and reducing long-duration idling with EPA
approved technologies.
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ATTACHMENT E

SHAW/YODER/ANTWIH, inc.

LEGISLATIVE ADYOCACY - ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT

April 12, 2012
TO: Board Members, Solano Transportation Authority
FROM: Gus Khouri, Legislative Advocate

Shaw / Yoder / Antwih, Inc.

RE: STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE- CAP & TRADE PROGRAM

In October 2010 the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Cap and Trade
regulation, which is expected to help California achieve the goals of AB 32, the Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which seek for the state to reach the equivalent of the 1990-
level of greenhouse emissions by 2020. The Cap and Trade program will set a limit on the
total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that can be emitted by specific sources within the
state; those emitters that plan to emit more than they hold “allowances” for must purchase
more allowances through this market-based system.

CARB reports that the regulation will cover 360 businesses representing 600 facilities and is
divided into two phases: the first, beginning in 2013, will include all major industrial sources
along with electricity utilities; the second, starting in 2015, brings in distributors of
transportation fuels, natural gas and other fuels.

CARB will provide the majority of allowances to all industrial sources during the initial period
(2013-2014), using a calculation that rewards the most efficient companies. Those that need
additional allowances to cover their emissions can purchase them at regular quarterly
auctions ARB will conduct, or buy them on the market. The first auctions of allowances (for
2013 allowances) are slated for August and November 2012. As the emissions cap declines
each year, the total number of allowances issued in the state drops, requiring companies to
find the most cost-effective and efficient approaches to reducing their emissions. The first
compliance year when covered sources will have to turn in allowances is 2013.

According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), the revenues expected from the Cap and
Trade system may range anywhere from $650 million to $3 billion for 2012-13. The
Governor’s January budget request $1 billion in Cap and Trade revenues for 2012-13,
although recent estimates suggest that $700 million is more likely. A trial auction will be
conducted in August in preparation for an actual auction in November.

We are working with transportation stakeholders to develop recommendations for legislative
leadership and the Department of Finance in regards to the use of the revenue — particularly
that as much as possible go to transit and transportation purposes.

The AB 32 Scoping plan states that nearly 40% of GHG emissions in the state come from the
transportation sector. Transportation stakeholders believe that this is a good place to start.
Another idea contemplates that when fuel distributors become covered by the program in
2015, Cap and Trade revenue received from that source should be entirely dedicated to
transit/transportation purposes.

The Governor’s budget proposes that $500 million of the 2012-13 Cap and Trade revenue
will go toward the General Fund. The other $500 million is directed to projects that further the
goals of AB 32. The Governor’s budget lists “efficient public transportation” as a proposed
investment of the revenues. We would suggest that the amount that the Governor is
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proposing to go to the General Fund can be set aside to retire transportation bond debt
service.

Below is an example of a proposal of how Cap and Trade revenues can be potentially
distributed:

General Fund'’s share of total revenue allocation amount

. Any funds temporarily diverted to the General Fund should be considered for use in
paying down bond debt service on transportation and transit bonds, including Proposition 1A
(High-Speed Rail and regional rail connectivity) and Proposition 1B (Transportation and
Transit Infrastructure)

Transportation’s share of total revenue allocation amount

. The AB 32 Scoping Plan states that almost 40% of the State’s GHG emissions come
from the transportation sector; therefore AT LEAST 40% of available Cap and Trade revenue
should be made available to transportation and transit, and any initial allocation should be
subsequently adjusted as we learn more about the revenues generated specifically by the
transportation fuel sector (under which “return to source” or “payor benefits” principles could
be addressed)

Eligible expenditures

1. Public transportation projects
a. Capital (rail line extensions, BRT, clean fuel bus purchases, facilities, etc.)
b. Operations (labor expenses for drivers, maintenance, power and fuel, etc.)
2. Other types of transportation projects that do not increase GHG emissions
(ramp metering, ITS message boards, etc.)

Basis of revenue allocation within the transportation sector

1. 100% to MPOs*
a) Subject to regional guarantees — based on CARB inventory of GHG emissions per
MPO jurisdiction (2020 baseline)
b) Competitive program administered within each MPO'’s jurisdiction
c) Transportation projects could be prioritized if bundled with other GHG-reducing
projects, like mixed-use/ housing, TOD projects
*In SCAG region, funds sub-allocated to and administered by LCTCs/ RTPAs

Basis of project award

1. Based on GHG reduction
a) Best return on investment/ biggest bang for the buck in reducing GHGs

2. Link to Sustainable Community Strategy (pursuant to SB 375)
a) Interim period while all SCSs come on line

3. Must be in RTP or STP

4. Co-benefits

a) Cleaner air via congestion mitigation, fewer cars
b) Public health

c) Mobility

d) Economic efficiency
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e) Social justice / environmental justice

Assembly Speaker Pérez has introduced AB 1532, which establishes a fund for collecting the
revenues and a directive for using those revenues for AB 32 purposes. Similarly, Senator
Pavley, one of the original authors of AB 32, has introduced a similar bill, SB 1572. Both bills
are still in an early form, meaning that they do not contain substantive provisions or have
language that will wind up being amended substantially. The Speaker’s staff continues to
seek our recommendations for getting the Cap and Trade revenue allocated.

We will continue to be at the table in the Cap and Trade revenue allocation discussions, and,
as we develop recommendations for this purpose, we will continue to reach out to various
legislators and transportation, housing, and environmental stakeholders to build our case.

Attached is a chart from ARB for your reference which contains a line that shows an estimate

of GHG emissions by 2020 (about halfway down the chart) that may be used to determine
the distribution of revenues between MPOs.
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AMENDED IN SENATE MARCH 26, 2012

SENATE BILL No. 1189

Introduced by Senator Hancock
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Ma)
(Coauthor: Senator Alquist)
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Beall)

February 22, 2012

An act relating to high-speed rail, and making an appropriation
therefor.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 1189, as amended, Hancock. The Safe, Reliable High-Speed
Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century: project funding.

Existing law, pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger
Train Bond Act for the 21st Century, approved by the voters as
Proposition 1A at the November 4, 2008, general election, provides for
the issuance of $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds for high-speed
train capital projects and other associated purposes. Existing law makes
$950 million of the proceeds of those bonds available for capital
improvements to intercity and commuter rail lines and urban rail
systems that provide direct connectivity to the high-speed train system
and its facilities, or that are part of the construction of the high-speed
train system, as specified, or that provide capacity enhancements and
safety improvements. Existing law requires the California
Transportation Commission to allocate those funds to eligible recipients,
as defined, and to develop guidelines to implement those provisions.

This bill would appropriate $523,400,000 from the High-Speed
Passenger Train Bond Fund to the Department of Transportation for
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allocation by the California Transportation Commission as provided
for in specified guidelines adopted by the commission.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: ne-yes. Fiscal committee: ne
ves. State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of the
following:

(a) Inapproving the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train
Bond Act for the 21st Century at the November 4, 2008, general
election, California voters approved $950 million in general
obligation bonds to be available for capital improvements to the
state’s intercity and commuter rail lines and urban rail systems.
The funds, available upon appropriation by the Legislature, are
for improvements that provide direct connectivity to the high-speed
train system and its facilities, are part of the construction of the
high-speed train system, or are improvements that provide capacity
enhancements and safety improvements on the existing intercity,
commuter, or urban rail lines.

(b) Of the $950 million authorized for expenditure by the voters
for the purposes described in subdivision (a), 20 percent, or $190
million, is to be allocated among the three state-supported intercity
rail lines known as the Capitol Corridor line, the San Joaquin line,
and the Pacific Surfliner line (Intercity Rail Program). Eighty
percent, or $760 million, is to be allocated to other commuter and
urban rail line operators based on a formula outlined in the bond
act (Commuter and Urban Rail Program).
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(c) The approved bond act requires commuter and urban rail
line operators that are eligible recipients of these state bond funds
to provide matching funds in an amount not less than the amount
of bond funds allocated to the recipient. This match requirement
means for every dollar of state bond funds invested in an eligible
local project, at least one dollar of nonbond funds will also be
invested in the project.

(d) The Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act
for the 21st Century requires the California Transportation
Commission to develop guidelines for the implementation of both
the Intercity Rail Program and the Commuter and Urban Rail
Program. The commission is also responsible for allocating the
available funds to eligible recipients in each program.

(e) On February 24,2010, the commission adopted the program
guidelines for the $950 million High-Speed Passenger Train Bond
Program, consisting of the $190 million Intercity Rail Program
and the $760 million Commuter and Urban Rail Program.

() On May 20, 2010, the commission adopted the initial
program of projects to be funded by the High-Speed Passenger
Train Bond Program, a program that proposed to fund $262.4
million in projects in the 2011-12 fiscal year alone.

(g) While the Budget Act of 2011, passed by the Legislature on
June 28, 2011, included an appropriation totaling more than $262
million to begin funding eligible projects in the
commission-adopted High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Program,
all but $28 million of the appropriation was vetoed.

(h) Notwithstanding the veto of a significant portion of the bond
funds appropriated for the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond
Program, it remains imperative for the Legislature to appropriate
bond funds to eligible recipients so that project contracts can be
signed, mobility and safety improvements can commence, and
immediate job opportunities for Californians can be made
available.

(i) According to commuter and urban rail service providers
throughout the state, the bond funds from the $760 million
Commuter and Urban Rail Program alone are estimated to fund
no less than 15 capital improvement and safety projects in
California, leveraging more than $4.9 billion in nonstate
transportation funds, and creating nearly 200,000 jobs.
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(1) The mobility and safety improvements funded by these bond
funds will benefit Californians in all regions of the state.

(k) The appropriation of bond funds for the High-Speed
Passenger Train Bond Program, as adopted and updated by the
commission, is a necessary precursor for rail mobility and safety
improvements and for job creation in California. It is, therefore,
the intent of the Legislature to appropriate these funds for
allocation by the commission to eligible rail operators requesting
an allocation.

SEC. 2. Pursuant to Section 2704.095 of the Streets and
Highways Code, the sum of five hundred twenty-three million four
hundred thousand dollars ($523,400,000) is hereby appropriated
from the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Fund to the
Department of Transportation for allocation by the California
Transportation Commission as provided for in the guidelines
adopted by the commission in Resolution HST1A-G-0910-01 on
February 24, 2010, and as those guidelines may be updated by
the commission.
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ATTACHMENT G
April 16, 2012

The Honorable Mark DeSaulnier

Chair, Senate Committee on Transportation and Housing
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: SUPPORT - SB 1189 - - Prop 1A CA HST Connectivity Funds

Dear Senator DeSaulnier:

The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) endorses SB 1189 (Hancock), which
would appropriate $523.4 million from the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Fund
(Proposition 1A) to Caltrans via the California Transportation Commission (CTC). Guidelines
relating to the use of these funds were adopted by the CTC on February 24, 2010 and stipulate
that the primary use of these funds is to connect with the California High Speed Train (CA
HST) System.

As the managing agency for the Capitol Corridor (Sacramento-Oakland/San Francisco-San
Jose) intercity passenger train service (the 3" busiest route in the Amtrak system) , the CCJPA
has recently prepared its near-term 10-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) which seeks
to implement strategic capital infrastructure investments to increase service frequencies to:

e San Jose/Silicon Valley (from 14 to 22 daily trains)
e Roseville (from 2 to 20 daily trains) and
e Auburn (from 2 to four daily trains)

Over $60 million in these Prop 1A CA HST Connectivity funds would be available to the
CCJPA under the CTC’s guidelines as these service expansions would serve planned CA HST
stations in San Jose and Sacramento. The CCJPA would use these funds to leverage other
federal, state, and regional/local dollars to implement the capital projects that would support
these Capitol Corridor service expansions. In addition to the direct results of increased
ridership and revenues and sustained high quality, cost-effective performance, these service
expansions would accrue such indirect benefits as reducing reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, providing traffic congestion relief and generating regional economic development
and job growth.

To that end, the CCJPA respectfully submits its support for SB 1189
Thank you for your continued support and leadership in public rail transportation for the

citizens of California. Please contact David Kutrosky, CCJPA Managing Director, with any
questions at (510) 464-6993 or davidk@capitolcorridor.org.

Sincerely,

Bob Franklin
Chair

cc: The Honorable Loni Hancock, State Senate — District 9
CCJPA Board of Directors
Malcolm Dougherty, Caltrans — Acting Director
Bill Bronte, Caltrans - Division of Rail
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Agenda Item VIIILA
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 20, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning

RE: Update on OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Projects

Background:
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the long-range transportation plan for the 9-

county Bay Area. Itis prepared every 4 years by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC). The RTP sets out a 25-year vision for the region’s transportation
system, establishes goals and milestones for achieving that vision, and lists projects that
are designed to help meet those goals.

Senate Bill (SB) 375 is a measure designed to help implement the state’s goals for
reduction of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light trucks, and coordinate
regional land use and transportation planning. SB 375 requires the development of
Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) that act as the land use element of the RTP.
The SCS and RTP must result in projected reductions of GHG emissions to levels set by
the state, and accommodate all of the projected growth in housing for the time period of
the RTP/SCS. The Bay Area SCS is being developed by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) and MTC, with input from other regional agencies.

In late December 2011, MTC released a preview of updated the guidelines for the
OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) program. OBAG will combine funds for local streets and
roads maintenance, Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC), regional bicycle
network and Congestion Management Agency (CMA) Planning activities. The draft
OBAG program proposes to direct $16 million to Solano County for the three year
federal Cycle 2 funding. Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) is eligible for OBAG funding,
but will also be receiving funds that are specifically allocated to SR2S.

On February 8, 2012, the STA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) held a workshop to
discuss the OBAG process, and to prepare local jurisdictions to identify top funding
priorities. On February 29, 2012, TAC members had an opportunity to present
preliminary project proposals for further OBAG funding consideration. On March 28",
2012, the STA TAC discussed the process for agencies to formally submit OBAG
priorities. On April 9", STA staff sent out a memo to all TAC and Solano Express
Intercity Transit Consortium members detailing how project submittals should be made.

On April 4" MTC staff released additional proposed amendments to the OBAG guidelines.
Those amendments are included in the MTC memo provided as Attachment A. One of the
most significant changes is the proposal to add one year to the OBAG cycle, and to
increase the funding for the CMAs. For STA, the funding would increase from $16 million
over 3 years to $20 million over 4 years.
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At its meeting of April 11, 2012, the STA Board adopted the Existing Commitments and
Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) set-aside at 60% of remaining OBAG funds as
recommended by the TAC at its March 28th meeting. The STA’s Board action is
provided as Attachment B. If a fourth year for OBAG is approved, with an STA funding
level of $20 million, the LS&R funds would be approximately $8.3 million, and
approximately $5.5 million would be available for projects and programs.

Discussion:

As first discussed at the February 8" TAC workshop, MTC is proposing a number of
restrictions on OBAG funds. Those restrictions are listed below. MTC is considering
requiring projects that are requesting listing in the current Transportation Improvement
Plan (TIP) to meet these requirements before TIP listing.

e Project Locations in Priority Development Areas (PDASs). For the four North Bay
counties including Solano, 50% of the OBAG funds must be spent on projects that
are in or directly connect to PDAs. This includes (LS&R) maintenance funds.
There are 11 designated PDAs in Solano County and 1 proposed PDAs.

e Complete Streets. MTC staff has proposed requiring local jurisdictions to adopt
an ordinance in October 2012, in order to implement the Complete Street Act of
2008. No Solano County jurisdictions meet this requirement at this time. CMA
staff from a majority of the CMAs have requested this requirement be postponed
at least until the end of June 2013. MTC’s current Complete Streets proposal is in
Attachment C.

e Housing Element Certification. This requires each local jurisdiction to have a
housing element that is certified by the State Department of Housing and
Community Development. All Solano County local jurisdictions, except the City
of Benicia, currently meet this requirement.

In addition, STA is recommending that any projects submitted for OBAG funding must
be included as a priority project in an adopted STA plan.

The federal funds are a mix of Surface Transportation Program (STP) Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) and Eastern Solano CMAQ (ECMAQ) funds. The
STP funds are the most flexible and have therefore historically been used for Local
Streets and Roads (LS&R) maintenance and CMA Planning, while CMAQ (including
ECMAQ) funds are limited to programs and projects that contribute to air quality
improvements and congestion relief. STA staff expects 60% of the OBAG funds
available to be STP.

The schedule for OBAG project submittal and review is as follows:

April 25 Joint TAC/Consortium Meeting on OBAG Funding

May 4 OBAG Formal Project Submittals Due to STA

May 15 Solano PDWG Review of OBAG Project Deliverability

May 23 MTC Adoption of OBAG Guidelines

May 30 TAC Recommends Draft OBAG Projects and Program Funding
June 13 STA Board reviews Draft OBAG Projects and Program Funding
June 20 TAC Recommends Final OBAG Project and Program Funding
July 11 STA Board Adoption of OBAG Project and Program Funding
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This month, STA staff is forwarding to each TAC member a request for submittal of
OBAG candidate projects. STA staff will prepare draft criteria for the evaluation of
projects submitted for funding. As an initial step in developing these criteria, TAC

members’ input on selection criteria will be discussed at the April 25" TAC meeting.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:

A. MTC OBAG Guidelines Update Memo dated April 4, 2012
B. STA Board Adopted OBAG Existing Commitments and LS&R Set-Aside
C. MTC Complete Streets Update dated April 19, 2012
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ATTACHMENT A

BayArea

TO: Policy Advisory Council DATE: April 4,2012
FR: Alix Bockelman, Director Programming and Allocations

RE: Update on Proposed OneBayArea Grant — Cycle 2 STP/CMAQ Funding

Background

Staff presented the initial OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) proposal to the MTC Planning Committee / ABAG
Administrative Committee on July 8, 2011. At that meeting, the committee directed that staff release the
proposal for public review. On January 13, 2012 staff recommended revisions to the OBAG proposal to
the Joint Committee addressing comment letters and other concerns expressed by stakeholders,
transportation agencies and local jurisdictions at various meetings (Bay Area Partnership working groups;
Policy Advisory Council; ABAG Executive Board; ABAG Planning Committee; Regional Advisory
Working Group, Regional Bicycle Working Group; and Plan Bay Area workshops). Committee
memoranda and comment letters received to date can be viewed on the MTC website at
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/onebayarea/ .

Additional OBAG Policy Program Revisions

At their January meeting, the Joint Planning / ABAG Administrative Committee members were generally
supportive of the staff recommended revisions to the OBAG grant program and requested more clarity
and adjustments which are outlined below as additional staff recommended revisions. Staff is also
recommending to add one year to the OBAG funding cycle to address regional delivery, as described in
item #1 below.

1. Add a Fourth Year of Funding to Cycle 2: Project sponsors and MTC staff are experiencing delivery
challenges because of insufficient lead time for projects to go through the federal aid process. Sponsors
need a minimum of 36 months, and ideally 48 months from the time of program adoption to proceed
through the federal-aid process and deliver the projects especially for less traditional projects such as the
Climate Initiatives and Safe Routes to School (SR2S) projects.

Recommended Revision: To ensure the region does not lose federal funds due to extended delivery
timelines, staff is recommending adding a fourth year of funding to Cycle 2 / OBAG funding which
allows the region to better manage the use of federal funds. This adds approximately $70 million in
funding that would go to CMAs for project selection. Funding to the regional programs also increases
proportionately. Attachment 1 lays out the proposed new funding levels.

2. Increase Priority Development Area Flexibility: Staff had recommended that a project outside of a
priority development area (PDA) count towards the required PDA minimum expenditure if it directly
connects to or provides proximate access to a PDA. Further definition was requested.

Recommended revision: Rather than establishing a regional definition of “proximate access”, staff
recommends that the CMAs make the determination for projects to count toward the PDA minimum that
are not otherwise geographically located within a PDA. CMAs would need to map projects and designate

143


JMasiclat
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT A


which projects are considered to support a PDA along with policy justifications. This analysis would be
subject to public review when the CMA board acts on OBAG programming decisions. This should allow
decision makers, stakeholders, and the public to understand how an investment outside of a PDA is to be
considered to support a PDA and to be credited towards the PDA investment minimum threshold
requirements. MTC staff will evaluate and report to the Commission on how well this approach achieves
the OBAG objectives prior to the next programming cycle. MTC staff has prepared illustrative examples
of projects that may count toward the PDA minimum based on direct connection or proximate access (see
Attachment 2).

3. North Bay Priority Conservation Areas Pilot Program: There were requests to allow other counties to
participate in the pilot outside of the four North Bay counties and an extensive discussion about which
priority conservation area components (i.e. farm to market transportation projects versus open space
acquisition / access) should be eligible given the limited funds in this program.

Recommended revision: Implement this program as a regionally competitive program with first priority
going to the North Bay counties of Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma. Eligible projects would include
planning, land/easement acquisition, open space access projects, and farm-to-market capital projects.
Priority would be given to projects that can partner with state agencies, regional districts and private
foundations to leverage outside funds, particularly for land acquisition and open space access. Funding
leveraged by MTC and ABAG beyond the $5 million program (not including sponsor-provided match)
could grow the program budget and open up consideration of projects outside of the North Bay counties.
Program guidelines will be developed over the next several months. Prior to the call for projects, a
meeting will be held with stakeholders to discuss the program framework and project eligibility. The
program guidelines will be approved by the Commission following those discussions. Note that tribal
consultation for Plan Bay Area highlighted the need for CMAs in Sonoma and Marin to involve tribes in
PCA planning and project delivery.

4. Affordable Housing Production and Preservation: Concerns were expressed that the proposed OBAG
fund distribution at the county level does not explicitly recognize an individual jurisdiction’s performance
in producing affordable housing. Further, MTC was asked to consider specific requirements for local
jurisdictions to adopt policies to encourage affordable housing production and preservation.

Recommended revision: MTC will expect CMAs to distribute funds at the county level in a way that
balances a variety of objectives, including low-income housing production. The following three measures
are intended to support CMA decisions related to low-income housing production and protection of
affordable housing.

a) In order to facilitate a discussion among the constituent jurisdictions within a county as part of the
project selection process, MTC is publishing data for each county, showing each jurisdiction’s
contribution to the county’s fund distribution based on a formula which includes low-income housing
factors (See Attachment 3). For future cycles, staff recommends that housing production data be revised
to incorporate the most up-to-date jurisdiction information.

b) CMAs would be required to develop and approve a PDA Growth Strategy that addresses affordable
housing strategies (see Attachment 4). The PDA Growth Strategy will be due to MTC and ABAG by
October 2012. By that date, CMAs will have completed an inventory of affordable housing policies
currently enacted by each local jurisdiction. By October 2013, CMAs would work with their respective
jurisdictions to formulate affordable housing strategies and identify which, if any, policies/ordinances are
recommended to promote and preserve affordable housing in PDAs. To support the CMAs and local
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jurisdictions in these efforts, MTC and ABAG will coordinate with related work conducted through the
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) grant awarded to the region in fall 2011. Based on this
information and recommendations in the PDA growth strategy, MTC would consider linking the release
of future cycle funding (subsequent to FY 2015-16) on local progress to enact locally developed
affordable housing policies. MTC expects the share of funding attributable to affordable housing
production to increase in future cycles.

c) MTC and ABAG’s PDA Planning Grant Program will place an emphasis on affordable housing
production, and preservation in funding agreements with grantees.

5. Performance and Accountability: Staff had recommended streamlining the performance and
accountability requirements in recognition of the considerable lead time required to implement these
requirements as a condition for receiving OBAG funds. The two requirements due by July 1, 2013 are the
Complete Streets Act of 2008 compliant general plan circulation element and a 2007-14 RHNA compliant
general plan housing element approved by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD). Some of the committee members reported that the time and resources involved for a
general plan amendment made the Complete Streets Act deadline in many cases impractical; and others
believed that HCD approval process in some cases can be very unpredictable.

Recommended revision: The following provides additional flexibility to jurisdictions to meet these
requirements:

a) To be eligible for OBAG funds, a jurisdiction will need to address complete streets policies at the local
level through the adoption of a complete streets ordinance no later than October 1, 2012. A jurisdiction
can also meet this requirement by already having a general plan that complies with the Complete Streets
Act of 2008 or by its adoption by the October 1, 2012 deadline. Staff will provide minimum requirements
based on best practices for the ordinances.

b) A jurisdiction is required to have its general plan housing element adopted and approved by HCD for
2007-14 RHNA prior to July 1, 2013. If a jurisdiction submits its housing element to HCD on a timely
basis but is facing obstacles in the HCD review process, a waiver may be given by the Joint MTC
Planning/ABAG Administrative Committee based on a consideration of the circumstances involved.

6. Lessons Learned: MTC staff will report on the outcome of the CMA project selection process in late
2013. This information will include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Mix of project types selected,

e Projects funded within PDAs and outside of PDAs and how proximity and direct connections were
used and justified through the county process;

e Complete streets elements that were funded;

e Adherence to the performance and accountability requirements; and

e Amount of funding to various jurisdictions and how this related to the distribution formula that
includes population, RHNA housing allocations and housing production, as well as low-income
housing factors.

e Public participation process

The CMAs will also be required to present their PDA Growth Strategy to the Joint MTC Planning/ABAG
Administrative Committee in November or December 2012.
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7. Safe Routes to School Regional Program: The committee discussed whether the funding for the MTC
Safe Routes to School Program (SR2S) should be increased from $10 million to $17 million. In Cycle 1,
$15 million was made available to the counties by formula for a three-year period and $2 million was
directed to a regionally competitive Creative Grant Program.

Recommended revision: Staff recommends that the Regional Safe Routes to School Program be funded at
$5 million annually for the four-year period consistent with Cycle 1 but that the regionally competitive
program be discontinued. In addition CMAs may choose to provide additional funds to the SR2S program
through county OBAG investments.

8. Pavement Technical Assistance Program: The Local Streets and Roads Working Group requested
additional funding to continue to carry out the Pavement Technical Assistance Program (PTAP).

Recommended revision: Staff recommends increasing the PTAP program funding level by $4 million to a
revised total of $7 million. This funding level allows for the reinspection of the majority of each
jurisdiction's local street and road network every other year which will result in updated asset
management data needed to complete regional condition summaries and needs analyses for planning and
programming purposes. In response to Tribal Consultation for Plan Bay Area, staff recommends that
PTAP also be made available to assist tribes in conducting road condition inventories on tribal lands
within the Bay Area.

Next Steps

The staff proposal has relied to date, on the current 2007-14 Regional Housing Needs Allocations
(RHNA) for the proposed OBAG fund distribution. We intend to use the new RHNA 2014-2022 that will
be available in May. Staff will revise the county level funding distribution, as appropriate, based on the
new RHNA figures. In July, ABAG will finish its consideration of new PDA designation applications,
and MTC staff will provide final PDA definitions and maps at that time.

After further discussions with stakeholders and working group committees, staff will prepare Final Cycle
2/0BAG Programming Policies for presentation to the Joint MTC Planning Committee/ ABAG
Administrative Committee in May and referral to the Commission for final approval. If approved, staff
will start working on OBAG Program implementation in June.

JACOMMITTE\Policy Advisory Council\Meeting Packets\2012\04_April_2012\6 _ OBAG Revisions_memo_3-28-12.doc
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Attachment 1

BavArea

Proposal
New Act Cycle 2 Program

April 2012

Cycle 2 Funding Commitments

Program Categories 4-Year January 2012
(millions $ - rounded) Total Proposal * Augmentation 4-Year Total
Regional Program
1 Regional Planning Activities $7 $5 $2 $7
2 Regional Operations $105 $74 $31 $105
3 Freeway Performance Initiative (FPI) $96 $66 $31 $96
4 Pavement Technical Assistance Program (PTAP) $7 $3 $4 $7
5 Priority Development Area (PDA) Plans $30 $25 $5 $30
6 Climate Initiatives $20 $10 $10 $20
7 Safe Routes To School (SR2S) $20 $10 $10 $20
8 Transit Capital Rehabilitation $150 $125 $25 $150
9 Transit Performance Initiative (TPI) $30 $30 $30
10 Priority Conservation Area (PCA) $5 $5 $5
Regional Program Total:** $470 $353 $117 $470
* Without Lifeline and transit payback which have been advanced and funded in Cycle 1 60%
4-Year
County Program Total
One Bay Area Grant (OBAG)
1 Alameda $61
2 Contra Costa $46
3 Marin $10
4 Napa $7
5 San Francisco $38
6 San Mateo $25
7 Santa Clara $84
8 Solano $20
January 2012
9 Sonoma $24 Proposal Augmentation 4-Year Total
OBAG Total:** $320 $250 $70 $320
40%
Cycle 2 Total Total:** $790 $604 $186 $790

** Amounts may not total due to rounding
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Attachment 2: Examples of Projects That Provide Proximate Access to a

Priority Development Area

For illustration purposes, below are examples of projects outside of PDAs which may count towards
OBAG minimum expenditures in PDAs, by providing proximate access to a PDA. The intention of these
examples is to provide general guidance to CMAs in their discussions with their board, stakeholders, and
the public about how to apply this definition.

Project Type Eligible Examples
Road A continuous street rehabilitation project that directly connects to a PDA. A
Rehabilitation road project in the geographic vicinity of a PDA which leads to a PDA.
Program (Ygnacio Valley Road within Walnut Creek both inside and outside of the

PDA)

Bicycle / A bicycle lane / facility that is integral to a planned bicycle network (i.e. gap
Pedestrian closures) that leads to a PDA (Alto Tunnel in Mill Valley).
Program A bicycle / pedestrian project that directly connects to a PDA,; or in the

geographic vicinity of a PDA that leads to a PDA. (Entire Embarcadero Rd
Bicycle Lanes alignment in the City of Palo Alto which crosses over the El
Camino Real PDA. Georgia Street Corridor Bicycle Improvements in
Vallejo, small portion in PDA)

Safe Routes to

A project outside of a PDA that encourages students that reside in a PDA to

Schools walk, bike, or carpool to school. (District wide outreach and safety
programs)

County TLC For enhancement / streetscape elements, the following projects may be

Program supportive of PDAs although outside of their limits:

o PDA corridor gap closure (EI Camino Real segments between PDAs
in Sunnyvale and Santa Clara)

PDA connection to a nearby significant transit node (North Berkeley

BART station to University Avenue PDA)
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Attachment 3: OBAG Formula Factors and Distribution Within County

April 2012
Population 2007-2011 RHNA 1999-2006 Housing Production
Intra- | VeV LOWI ) tra- Intra- |Very Low| Intra- Total Intra-
2010 + Low Total )
County Population County e County Ui County + ng County Units County
Share Units Share Share Units Share | (capped)| Share
ALAMEDA COUNTY
Alameda 73,812 4.9% 811 4.6% 2,046 4.6% 336 6.7% 952 3.0%
Albany 18,539 1.2% 107 0.6% 276 0.6% 15 0.3% 160 0.5%
Berkeley 112,580 7.5% 752 4.3% 2,431 5.4% 496 9.9% 1,269 4.0%
Dublin 46,036 3.0% 1,753 9.9% 3,330 7.4% 506 10.1% 3,832 12.2%
Emeryville 10,080 0.7% 360 2.0% 1,137 2.5% 187 3.7% 777 2.5%
Fremont 214,089 14.2% 2,235 12.7% 4,380 9.7% 503 10.0% 2,971 9.5%
Hayward 144,186 9.5% 1,251 7.1% 3,393 7.6% 57 1.1% 2,602 8.3%
Livermore 80,968 5.4% 1,698 9.6% 3,394 7.6% 461 9.2% 3,746 11.9%
Newark 42,573 2.8% 417 2.4% 863 1.9% 0 0.0% 314 1.0%
Oakland 390,724 25.9% 3,998 22.7% 14,629 32.6% 1,300 25.8% 7,733 24.7%
Piedmont 10,667 0.7% 23 0.1% 40 0.1% 0 0.0% 9 0.0%
Pleasanton 70,285 4.7% 1,804 10.2% 3,277 7.3% 530 10.5% 2,391 7.6%
San Leandro 84,950 5.6% 596 3.4% 1,630 3.6% 108 2.1% 870 2.8%
Union City 69,516 4.6% 952 5.4% 1,944 4.3% 232 4.6% 1,852 5.9%
Alameda County Unincorporated 141,266 9.4% 876 5.0% 2,167 4.8% 303 6.0% 1,878 6.0%
ALAMEDA TOTAL:| 1,510,271 100.0%| 17,633 100.0%| 44,937 100.0% 5,034 100.0%| 31,356 100.0%

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

Antioch 102,372 9.8% 855 7.9% 2,282 8.4% 838 13.2% 4,459 13.8%
Brentwood 51,481 4.9% 1,152 10.6% 2,705 10.0% 614 9.7% 4,073 12.6%
Clayton 10,897 1.0% 84 0.8% 151 0.6% 84 1.3% 219 0.7%
Concord 122,067 11.6% 1,065 9.8% 3,043 11.2% 286 4.5% 2,319 7.2%
Danville 42,039 4.0% 326 3.0% 583 2.2% 141 2.2% 721 2.2%
El Cerrito 23,549 2.2% 152 1.4% 431 1.6% 5 0.1% 185 0.6%
Hercules 24,060 2.3% 217 2.0% 453 1.7% 164 2.6% 792 2.5%
Lafayette 23,893 2.3% 190 1.8% 361 1.3% 17 0.3% 194 0.6%
Martinez 35,824 3.4% 427 3.9% 1,060 3.9% 0 0.0% 424 1.3%
Moraga 16,016 1.5% 120 1.1% 234 0.9% 21 0.3% 86 0.3%
Oakley 35,432 3.4% 339 3.1% 775 2.9% 461 7.3% 1,208 3.7%
Orinda 17,643 1.7% 118 1.1% 218 0.8% 0 0.0% 157 0.5%
Pinole 18,390 1.8% 132 1.2% 323 1.2% 40 0.6% 172 0.5%
Pittsburg 63,264 6.0% 545 5.0% 1,772 6.5% 628 9.9% 2,513 7.8%
Pleasant Hill 33,152 3.2% 265 2.4% 628 2.3% 164 2.6% 714 2.2%
Richmond 103,701 9.9% 730 6.7% 2,826 10.4% 1,293 20.4% 2,229 6.9%
San Pablo 29,139 2.8% 60 0.6% 298 1.1% 284 4.5% 494 1.5%
San Ramon 72,148 6.9% 1,889 17.4% 3,463 12.8% 564 8.9% 4,447 13.8%
Walnut Creek 64,173 6.1% 758 7.0% 1,958 7.2% 179 2.8% 1,477 4.6%
Contra Costa County Unincorporated 159,785 15.2% 1,413 13.0% 3,508 13.0% 549 8.7% 5,436 16.8%

CONTRA COSTA TOTAL:| 1,049,025 100.0%| 10,837 100.0%| 27,072 100.0% 6,332 100.09%| 32,319 100.0%

MARIN COUNTY

Belvedere 2,068 0.8% 9 0.5% 17 0.3% 0 0.0% 9 0.2%
Corte Madera 9,253 3.7% 104 5.6% 244 5.0% 0 0.0% 99 2.0%
Fairfax 7,441 2.9% 35 1.9% 108 2.2% 0 0.0% 18 0.4%
Larkspur 11,926 4.7% 145 7.9% 382 7.8% 13 1.0% 53 1.1%
Mill Valley 13,903 5.5% 128 6.9% 292 6.0% 97 7.6% 170 3.4%
Novato 51,904 20.6% 446 24.1% 1,241 25.4% 824 64.4% 2,582 52.2%
Ross 2,415 1.0% 14 0.8% 27 0.6% 0 0.0% 21 0.4%
San Anselmo 12,336 4.9% 45 2.4% 113 2.3% 0 0.0% 70 1.4%
San Rafael 57,713 22.9% 469 25.4% 1,403 28.7% 112 8.8% 1,184 23.9%
Sausalito 7,061 2.8% 75 4.1% 165 3.4% 22 1.7% 73 1.5%
Tiburon 8,962 3.6% 57 3.1% 117 2.4% 7 0.5% 151 3.0%
Marin County Unincorporated 67,427 26.7% 320 17.3% 773 15.8% 204 15.9% 521 10.5%

MARIN TOTAL: 252,409 100.0% 1,847 100.0% 4,882 100.0% 1,279 100.0% 4,951 100.0%

NAPA COUNTY

American Canyon 19,454 14.3% 285 19.6% 728 19.6% 174 21.3% 1,323 31.3%
Calistoga 5,155 3.8% 28 1.9% 94 2.5% 18 2.2% 78 1.8%
Napa 76,915 56.4% 761 52.4% 2,024 54.6% 528 64.6% 2,397 56.6%
St. Helena 5,814 4.3% 51 3.5% 121 3.3% 20 2.4% 124 2.9%
Yountville 2,933 2.1% 31 2.1% 87 2.3% 2 0.2% 67 1.6%
Napa County Unincorporated 26,213 19.2% 297 20.4% 651 17.6% 75 9.2% 244 5.8%
NAPA TOTAL: 136,484 100.0% 1,453 100.0% 3,705 100.0% 817 100.0% 4,233 100.0%

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
SAN FRANCISCO TOTAL: 805,235 100.0%| 12,124 100.0% 31,193 100.0% 5,304 100.0% 17,439 100.0%
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Attachment 3: OBAG Formula Factors and Distribution Within County
April 2012

Population 2007-2011 RHNA 1999-2006 Housing Production
Intra- | VeV LOWI ) tra- Intra- |Very Low| Intra- Total Intra-
2010 + Low Total )
County Population County e County Ui County + ng County Units County
Share Units Share Share Units Share | (capped)| Share
SAN MATEO COUNTY

Atherton 6,914 1.0% 33 0.5% 83 0.5% 0 0.0% 5! 0.1%
Belmont 25,835 3.6% 156 2.5% 399 2.5% 44 3.0% 317 3.4%
Brisbane 4,282 0.6% 157 2.5% 401 2.5% 8 0.5% 108 1.2%
Burlingame 28,806 4.0% 255 4.1% 650 4.1% 0 0.0% 104 1.1%
Colma 1,792 0.2% 26 0.4% 65 0.4% 73 5.0% 74 0.8%
Daly City 101,123 14.1% 473 7.7% 1,207 7.7% 33 2.2% 416 4.5%
East Palo Alto 28,155 3.9% 247 4.0% 630 4.0% 212 14.4% 719 7.7%
Foster City 30,567 4.3% 191 3.1% 486 3.1% 88 6.0% 533 5.7%
Half Moon Bay 11,324 1.6% 108 1.8% 276 1.8% 106 7.2% 356 3.8%
Hillsborough 10,825 1.5% 34 0.6% 86 0.5% 15 1.0% 84 0.9%
Menlo Park 32,026 4.5% 389 6.3% 993 6.3% 0 0.0% 215 2.3%
Millbrae 21,532 3.0% 177 2.9% 452 2.9% 0 0.0% 262 2.8%
Pacifica 37,234 5.2% 108 1.8% 275 1.7% 10 0.7% 179 1.9%
Portola Valley 4,353 0.6% 29 0.5% 74 0.5% 15 1.0% 61 0.7%
Redwood City 76,815 10.7% 726 11.8% 1,856 11.8% 106 7.2% 465 5.0%
San Bruno 41,114 5.7% 382 6.2% 973 6.2% 325 22.1% 378 4.1%
San Carlos 28,406 4.0% 235 3.8% 599 3.8% 0 0.0% 208 2.2%
San Mateo 97,207 13.5% 1,195 19.4% 3,051 19.4% 210 14.3% 1,771 19.1%
South San Francisco 63,632 8.9% 641 10.4% 1,635 10.4% 192 13.1% 1,310 14.1%
Woodside 5,287 0.7% 17 0.3% 41 0.3% 0 0.0% 41 0.4%
San Mateo County Unincorporated 61,222 8.5% 590 9.6% 1,506 9.6% 31 2.1% 1,680 18.1%
SAN MATEO TOTAL: 718,451 100.0% 6,169 100.09%| 15,738 100.0% 1,468 100.0% 9,286 100.0%

SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Campbell 39,349 2.2% 321 1.4% 892 1.5% 37 0.3% 617 1.3%
Cupertino 58,302 3.3% 570 2.4% 1,170 1.9% 48 0.4% 1,339 2.7%
Gilroy 48,821 2.7% 536 2.3% 1,615 2.7% 516 4.2% 2,577 5.3%
Los Altos 28,976 1.6% 164 0.7% 317 0.5% 40 0.3% 261 0.5%
Los Altos Hills 7,922 0.4% 46 0.2% 81 0.1% 32 0.3% 83 0.2%
Los Gatos 29,413 1.7% 254 1.1% 562 0.9% 86 0.7% 402 0.8%
Milpitas 66,790 3.7% 1,110 4.7% 2,487 4.1% 701 5.7% 3,318 6.8%
Monte Sereno 3,341 0.2% 22 0.1% 41 0.1% 19 0.2% 76 0.2%
Morgan Hill 37,882 2.1% 566 2.4% 1,312 2.2% 556 4.6% 2,335 4.8%
Mountain View 74,066 4.2% 959 4.1% 2,599 4.3% 123 1.0% 1,484 3.0%
Palo Alto 64,403 3.6% 1,233 5.3% 2,860 4.7% 344 2.8% 1,397 2.9%
San Jose 945,942 53.1% 13,073 55.8% 34,721 57.5% 8,301 67.9% 26,114 53.4%
Santa Clara 116,468 6.5% 2,207 9.4% 5,873 9.7% 758 6.2% 4,763 9.7%
Saratoga 29,926 1.7% 158 0.7% 292 0.5% 61 0.5% 539 1.1%
Sunnyvale 140,081 7.9% 1,781 7.6% 4,426 7.3% 112 0.9% 2,167 4.4%
Santa Clara County Unincorporated 89,960 5.0% 445 1.9% 1,090 1.8% 483 4.0% 1,421 2.9%

SANTA CLARA TOTAL:| 1,781,642 100.0%| 23,445 100.0%| 60,338 100.0%| 12,217 100.0%| 48,893 100.0%

SOLANO COUNTY

Benicia 26,997 6.5% 246 4.9% 532 4.1% 182 9.3% 413 2.7%
Dixon 18,351 4.4% 295 5.9% 728 5.6% 0 0.0% 1,017 6.6%
Fairfield 105,321 25.5% 1,435 28.5% 3,796 29.2% 249 12.8% 3,812 24.7%
Rio Vista 7,360 1.8% 389 7.7% 1,219 9.4% 39 2.0% 1,391 9.0%
Suisun City 28,111 6.8% 282 5.6% 610 4.7% 80 4.1% 1,004 6.5%
Vacaville 92,428 22.4% 1,222 24.3% 2,901 22.3% 778 39.9% 4,406 28.5%
Vallejo 115,942 28.0% 1,123 22.3% 3,100 23.9% 553 28.3% 2,965 19.2%
Solano County Unincorporated 18,834 4.6% 42 0.8% 99 0.8% 71 3.6% 427 2.8%

SOLANO TOTAL: 413,344 100.0% 5,034 100.0%| 12,985 100.0% 1,952 100.0%| 15,435 100.0%

SONOMA COUNTY

Cloverdale 8,618 1.8% 132 2.4% 417 3.1% 163 3.2% 423 2.3%
Cotati 7,265 1.5% 103 1.9% 257 1.9% 114 2.2% 520 2.9%
Healdsburg 11,254 2.3% 119 2.2% 331 2.4% 188 3.7% 516 2.8%
Petaluma 57,941 12.0% 874 16.2% 1,945 14.2% 451 8.8% 1,144 6.3%
Rohnert Park 40,971 8.5% 602 11.2% 1,554 11.4% 760 14.9% 2,124 11.7%
Santa Rosa 167,815 34.7% 2,516 46.6% 6,534 47.9% 1,929 37.7% 7,654 42.0%
Sebastopol 7,379 1.5% 60 1.1% 176 1.3% 5 0.1% 121 0.7%
Sonoma 10,648 2.2% 128 2.4% 353 2.6% 179 3.5% 684 3.8%
Windsor 26,801 5.5% 328 6.1% 719 5.3% 332 6.5% 1,881 10.3%
Sonoma County Unincorporated 145,186 30.0% 536 9.9% 1,364 10.0% 989 19.4% 3,142 17.3%

SONOMA TOTAL: 483,878 100.0% 5,398 100.0%| 13,650 100.0% 5,110 100.0%| 18,209 100.0%
Bay Area Total 7,150,739 100.0%| 83,940 100.0%| 214,500 100.0%| 39,513 100.0%| 182,121 100.0%

J:\PROJECT\Funding\T4 - New Act\T4 - STP-CMAQ\T4 Cycle Programming\T4 Second Cycle\One Bay Area Grant\[OBAG IntraCounty Distribution.xIs]IntraCounty 03-19-2012
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Attachment 4
PDA Growth Strategy

The purpose of a PDA Growth Strategy is to ensure that each CMA’s transportation investments will support
and encourage development in the region’s PDAs. Some of the planning activities noted below may be
appropriate for CMAs to consider for jurisdictions or areas not currently designated as PDAs if those
areas are still considering future housing and job growth. CMAs should incorporate necessary planning,
infrastructure and funding for PDAs, as described below:

(1) Engagement with Local Jurisdictions — CMAs are to develop a process to regularly engage local
planners, public works staff and encourage community participation throughout the planning process and in
determining implementation priorities.

(2) Planning - Review existing plans and participate in new planning work"

e Review adopted land use plans - Specific, precise, or community plans for PDAs (or general plans with
adopted transit-supportive zoning), particularly those with programmatic EIRs, contain details about
circulation and access, pedestrian guidelines, parking and other development-related standards that can
help to determine appropriate investments. These plans have undergone significant community
involvement and have been adopted by Planning Commissions & City Councils.

e Take an inventory of transportation, infrastructure and implementation sections in land use plans for
jurisdiction priorities and cost estimates for transportation infrastructure projects that serve or provide
proximate access to PDAs. These may include streetscapes, bike, pedestrian, transit and road
improvements, transit station improvements, connectivity projects and transportation demand
management projects, including parking structures. For any TOD parking structure project, it is
strongly recommended that a cost/benefit analysis be conducted using pricing, unbundling/cash-out,
shared parking, shuttles and other locally appropriate TDM strategies to ensure it is built at an
appropriate scale and well-managed.

¢ Inventory jurisdiction affordable housing policies, strategies, zoning and ordinances designed to
encourage affordable housing production and/or preserve existing affordable housing. The three broad
objectives for the housing policies are to promote housing production overall, ensure that housing units
(planned and built) are balanced across income levels, and to avoid displacement of existing residents
of the PDAs.

The policies should be targeted to the specific circumstances of each PDA. For example, if the PDA
currently does not provide for a mix of income-levels, the policies should be aimed at promoting
affordable housing. If the PDA currently is mostly low-income housing, the policies should be aimed
at community stabilization.

Starting in October 2013 and for subsequent updates, PDA Growth Strategies will assess existing and
future affordable housing needs and make appropriate recommendations to fill gaps in local policies to
achieve these goals. This analysis will be coordinated with related work conducted through the
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) grant awarded to the region in fall 2011.

e Review ABAG/MTC PDA Assessment results for details about PDA infrastructure needs and
priorities’®

o Consider non-transportation infrastructure projects, such as sewer and utility upgrades or site
assembly/land banking, as they are often a necessary prerequisite for TOD development projects in
PDAs. Facilitate funding exchanges (federal for local dollars) when possible to address these funding
gaps.

1 MTC & ABAG staff are available to assist with the review and inventory of adopted land use plans
2 |n 2009, MTC/ABAG staff conducted an assessment of planned PDAs and their future development needs. Jurisdictions
were asked to estimate infrastructure needs and associated costs.

DRAFT - 3/23/12
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Participate as a TAC member in local jurisdiction planning processes funded through the regional PDA
Planning Program or as requested by jurisdictions. Assist MTC and ABAG staff with oversight to
ensure that regional policies are addressed in PDA plans.

Help develop protocols with MTC, ABAG and Air District staff to assess emissions, as well as related
mitigation strategies, as part of regional PDA Planning Program.

Potential PDAs that do not have adopted plans, call on regional agency staff to assist in the
identification of planning and future transportation infrastructure needs.

(3) Eunding - Develop guidelines for evaluating OBAG projects that improve multi-modal transportation
connections to housing, jobs and commercial activity, considering the following criteria:

Projects in High Impact Areas - Assessment of the project area in which a project is located should

be a key component for investment consideration. Key factors defining high impact project areas

include;

a. Housing — PDAs taking on significant housing growth in the SCS (total number of units and
percentage change), including RHNA income allocations,

b. Jobs in proximity to housing and transit (both current levels and those included in the SCS),

c. Improved transportation choices for all income levels (reduces VMT), proximity to quality transit
access, with an emphasis on connectivity (including safety, lighting, etc.)

d. Consistency with regional TLC design guidelines or design that encourages multi-modal access:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tic/2009 TLC Design_Guidelines.pdf

Projects located in Communities of Concern (COC) - favorably consider projects located in a COC

see: http://geocommons.com/maps/110983

PDAs with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies — favorably consider projects in

jurisdictions with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies or policies

PDAs that overlap with Air District CARE Communities and/or are in proximity to freight

transport infrastructure - Consider projects located in PDAs with highest exposure to PM and Toxic

Air Contaminants. Employ best management practices to mitigate exposure and determine where non-

motorized investments would best support additional housing production.

I1) RHNA Coordination — Given the OBAG connection to RHNA:

¢ Monitor development of Housing Elements/zoning updates supportive of RHNA.

Process/Timeline

CMAS/MTC amend current funding agreements with PDA Growth Spring 2012
Strategy tasks/language

OBAG adopted by MTC May 23, 2012
Updated CMA agreements ready for signature July 1, 2012
CMAs develop PDA Growth Strategy May - October 2012

PDA Growth Strategy Presentations by CMAs to Joint MTC Planning | November 2012 — December 2012
and ABAG Administrative Committee

CMAs program OBAG funds May 2012 — April 2013
CMAs amend PDA Growth Strategy to incorporate follow-up to local October 2013
affordable housing policies

CMAs submit annual progress reports related to PDA Growth October 2013, Ongoing

Strategies, including status of jurisdiction progress on
development/adoption of housing elements and complete streets
ordinances.

JA\COMMITTE\Policy Advisory Council\Meeting Packets\2012\04_April_2012\6_Attach-4_PDA Growth Strategy_draft 3_23.doc
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OneBayArea Grant Proposed
Revisions
(Cycle 2 STP/CMAQ)

Policy Advisory Council
April 11, 2012

Alix Bockelman

OncBayArea

Working for Sustainability
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OneBayArea Grant
Outreach To Date

Slide 2

July 8, 2011: Initial OneBayGrant (OBAG) proposal
released to Joint MTC Planning Committee / ABAG
Administrative Committee

January 13, 2012: Staff recommended revisions
based on stakeholders comments presented to Joint
Committee

April 2012: Further recommended revisions to be
presented to working groups and stakeholders prior
to final proposal for Commission approval

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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Recommended Revisions /
Clarifications

Program Timeframe

PDA Flexibility

PCA Program Eligibility

Affordable Housing Production and Preservation
Performance and Accountability

Lessons Learned

Safe Routes to School and Pavement Management
Technical Assistance Program

slae 3 BayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Program Timeframe
Add Fourth Year of Funding

Provide a larger “shelf list” of projects for better

project management delivery and prevent potential
loss of federal funds

Recommended Revision:

Total OBAG Program increased to $320 million

Increase of $70 million to OBAG for congestion
management agencies’ project selection

Increase of $117 million to Regional Program

Slide 4 BayArea -

Working for Sustainability
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PDA Flexibility

Request for more definition on how a project “directly
connects” or provides “proximate access” to count

towards the PDA investment minimum

Recommended Revision:
Congestion Management Agencies (CMA) to
make determination
The CMA is to establish a process that includes

mapping projects that are outside a PDA, policy
justifications for counting towards a PDA, and

public review

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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North Bay Priority Conservation
Areas Pilot Program

Requests to allow counties outside of the four North
Bay counties to participate and further define eligible
project types given limited funds in program

Recommended Revision:

Funding leveraged by MTC and ABAG beyond the $5
million program (not including sponsor-provided match)
could increase program budget and extend consideration
to projects outside North Bay

Further discussion with stakeholders on program
framework and project eligibility prior to Commission
approval

Slde 6 BayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Affordable Housing Production and
Preservation

Concern that OBAG fund distribution / performance and
accountability requirements do not adequately address affordable
housing production and preservation

Recommended Revision:

Publication of data on jurisdictions’ contribution on a formula factor
basis to each county’s OBAG distribution facilitates discussions
during project selection

PDA Growth Strategy addresses affordable housing policies.

— CMAs will work with jurisdictions to inventory current policies and make
appropriate policy / ordinance recommendations.

— PDA Growth Strategy presentation by CMAs to Joint Planning / ABAG
Committee in Fall 2012

— MTC may link the release of future cycle funding (after FY 2015-16) on
local progress towards enacting affordable housing policies

PDA Planning Grant Program places emphasis on meeting affordable
housing objectives through the funding agreements with jurisdiction
grantees

Slide 7 BayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Performance and Accountability

Request to provide greater flexibility for housing and
complete streets requirement

Recommended Revision:

Adoption of a complete streets ordinance by October 1,
2012 instead of Complete Streets Act of 2008 compliance.
Latter path still acceptable if the October 1, 2012 deadline
can be met

Waiver process through Joint MTC Planning/ABAG

Administration Committee available if jurisdiction faces
delays in the HCD approval process

Slde 8 BayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Performance and Accountability
Deadlines

Slide 9

October 1, 2012: Jurisdiction adoption of Complete
Streets ordinance

October 1, 2012: CMA adoption of PDA Growth
Strategy

July 1, 2013: HCD adoption of a jurisdiction’s general
plan housing element

October 1, 2013: PDA Growth Strategy amendment
to incorporate follow-up to local affordable housing
policies and recommendations

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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| essons Learned

Request to be able to monitor and evaluate OBAG
project selection and policy compliance

Recommended Approach:

MTC staff report on project selection process outcomes of
OBAG in late 2013 such as:

— Mix of projects selected

— Type and funding level of PDA investments

— Funded complete streets elements

— Adherence to performance and accountability requirements

— Amount of funding allocated to jurisdictions and how this relates
to the distribution formula jurisdiction shares based on the
formula factors

— Public participation process

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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Safe Routes to School and Pavement
Technical Assistance Programs

Request to increase funding for the Regional Safe
Routes to School and PTAP programs

Recommended Revision:

Increase funding for Safe Routes to Schools to $5 million
per year ($20 million total) which is the annual amount
made available to the counties by formula over the Cycle
1 period

Increase the PTAP program from $4 to $7 million to meet
Inspection schedule for the majority of each jurisdiction’s
local street and road network every other year which
feeds into regional reporting and needs analyses

Working for Sustainability
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Cycle 2 Funding
Commitments Overview

(Millions $, rounded)

4-Year Total

Program Categories Funding

Regional Program $470
Regional Planning $7
Regional Operations $105
Freeway Performance Initiative $96
Pavement Technical Assistance Program $7
Priority Development Area Planning Program $30
Climate Initiatives $20
Safe Routes to School $20
Transit Capital Rehabilitation $150
Transit Performance Initiative $30
Priority Conservation Area North Bay Pilot $5
OneBayArea Grant for Counties $320

TOTAL $790

164
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OBAG Distribution Formula

Housing Production
Population (low-income housing units)
12.5%
Housing
Production**
(total housing units)
12.5%
RHNA
(low-income
housing units)
12.5%
RHNA*
(total housing units)
12.5%

*RHNA 2007-14 to be replaced by RHNA 2014-2022

** Housing Production Report 1999-2006, ABAG

Slide 13 OUncBayArea
Working for Sustainability

165



OBAG County Fund Distribution

(Millions $, rounded)

Total
County Funds
Alameda $61
Contra Costa $46
Marin $10
Napa $7
San Francisco $38
San Mateo $25
Santa Clara $84
Solano $20
Sonoma $24

Regional Total $320

Amounts may not total due to rounding

Slide 14 OUncBayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Eligible OBAG Projects

- Each County CMA may program OBAG
funds to any one of the following six
transportation improvement categories:

— Local Streets and Roads Preservation
— Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
— Transportation for Livable Communities
— Safe Routes to Schools

— Priority Conservation Area

— CMA Planning Activities

Slide 15
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Next Steps

April 2012:
Continue outreach
May 2012:

Revise fund distribution as appropriate based on
new RHNA methodology

Joint Committee review/recommendations (May 11t)
MTC Commission adoption (May 2319)
June 2012:
OBAG program implementation begins
July 2012:
ABAG approves PDA designation requests

Slide 16 BayArea
Working for Sustainability
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Attachment B

Existing Commitments and TAC LS&R Maintenance Recommendation for OBAG Funds

Existing Commitments Planning $2,254,500
(5751,500/
year)
SNCI $400,000
(5133,000/
year)
Dixon West B Undercrossing $2,500,000
Total Existing
Commitments $5,154,500

Total Available OBAG
Funds $16,000,000

Available for Projects
and LS&R $10,845,500

LS&R Maintenance Set-Aside 60% of funds
Available for
Projects and LS&R
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Attachment C

METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
101 Eighth Street
M T TRANSPORTATION e e
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
COMMISSION I'EL 510.817.5700

I'TY/TDD 510.817.5769
FAX 510.817.5848
E-MAIL info@mte.ca.gov

WEB www.mtc.ca.gov

Adrienne . Tissier, Chair

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION WORKING GROUP: AGENDA

Amiy Rein Worth, Vice Chair
Cities of Contra Costa County

MEETING NOTICE

o o o dzwmbrado | Thursday, April 19, 2012 Staff Contact: Sean Co
it badomnar | 9030 3.m. — 11:00 a.m. 510.817.5748
oy S pates | 101 8th Street sco@mtc.ca.gov

Oakland, California
ot o i Compos— | Eishbow] Room, 2" Floor

Diarve Cortese

s oy 1, Introductions - All 9:30a.m.
Bill Dodd
pmtommites 2. One Bay Area Grant Complete Streets — Sean Co will 9:35a.m.
1 Durene M. Giacopin discuss the proposed ordinance guidance.
(el D Glver 3, Complete Streets Checklist— Staff seeks input into 10:30 a.m.

proposed checklist revisions and project reporting.

Mark Green

son ey 4+ Other Items — Attendees are encouraged to share 10:50 a.m.
S relevant items.
S ki R Coscaniios Adjournment/Next Meeting — Please direct suggestions 11:00 a.m.
ind Diveloarant Commiseion

for future meeting topics to MTC Staff.

Steve Kinsey

Marin County and Cities

Sam Liccardo
Citics of Santa Clara County

Jake Mackenzie

Ssnoind Coery il Cires Next Meeting:
Thursday, May 17, 2012

Kevin Mullin

Cliries of San Mateo County

Members will alternate taking meeting notes and typing them up for distribution.
If you have any questions, contact MTC Staff, Sean Co at 510.817.5748, sco@mtc.ca.gov

fames P Spering
. pering

Solanag County and Cities
Seott Wiener
San Franciseo Mayor’s Appointee

Steve Heminger

Executive Director

Ann Flemer
Deputy Executive Director, Policy

Andrew B. Fremier

Dieuaty Exeeutive Director, Operations
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METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

o1 Fishth S
M T TRANSPORTATION 101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700
COMMISSION TEL 510.817.5700
TDD/TTY 510.817.5769
FAX 510.817.5848
E-MAIL info@mtc.ca.gov

WEB www.mtc.ca.gov

Memorandum
TO: Active Transportation Working Group DATE: April 12,2012
FR: Sean Co WI:

RE: OneBayArea Complete Streets Ordinance

To satisfy the OneBayArea Grant complete streets requirement, staff proposed that agencies could
amend their general plan to comply with the 2008 Complete Streets Act of California by July 2013.
Based on feedback from local agencies that the timing of a general plan amendment was not feasible,
staff is proposing that agencies may adopt a complete streets ordinance as an additional option to meet
the OBAG complete streets requirement.

Attached are proposed elements that the complete streets ordinances must include. To be eligible for
OBAG, agencies must have an adopted ordinance by October 2012. The proposed criteria are minimum
requirements and agencies are encouraged to adopt an ordinance that fits with the context of their
geographic area in order to best accommodate the needs of all roadway users. Attachment 1 is an
example of a recent ordinance from the City of Baldwin Park, California that can be referenced as a
model to guide in development of the complete streets ordinance.

JACOMMITTE\Partnership\Partnership PDWG\_2012 PDWG\12 PDWG Memos\02_Apr 12 LSRPDWG\05h.i_OBAG_Complete Streets
Ordinance.doc
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Proposed One Bay Area Grant Complete Streets Ordinance Guidance

The following are a set of proposed elements that shall be included in a local ordinance. Agencies are
encouraged to develop the best ordinance that fits within the context of their local area and to go beyond
the items listed below to accommodate all users of the roadway network.

1.

Serve all Users - The ordinance serves to establish guiding principles and practices so
transportation improvements are planned, designed, constructed, operated and maintained to
encourage walking, bicycling and transit use while promoting safe and accessible operations for
all users. The intention is to create a network of safe bicycle and pedestrian facilities that serve all
transportation users.

All Projects/Phases - The policy will apply to all roadway projects including those involving
new construction, reconstruction, retrofits, repaving, rehabilitation, or changes in the allocation of
pavement space on an existing roadway, as well as those that involve new privately built roads
and easements intended for public use.

Context Sensitivity - Projects will be planed and implemented with sensitivity to local conditions
in both residential and business districts as well as urban, suburban and rural areas. This includes
working with residents and merchants to ensure that a strong sense of place is maintained in
project planning, design and construction of complete streets projects.

Plan Consultation —All local bicycle, pedestrian and/or transit plans and any other plans that
affect the roadway will be consulted for consistency with the project.

Street Network/Connectivity - The transportation system will provide a connected network of
facilities accommodating all modes of travel. This includes looking for opportunities for
repurposing rights-of-ways to enhance connectivity for cyclists, pedestrians and transit users. A
well connected network will include non-motorized connectivity to schools, parks, commercial
areas, civic destinations and regional non-motorized networks on both publically owned
roads/land and private developments (or redevelopment areas).

BPAC Consultation - Input shall be solicited from local Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committees (BPACs) in an early project development phase to verify bicycling and pedestrian
needs for projects. (MTC Resolution 875 requires that cities of 10,000 or more create and
maintain a BPAC in order to receive TDA-3 funds.)

Evaluation — City will establish a methodology to collect data and indicate how the jurisdiction
is evaluating their implementation of complete streets implementation overall. Evaluation should
include (at a minimum) an annual report to the governing body of the jurisdiction including a list
of streets (with a map), improvements made, and miles of new facilities that resulted from the
policy. For example tracking the number of miles of bike lanes and sidewalks, numbers of streets
crossings, signage etc.

Complete Streets in all Departments —The policy must cover work by every department in the
jurisdiction and pertain to all types of projects, including transportation, new development,
utilities, etc. as there are potential Complete Streets opportunities for each of these project types.
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Ordinance must work cooperatively with adjacent and other jurisdictions such as school districts
to maximize opportunities for connectivity and cooperation.

9. Leadership Approval —Projects be approved by a lead engineer, and if projects seek Complete
Streets exemptions, there must be an explanation of why accommodations for all modes were not
included in the project and signed off by the lead engineer and/or director.

Please see the National Complete Streets Coalition for more information on policy elements:

http://www.completestreets.org/changing-policy/policy-elements/

Attachment 1: City of Baldwin Park Complete Streets Policy

J:\PROJECT\Ped and Bike\Complete Streets Update\local CS ordiance.docx
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City of Baldwin Park Date:

Administrative Policy # 027 Approved by: City Council
7/20/11
Authority:
SUBJECT:
Complete Streets Policy Commyfni lopment Department

S il e
M4dygr, Manuel Lozano

The objective of this policy is to establish guia‘in/g principles and practices so
transportation improvements are planned, designed, constructed, operated and
maintained to encourage walking, bicycling, and fransit use while promoting safe
operations for all users.

The City of Baldwin Park will create a safe and efficient transportation system that
promotes the health and mobility of all Baldwin Park citizens and visitors by providing
high quality pedestrian, bicycling, and transit access to all destinations throughout the
city, and will design its streets for people, with beauty and amenities. The City of
Baldwin Park will provide for the needs of drivers, transit users, bicyclists, and
pedestrians of all ages and abilities in all planning, design, construction, reconstruction,
retrofit, operations, and maintenance activities and products.

The City of Baldwin Park will enhance the safety, access, convenience, and comfort of
all users of all ages and abilities, The City understands that children, seniors, and
persons with disabilities will require special accommodations.

STREET NETWORK / CONNECTIVITY
(A) The City of Baldwin Park will design, operate and maintain a transportation
network that provides a connected network of facilities accommodating all modes of

travel,

(B) The City will actively look for opportunities to repurpose rights-of-way to
enhance connectivity for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit.

(C) The City will focus non-motorized connectivity improvements to services,
schools, parks, civic uses, regional connections and commercial uses.

(D) The City will require farge new developments and redevelopment projects to
provide interconnected street networks with small blocks.
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JURISDICTION

(A) This Complete Streets Policy is intended to cover all development and
redevelopment in the public domain and all street improvement assessment districts
within Baldwin Park, but will also focus on regional connectivity.

(B) Every City Department including Administration, Public Works, Community
Development, Recreation and Community Services, and Police, will follow the policy.

(C) The City requires all developers and builders to obtain and comply with the
City's standards.

(D) The City requires agencies that Baldwin Park has permitting authority over,
including, but no limited to, water agencies, electrical utilities, gas and petroleum
utilities, communications utilities, and service contractors to comply with this policy.

(E) The City will work closely with Los Angeles County, Cailtrans, the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the Southern California Regional
Rail Authority, and the Southern California Association of Governments to promote
compliance.

(F) The City encourages agencies not under Baldwin Park’s jurisdiction,
including, but not limited to, the Balkdwin Park Unified School District, to satisfy this

policy.
PHASES

The City of Baldwin Park will apply this Complete Streets policy to all roadway projects,
including those involving new construction, reconstruction, retrofits, repaving,
rehabilitation, or changes in the allocation of pavement space on an existing roadway,
as well as those that involve new privately built roads and easements intended for
public use. Complete Streets may be achieved through single projects or incrementally
through a series of smaller improvements or maintenance and operation activities over
time.

EXCEPTIONS

Complete Streets principles and practices will be included in street construction,
reconstruction, repaving, and rehabilitation projects, as well as other plans and
manuals, except under one or more of the following conditions:

(A) A project involves only ordinary or emergency maintenance activities
designed to keep assets in serviceable condition such as mowing, cleaning, sweeping,
spot repair, concrete joint repair, or pothole filling, or when interim measures are
implemented on temporary detour or haul routes,

(B) The City Council exempts a project due to excessive and disproportionate
cost of establishing a bikeway, walkway or transit enhancement as part of a project.




(C) The Director of Public Works and the Manager of Community Development
jointly determine the construction is not practically feasible or cost effective because of
significant or adverse environmental impacts to waterways, flood plains, remnants of
native vegetation, wetlands, or other critical areas, or due to impacts on neighboring
land uses, including impact from right of way acquisitions.

(D) Unless otherwise determined by the City Council, the Director of Public
Works and the Manager of Community Development jointly determine it is not
practically feasible or cost effective to implement the provisions of this policy through
public or private project design or manuals or other plans.

Exceptions described in (B) and (C), above, will be documented and be made
available for public access at least 21 days prior to decision. Exceptions described in
{A) and (D), above, will be documented.

DESIGN

Additionally, Baldwin Park's City Council declares it is the City of Baldwin Park’s policy
to:

{A) Adopt new Complete Streets Design Guidelines fo guide the planning,
funding, design, construction, operation, and maintenance of new and modified streets
in Baldwin Park while remaining flexible to the unique circumstances of different streets
where sound engineering and planning judgment will produce context sensitive designs.

(B) Incorporate the Complete Streets Design Guidelines' principles into all City
plans, manuals, rules, regulations and programs as appropriate.

(C) Provide well-designed pedestrian accommodations on all streets and
crossings. Pedestrian accommodations can take numerous forms, including but not
limited to traffic signals, roundabouts, bulb-outs, curb extensions, sidewalks, buffer
zones, shared-use pathways, and perpendicular curb ramps, among others,

(D) Provide weil-designed bicycle accommodations along all streets. Bicycle
accommodations can take numerous forms, including but not limited to the use of
bicycle boulevards, striping, slow streets, low auto volume streets, traffic calming, signs,
and pavement markings, among others.

(E) Where physical conditions warrant, landscaping shall be planted whenever a
street is newly constructed, reconstructed, or relocated.

CONTEXT SENSITIVITY

(A) The City of Baldwin Park will plan its streets in harmony with the adjacent
land uses and neighborhoods.

(B) The City will solicit input from local stakeholders during the planning process.

3
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(C) The City will integrate natural features, such as waterways, and other
topography into design of our streets.

(D) The City will design streets with a strong sense of place. We will use
architecture, landscaping, streetscaping, public art, signage, etc. to reflect the
community and neighborhocod.

(E) The City will coordinate street improvements with merchants along retail and
commercial corridors to develop vibrant and livable districts.

(F) The City will practice sustainable storm water management strategies.
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

The City will evaluate this Complete Streets Policy using the following performance
measures:;

1. Total miles of on-street bikeways defined by streets with clearly marked or signed
bicycle accommodation

Total miles of streets with pedestrian accommodation (goal — all)

Number of missing or non-compliant curb ramps along City streets (goal - 0)
Number of new street trees planted along City streets

Percentage of new street projects that are multi-modal

Number and severity of pedestrian-vehicle and bicycle-vehicle crashes

Number of pedestrian-vehicle and bicycle-vehicle fatalities (goal — 0)

Track Fitnessgram data of Baldwin Park Unified School District students

Sales tax revenue

LoNoOaR~GON

The City will identify funds and create a methodology to collect data related fo those
performance measures.

IMPLEMENTATION

{A) Advisory Group, The City will establish an inter-departmental advisory
committee to oversee the implementation of this policy. The committee will include
members of Public Works, Community Development, Recreation and Community
Services, and the Police Departments from the City of Baldwin Park. The committee
may include representatives from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority, representatives from the bicycling, disabled, youth and elderly community,
and other advocacy organizations, as relevant. This committee will meet quarterly and
provide a written report to City Council evaluating the City's progress and advise on
implementation.

(B) Inventory. The City will maintain a comprehensive inventory of the pedestrian
and bicycling facility infrastructure integrated -with the City's database and will prioritize
projects to eliminate gaps in the sidewalk and bikeways networks,




(C) Capital Improvement Project Prioritization. The City will reevaluate Capital
Improvement Projects prioritization to encourage implementation of bicycle, pedestrian,
and transit improvements.

(D) Revisions to Existing Plans and Policies. The City of Baldwin Park will
incorporate  Complete Streets principles into: the City's Circulation Element,
Transportation Strategic Plan, Transit Plan, Traffic Safety Master Plan, Specific Plans,
Urban Design Element; and other plans, manuals, rules, regulations and programs.

(E) Other Plans. The City will prepare, implement, and maintain a Bicycle
Transportation Plan, a Pedestrian Transportation Plan, a Safe Routes to School Plan,
an Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plan, and a Street Tree and Landscape
Master Plan.

(F) Storm Water Management. The City will prepare and implement a plan to
transition to sustainable storm water management techniques along our streets.

(G) Staff Training. The City will train pertinent City staff on the content of the
Complete Streets principles and best practices for implementing the policy.

(H) Coordination. The City will utilize inter-departmental project coordination to
promote the most responsible and efficient use of fiscal resources for activities that
occur within the public right of way.

(1) Street Manual. The City will create and adopt a Complete Streets Design
Manual to support implementation of this policy.

(J} Funding. The City will actively seek sources of appropriate funding to
implement Complete Streets.




Agenda Item VIII.B

April 25, 2012
_Selane. v
DATE: April 13, 2012
TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst
RE: East Fairfield Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP) Status Update

Background:
The goal of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)’s Community Based

Transportation Plan (CBTP) Program is to advance the findings of the Lifeline Transportation
Network Report in the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Lifeline report identified
transit needs in economically disadvantaged communities throughout San Francisco Bay Area,
and recommended initiation of community-based transportation planning as a first step to
address them. Likewise, the Environmental Justice Report for the 2001 RTP also identified the
need for the MTC to support local planning efforts in low-income communities throughout the
region.

The CBTP Program is designed to be a collaborative process to ensure the participation of key
stakeholders, such as community based organizations (CBOSs) that provide services within low-
income neighborhoods, local transit operators, and county Congestion Management Agencies
(CMAs). Each planning process must involve a significant outreach to engage the direct
participation of residents in the community.

As a result of this planning process, potential transportation improvements specific to low-
income communities would be identified and cost-estimates developed to implement these
improvements. This information, including prioritization of improvements considered most
critical to address, will be forwarded to applicable transit agencies, CMAs, and MTC for
consideration in future investment proposals such as countywide expenditures plans and Short
Range Transit Plans (SRTPs). Funding opportunities would be explored to support them, and an
outline for an action plan to implement the solutions developed.

Each county needs to conduct a comprehensive planning effort to identify transportation needs in
disadvantaged communities. STA is the lead agency for Solano County. In addition, STA has
assumed overall responsibility for project oversight. Several CBTPs have been completed in
Solano and this East Fairfield CBTP is the final one of the initial round to be completed in
Solano County.

STA selected a consultant team lead by Nelson/Nygaard to conduct the East Fairfield CBTP.

Other members of the consultant team are Alta Planning and Rochelle Sherlock Consulting.
Work began January 2012.
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A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has been established for this project with the purpose
of providing overall guidance to the project and consultant team. Members of the TAC include
MTC, STA, Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST), and the County of Solano/Health and Social
Services. The TAC met at project initiation and provided key input to the stakeholders list.

The project area boundaries of the East Fairfield area are Travis Blvd. Sunset Ave/Walters Rd,
Air Base Parkway and Pennsylvania Ave. Although this is the primary area of study, as residents
travel beyond this area for various purposes stakeholders beyond the study area have been
included. A Stakeholder Group has been established to gain insights into the transportation
difficulties of the low-income population in the study area and to engage the members in helping
to outreach to their constituencies.

The first stakeholder meeting was held February 14. Over 100 individuals representing a wide
variety of organizations that serve the low-income population were invited. The meeting was
held in the study area at The Groves apartment complex and was attended by over 20
individuals.

Nelson/Nygaard has completed the draft Existing Conditions documents that include
demographic information about the study area, transportation gaps gleaned from other
transportation studies, and existing services. A summary of this information was presented at
the stakeholders meeting followed by a discussion of the stakeholders’ insights of the
transportation needs. In addition, methods to outreach directly to the low-income population
were discussed and several stakeholders committed to assist by hosting meetings, distributing
surveys or assisting in some other manner.

Discussion:

Public outreach has been the key focus in March and April. An outreach strategy was prepared
and much of it has been implemented. The consultant team has completed over a dozen key
stakeholders interviews, focus group sessions, and community meeting discussions; about a half
dozen more are scheduled. Outreach has been conducted in both English and Spanish. To
mitigate traditional barriers to low-income community participation, these outreach activities
have been conducted in the study area or at locations convenient to the stakeholders and groups.
In addition, a survey has been prepared and distributed via hard copy as well as made available
through on-line access. A press release was issued to further publicize the study outreach and
survey. This project is also being closely coordinated with FAST’s planned 2012 service change.

The next stakeholders” meeting for East Fairfield’s CBTP will be held once the community
outreach process concludes. At this meeting in May, information gathered from the community
outreach will be presented. The stakeholders' assistance will be utilized in ranking the concerns
and discussing potential solutions. The project schedule is to have the draft report to Consortium
in August and to the STA Board in September 2012.

Funding Opportunities

Priority projects identified through the CBTP process will be eligible to apply for future Lifeline
funding. STA is responsible for programmatic and fiscal oversight of Lifeline Projects in Solano
County.

Fiscal Impact:

This project is being funded by a funding agreement with MTC which expires Fall 2012. The
project is on schedule and within budget. The priority projects identified by this study are
eligible for Solano County Lifeline funding to be allocated by the STA.

Recommendation:
Informational. 180




Agenda Item VIII.C
April 25, 2012

_Selane-,—

DATE: April 3, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst
RE: SolanoExpress 2011-12 Mid-Year Ridership Report

Background
Intercity transit routes are defined as those that run between two or more communities.

The primary destination of Solano County’s intercity transit routes are Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) stations in Contra Costa County and the San Francisco Ferry Building,
and one intercity route that connects Solano County cities traveling east to the Cities of
Davis and Sacramento.

Funding for Intercity Transit Routes is provided through the Solano Intercity Transit Funding
agreement among six cities, the County of Solano and STA. Fairfield and Suisun Transit’s
(FAST) Route 30 and 90 and Solano County Transit (SolTrans)’s Route 78 comprise three of
the seven SolanoExpress Routes funded through this agreement and are managed by the
STA.

The Solano Express Intercity Transit Consortium (the Consortium) consists of STA,
Solano County and the cities of Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, and Vacaville, and the new
SolTrans Joint Powers Authority. The Consortium helps set policy for funding and
administration of intercity routes. Historically, the Consortium has not provided funding
or direction regarding bus service within individual cities.

Two of the primary means of measuring the success of intercity transit are farebox
recovery (the percentage of operating cost paid by user fares) and overall ridership. Each
transit operator gathers and reports the ridership information on a monthly basis and the
farebox is reported on an annual basis after financial statements are completed.

Discussion:

In Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-09, the overall ridership for the seven SolanoExpress intercity
routes reached its all time record high by exceeding one million riders. Two of the
contributing factors were fuel cost increases which made public transit more cost-competitive
with solo driving, and transit service marketing. In the following year of FY 2009-10, the
unstable economy, business closings, furlough days and high unemployment rates resulted in
intercity ridership suffering a 9% decline. Route 40 (from Vacaville, Fairfield, Benicia to
Pheasant Hill BART and Walnut Creek BART) experienced a decrease in ridership. This
route is required to have at least a 30% farebox ratio to qualify for Regional Measure 2 (RM
2) funds. Route 40 was producing a 31% farebox ratio prior to FY 2010-11, but with the
decrease in ridership the farebox ratio declined to 22% and put the Route’s RM 2 funds in
jeopardy.
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The mid-year ridership statistics for this fiscal year (July —December 2011) has an overall
increase of 9% in comparison to the same time period from the previous year. It is projected
that ridership will not only reach over 1 million passengers this fiscal year, but it will also
reach a new SolanoExpress record high (Attachment A).

During the first six months of the fiscal year the strong ridership increase made up for all
SolanoExpress intercity routes that had decrease from the prior year. SolTrans Routes 78
and 85 both experienced a ridership increase of 5% and Route 80 increased by 12%. FAST’s
intercity routes’ ridership increased 9% to 15% with the exception of Route 40 that continued
to experience a decrease in ridership by 1.8% (Attachment B).

FAST has finalized the year end numbers needed to determine farebox ratio. SolTrans is
still working with the City of Vallejo to obtain the necessary ledgers required to
determine their farebox ratio. FAST intercity routes exceeded the 20% farebox recovery
ratio required by Transportation Development Act (TDA): Routes 20, 30 40, and 90 have
a fare box recovery ratio of 22-46% (Attachment C).

However, Route 40 is under a RM 2 requirement to achieve a 30% farebox return rate
since it only provides peak service. FAST staff has been working with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) to continue funding on this route. July 1, 2011,
FAST staff made efficiency changes to this route by eliminating unnecessary lay-over
and were able to cut cost on this route without cutting service and effecting performance.
The declined ridership of this route is largely due to the 15% lost ridership in July. Since
August, ridership has stabilized or showing a slight increase but it was difficult to recover
from the significant decline in July. FAST staff is projecting with the cost saving and
stabilized ridership that Route 40 will make a 31% farebox in FY 2011-12 and the RM2
funding will be secured again.

Timeline of Intercity Changes

In the past six months, there have been some adjustments and enhancements to the
intercity routes to improve service and efficiency. Below is a brief timeline of the
changes that took from July- December 2011.

OnJuly 1, 2011, the Benicia Breeze, Vallejo Transit, and Vallejo Runabout Service were
consolidated to form Solano County Transit (SolTrans). This consolidation has enabled
the new SolTrans JPA Board to begin to streamline, simplify and improve access for
transit riders through enhanced service coverage, frequency, affordability and mobility
options contingent upon available funding.

OnJuly 1, 2011, service was adjusted on FAST Route 40 by scheduling efficiencies in
reducing the service hours per day without affecting the number of trips. One stop was
also changed in Vacaville from Davis Street Park and Ride to the new Vacaville
Transportation Center, allowing a greater amount of local and regional connectivity,
better safety features and a larger amount of parking spaces.

On November 1, 2011, service was adjusted on FAST Route 30 to improve efficiency,
reliability and on-time performance in direct response to customer complaints regarding
poor on-time performance in the afternoon, especially on Fridays. Changing the stop
from Davis Street Park and Ride to the new Vacaville Transportation Center and
adjusting the Saturday schedule to shorten layover time in Davis. In addition, changes
were made to one of the early morning buses returning from UC Dauvis in an effort to
provide earlier service the westbound commuters from Dixon and Vacaville. The service
was streamlined by eliminating changing time stops to passenger’s request or waiting.
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Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. SolanoExpress Ridership Five Year Comparison and Current Year Projection
B. SolanoExpress Ridership Mid-Year Comparison
C. SolanoExpress Farebox Ratio Comparison for FY 2010-11
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Six Year Ridership Comparison
2011-12 is projected at a modest 6% and showing a record high.

Unlinked Passenger Trips

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

STa

Solano Ceanspoztation Authotity


JMasiclat
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT A


ATTACHMENT B
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Overall Mid-Year Passenger Increase 9%
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ATTACHMENT C
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Agenda Item VIII.D

April 25, 2012
DATE: April 17,2012
TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst
RE: Solano Seniors and People with Disabilities Transportation Advisory Committee

Priority Strategies Update

Background:
Solano County’s population of seniors (65 and older) is projected to double in the next 25 years.

In 2010, Solano’s 55,600 seniors represented over 10% of Solano’s population. In 2035, 22% of
Solano’s population is projected to be seniors and half of these 110,000 seniors will be over 75
years old. As individuals age, a significant number restrict their driving in all or part. Many will
also be disabled by the Americans for Disabilities Act (ADA) definition and unable to use fixed-
route public transit. Two-thirds of individuals certified as ADA eligible in Solano County are 65
or older. Like many other counties, a range of strategies will be needed to sustain mobility for
Solano’s increasing aging population.

Last fall, the STA retained Na consultant team to prepare the first update of the Solano
Transportation Study for Seniors and People with Disabilities. This study is a long-range
planning document prepared to identify the near and long-term transportation needs and the
potential strategies to address the needs of seniors and people with disabilities in Solano County.
The first Transportation Study for Seniors and People with Disabilities was completed in 2004 as
an adjunct study to the original Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP). The CTP is in the
process of being updated and mobility for seniors and people with disabilities remains a key
concern that will need to be addressed in the future.

Over the past year, staff and the consultants have worked with the various committees to develop
the Solano County Transportation Study for Seniors and People with Disabilities to ensure it is
comprehensive in addressing the mobility needs and the existing transportation options. The
study also did extensive community outreach and recommends how to implement the mobility
strategies. To identify the characteristics of Solano’s senior and disabled population and their
needs, the study included a large amount of public outreach. Twenty-five (25) focus groups
were held throughout the county and nearly 1,000 surveys were received.

At the September 2011 meetings, Consortium and TAC unanimously approved to forward a
recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Solano Transportation Study for Seniors and
People with Disabilities. At the October 27, 2011, not only did the Seniors and People with
Disabilities Advisory Committee unanimously approved to forward a recommendation to the
STA Board, they also ranked the short-term implementation strategies as shown below:

Intercity service for Non-ambulatory riders
Partner with dialysis and medical clinics
Mobility Management Program

Countywide ADA paratransit eligibility process

APwnh e
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Volunteer Driver Program

Transit training for seniors and people with disabilities

Identify and support sponsors for older driver safety and mobility workshops
Promote the creation and use of small private specialized transportation services
Develop a consistent countywide bus driver training program

10 Promote deliveries by groceries stores and pharmacies

11. Inventory sidewalks and street crossings

© oo NG

Discussion:

The Transit Operators, STA staff, and Faith in Action have been working on the top seven (7)
strategies. The County of Solano, on behalf of all the transit operators, STA staff, and Faith in
Action have recently submitted grant applications to Caltrans for New Freedom and Job Access
Reverse Commute (JARC) funding for the Intercity Taxi Scrip Program, the Mobility
Management Program, and the Volunteer Driver Program.

STA staff is preparing to release a Request for Proposal for the Mobility Management Plan to be
conducted in May or June and completed by December 2012. Vacaville and Fairfield transit
staff are working on a Solano County ADA Eligibility application to be used by all transit
operators to determine eligibility. The application was presented at the last Consortium meeting
for edits and comments. Staff is also working on scheduling a meeting between transit operators,
Dialysis and Medical Clinics (Attachment A).

Fiscal Impact:
The strategies identified in the Solano County Transportation Study for Seniors and People with
Disabilities will be implemented as funding becomes available.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. Solano Seniors and People with Disabilities Transportation Advisory Committee Priority
Ranking from the Solano County Transportation Study for Seniors and People with
Disabilities Status Update
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ATTACHMENT A

Rank Projects First Steps Progress Funding Potentials

After almost two years of managing 1TX,
Vacaville is passing the management to County of
Solano to oversee the program as all transit
operators will take turns in sharing the
responsibilities of managing the program.

Transit operators are
meeting and working
through the complexities of
this program.

Intercity service for
1 non-ambulatory
riders

Applied for New Freedom $200
per year/3 years.

Staff is encouraging

Partner with dialysis Staff is working on scheduling a meeting between

2 and medical clinics D|aIy3|_s participation in the Transit Operators, Dialysis Centers and staff. No Funding Required.
Committee.
: :Consortium, TAC, PCC, :
'Mobility :rSe?/Fi)g/\YvEd, 223 2Tpr\o?/23r?he 'Release RFP in May to have consultant on board |
3 Management : PP 1July 1, 2012 to develop Solano County Mobility |
\Program Scope of Work for the ‘Management Plan :
: g Mobility Management : g ' :
] \Plan. ! |
ICountyW|de ADA IVacaV|IIe drafted the ! Applled for JARC Funding $250
4 lparatransn eligibility ISolano County eligibility 1 Fairfield is finishing the final comments and edits. /3
! ! pplication. ! 1per year/3 years
----- Process L. aPE---------------s---------------------------_____..STAstaffwnlbeseekingother
‘Transit training for ! ! .funding sources
5 'seniors and people ! 'This program will be developed in the Mobility !
'with disabilities ! 'Management Plan. !
_____ L
.Identify and support | 'STA staff is in the process of partnering the CHP |
7 .sponsors for older | ‘new program for Seniors Driver Safety :
Jdriver safety and : Workshops. STA staff attend their first workshop |
'mobility workshops | 'in Vallejo on March 12,2012. !
Fairfield and Vacaville are in the process of .
i Staff recommends to partnering the Faith in Action with a Sunday Applied for New Freedqm $98,175
Volunteer Driver . . - ) . . per year/3 years  Applied for
5 Proaram continue funding Faith in  |service program to provide Sunday service to Lifelin ntingency for first
g Action for FY 2012-13. seniors 60 years and older for Vacaville and 'eline as a contingency for 1irs
Fairfield seniors. year.
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Agenda Item VIILE
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 16, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Judy Leaks, Program Manager

RE: Role of Ridesharing in the Solano County Intercity Transit System

Background/Discussion:

Solano County has historically been a leader in ridesharing in the Bay Area. This description of
Ridesharing in Solano County was presented to the Transit Committee of the Board in April, as
it relates to the Draft Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Ridesharing is comprised of
carpooling and vanpooling. In Solano County, ridesharing filled a void for commuters traveling
to the employment hubs of the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento in the 1970s and “80s,
long before there were inter-city transit services. The introduction of the inter-city transit
services provided commuters with additional options, but did not compete with the long distance
vanpool. A recent study by the Transit Cooperative Research Program about Ridesharing as a
Complement to Transit stated, “Bridging service area gaps not filled by existing transit and
addressing market demand are two reasons why it is important for ridesharing and public transit
to work together.” Transit and ridesharing have been working side-by-side in Solano County.

Carpools

Carpools are arrangements when a group of 2 or more use a private car for commuting. A
carpool could be “formal’ where the individual riders are consistent, riding together on a
specified schedule, working out compensation among them. These pools could be created using
Regional Ridematch Service and/or from supporting follow-up services through Solano Napa
Commuter Information (SNCI); or from co-workers or neighbors working out a plan without the
aid of a particular service. Currently over 4,200 residents of Solano County are listed in the
Regional Ridematch database. According to the 2005 American Community Survey, more than
17,000 Solano residents commute in two-person carpools.

‘Casual Carpools’ are informal carpools that form when drivers and passengers meet without
prior arrangement at designated locations. These pick-up locations are generally located near
transit routes that provide parallel service. For the most part, casual carpooling is a one-way
phenomenon providing passengers in Solano County a free ride to San Francisco in the morning,
while public transit provides the ride home in the evening. In the 2010 Casual Carpool Survey
Report, 263 carpools were formed at Vallejo’s Curtola Park & Ride lot while 71 formed at the
Fairfield Transportation Center.

As new technologies develop, opportunities for other types of carpooling are emerging. MTC is
conducting a pilot project on ‘Dynamic’ ridesharing that can be defined as “technology-assisted
casual carpooling.” Rides are usually arranged in real time, often using mobile phones. Real-
time ridesharing is a concept that has been tested before, but has not really been embraced to
date.
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Vanpools

The California Motor Vehicle Code defines a vanpool vehicle as “any motor vehicle, other than a
motor truck or truck tractor, designed for carrying more than 10 but not more than 15 persons
including the driver which is maintained and used primarily for the non-profit work-related
transportation of adults for the purpose of Ridesharing.”

In the late 1970’s rideshare programs were instituted throughout the country to provide
assistance to individuals who wanted to form vanpools. Funded by Caltrans in California, they
enabled groups of 10-15 strangers to come together and lease a vehicle. Those groups paid all
the expenses for the vehicle, including lease, maintenance, insurance and fuel. Solano County
residents were quick to use vanpools to transport them to employment areas in San Francisco and
Sacramento. US Air Force retirees were settling in Solano County and finding jobs at the United
Airline Maintenance Facility at the San Francisco International Airport (SFO) and other area
airports. Vanpools were the economical, dependable and, with the inception of carpool lanes, the
fastest way to get to these areas of employment.

As of March 2012, according to the 511 Ridematch Service, 235 of the Bay Area’s 521
registered vanpools (45%) travel to, from, or through Solano County daily. This equates to
approximately 2,585 van riders; 5,170 trips per day; 1,344,200 trips annually.

Eighty-eight per cent (88%) of these vanpools (207 out of 235) originate in Solano County and
travel to other counties. While the destination counties of these vanpools have become more
dispersed over time, San Francisco is still the leading destination with 71 vanpools. Shift
workers going to SFO account for the high number of vanpools going to San Mateo County (46).

Destinations of Vanpools with Solano County Origin

Contra San San San | Santa
Alameda | Costa | Marin | Napa | Sacramento | Francisco | Joaquin | Mateo | Clara | Yolo
35 26 8 2 14 71 2 46 1 2

Twenty-eight (28) vanpools travel to Solano County. For decades, Travis Air Force Base was
the destination for most vanpools travelling to Solano. That changed last year when 14 vanpools
were started at State Compensation Insurance Fund (State Fund), the result of their relocation
from San Francisco to Vacaville. The influx of the State Fund vanpools doubled the number of
vanpools destined for Solano County. As more companies relocate to the county, vanpools once
again provide an economical, dependable and quick way to get to work.

Origins of Vanpools with Solano County Destination

Contra San San
Alameda | Costa | Placer | Sacramento | Francisco | Mateo | Solano | Sonoma | Yolo
5 3 1 8 4 4 1 1 1

Vanpools operate as independent entities, with the riders paying all the vehicle expenses. Each
pool determines pick-up and drop-off points and schedules that meet the needs of the riders.
Solano County’s rideshare program, Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI), provides
formation assistance and support to these vanpools.
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SNCI, the rideshare program in Solano County, works through employers and uses general
marketing to spread the word about commute alternatives that include transit, carpool, vanpool,
biking and walking. Staff provides hands-on assistance through follow-up calls to Rideshare
Service registrants and vanpool drivers, as well as trip planning for transit riders. Various
incentives to encourage the use of transit and ridesharing are provided, including start incentives
for new vanpools and an Emergency Ride Home program for Solano employers.

Solano County has been a frontrunner in embracing ridesharing. Based on the Commute Profile
Study 2010 and corroborated through the American Community Survey 2005 San Francisco Bay
Area, 18% of Solano County commuters carpool or vanpool, the highest rideshare rate in the
entire Bay Area.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item VIII.F
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 18, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Judy Leaks, SNCI Program Manager/Analyst
RE: SNCI Monthly Issues

Background:
Each month, the STA’s Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) program staff provides an

update to the Consortium on several key issues: Napa and Solano transit schedule status,
marketing, promotions and events. Other items are included as they become relevant.

Discussion:

Transit Schedules:

The monthly transit schedule matrix was distributed to all Solano and Napa operators the week
of April 16. Based on the response received, an updated transit matrix will be provided at the
meeting.

Marketing/Promotions:

The Solano Community College Transportation Survey was distributed electronically to all staff
and students through the Director of Admissions and Records on March 5. The closing date for
the survey was March 23. Thirty-seven (37) community college staff members completed the
survey. No students responded. 82% of survey respondents drove alone during the survey week,
9% carpooled and 3% took public transit.

Staff continues to prepare for Bike to Work Day, which is Thursday, May 10 this year. A
mailing that included posters, employee tips, Team Bike Challenge info, was sent to nearly 400
employers and Bike shops in Solano and Napa counties. Energizer station locations have been
confirmed. Tote bags have been delivered and t-shirts have been designed will be arriving soon.
The nomination period for the Solano County Bike Commuter of the Year will close on April 23.
Register to submit nominations at www.youcanbikethere.com.

Events:

SNCI staffs information booths at events where transit information is distributed along with a
range of other commute options information. Staff attended an Eco-Event at Genentech in
Vacaville and the Napa College Job Fair. An Earth Day event will be staffed in Napa.

Recommendation:
Informational.

197


http://www.youcanbikethere.com/
JMasiclat
Typewritten Text


This page intentionally left blank.

198



Agenda Item VIII.G
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 17, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Senior Planner

RE: Alternative Fuel and Infrastructure Plan Status Update

Background:
The Solano Express Intercity Transit Consortium requested to include the Alternative Fuel and

Infrastructure Plan status report as a standing item on the Consortium meeting agenda.

The STA Board approved the development of Solano Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan
as a strategy for addressing climate change. Alternative fuels can be defined as any fuel used in
place of gasoline or diesel fuel. The fuels and technologies that are either in use in Solano
County or are being considered for use by the local agencies include: biodiesel, electricity, fuel
cells, hybrid electric, liquefied and compressed natural gas (L/CNG), low sulfur (clean) diesel,
propane (LPG), and methanol. The STA Board approved budget for the Plan’s completion is a
maximum of $75,000 from State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF).

Discussion:

STA staff reported on the changes to the draft scope of work for the Alternative Fuels and
Infrastructure Plan at the March 28" Transit Consortium meeting. The changes were based on
input received by the staff and policy makers at various STA committee meetings between late
February and mid-March. A Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Plan was distributed on March
20™ with the final scope of work to consultants. The RFP was also included on the STA’s
website in the RFP opportunities section on the front page.

On Thursday, April 5, STA staff hosted a pre-proposal workshop and had seven participants
attend from five different consulting firms. The questions and answers from the workshop were
transcribed and posted along with the RFP on the STA’s website on Monday, April 9". The
proposal transcription, workshop powerpoint, and sign-in sheet is included as Attachment A to
this report.

Proposals are due to the STA on April 26™. An interview panel was created and is anticipated to
hold interviews on May 3"

Fiscal Impact:
A maximum of $75,000 from State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) was approved to complete
the Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. April 5, 2012 Pre-Proposal Workshop I\{Iggerials
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ATTACHMENT A

Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan
Pre-proposal Meeting
3 p.m., April 5, 2012

Question and Answer (Q&A)

Q: Task 2 identifies 8 meetings. How many require consultant attendance?

A: To be identified by consultant. Consultant to assist in determining how many meetings will be
necessary to develop the plan and to meet the schedule of completion. The Request for Proposal
indicated a maximum number of meetings and not a minimum.

Q: Will consultant facilitate meetings?
A: Consultant will be expected to support/present and present deliverables.

Q: Will consultants form the working group?
A: No, STA will create working group.

Q: Any related previous plans for background?
A: No, this is the first plan/study of its kind in Solano County. Alternative Modes Element has a few
potentially relevant maps.

Note: Air Districts are partners. May have some involvement (BAAQMD, YSAQMD, and Sacramento
Metro).

Q: Goals section — Does Reduction of Air Emission mean Reduction of Green House Gases?
A: Yes.

Q: Number of additional points awarded for meeting the LPP goal?
A: Cannot disclose how many, but it is important to the STA Board and the goal does exist.

Q: Definition of Local?
A: In Solano County. Firms must have business license in Solano County. See database on STA Website
for starting point.

Note: The STA’s Local Preference Policy is intended to encourage companies to open business here in
Solano County.

Q: Will consultants request information directly or is there a point of contact?
A: Robert Guerrero is the point of contact. He will instruct consultant to communicate directly as
needed.

Q: What area does “local coordination” (Task 6) cover?
A: Majority of agencies to come from Solano. There may be others, and are welcomed, but majority
should be in Solano County.

Q: References — Is it a requirement that references are unique to each member?

A: No. Helpful and preferred if consultant notes specific references for selected key members* when
available.

*to be identified by applying consultant team
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Q: Event/Conference Forum setup?
A: TBD; looking to consultant for good ideas.

Q: Selection criteria — Is there weighting on any of the scoring criteria?
A: Cannot disclose

Q: Short List — Is Interview likely?
A: Short-listing depends on number of applications. May 3™ or 4™ has been reserved for interviews if

needed.

Q: Are follow up questions permitted?
A: To be submitted by Friday 04/06/12

Q: Contract is for $75,0007?
A: Yes.

Q: Could this lead to additional work?
A: Yes. Solano County has many interested transit operators and local jurisdictions with existing
infrastructure; 27 electric charging stations in Solano County.

Note: Three cities have Climate Action Plans. All operators are following this plan closely.

Q: References — Are they part of the 15 page limit?
A: Yes.

Q: 15 Page limit — Are cover page and table of contents counted in the page limit?
A: No.
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Solano County Alternative Fuels and
Infrastructure Plan

Opportunities:
 More than half of the total bus fleet in Solano County to be
replaced in the next eight years.

* Builds consensus for alternative fuels and infrastructure
recommendations as part of the fleet replacement

* Creates implementation strategies for prioritizing Clean Air
Funds from the Bay Area and Yolo County Air Districts




Solano County Alternative Fuels and
Infrastructure Plan

Scope of Work:

Alternative Fuel Goals and Policies: Vision for Solano County

Report Alternative Fuels

Inventory Fleet Vehicles and Transit and Existing Infrastructure Report
Local Coordination Opportunities

Report on relevant California Air Resource Board (CARB) alternative fuel
and diesel vehicle emission mandates and regulations

Implementation Strategies: 5 year, 10 year, and 25 year capital
improvement plan

Final Solano Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan

Participating in a Solano County Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Event
to present the Plan

Sira

Solano Ceansportation Authozity




Solano County Alternative Fuels and
Infrastructure Plan

Relevant Dates

March 19, 2012
STA distributes RFP for the Solano County Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan.

April 5, 2012
Pre-proposal workshop at 3p.m. in the STA Conference Room 1. Interested consultants are strongly encouraged to
attend to ask questions and receive clarification regarding the RFP.

April 26, 2012

Proposals are due no later than 4:00 PM at the offices of the Solano Transportation Authority, One Harbor Center,
Suite 130, Suisun City, CA 94585. Late submittals will not be accepted.

Week of May 3rd or 4th, 2012
Tentative panel interview date. STA selects recommended firm.

May 21, 2012
Project commences

February 28, 2013
Solano County Alternative Fuels and Infrastructure Plan completed

Sira

Solano Ceansportation Authozity



4 [ = /
57 YXADXA | Vo 027y77%) X T T22227/

W) “9| OG- M) é,o:rp\iﬁo W vwaxgy (S
(@\
.. 1 i) ! I\Ur 3 \W «Gu\\_u ,_mj\ﬁ,v ﬁ; %u\..d @ mh A ;\HW. Y.QA\Q\..“,F_W\ H_rw.\WI
m\_ﬁm WP sy v vTAL YL No v VAL el
7 > (w2835 mamey | Y202 Srowvy ) v Lo Vegg

DHNMR@NY YO fuey | VONTD
IO PN 37 ) 207 R TR

HANLVNOIIS SSHIAAYV ADNIOIDV

[ Wooy] RDUIIJU0)) VIS
‘wrd gg:p-urd go:€ Fpzoygmy uonpizodsunz), oupyOS
T107 ‘s 1ady ‘Aepsany [,
LAAHS NI-NDIS
dOHSMUOM TVSOdOdd-Tid STANA FAILVNIYALTV m hr m



This page intentionally left blank.

208



Agenda Item VIII.H
April 25, 2012

DATE: April 16, 2012

TO: SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sara Woo, Associate Planner

RE: Funding Opportunities Summary
Discussion:

Below is a list of funding opportunities that will be available to STA member agencies during the
next few months, broken up by Federal, State, and Local. Attachment A provides further details
for each program.

FUND SOURCE AMOUNT APPLICATION
AVAILABLE DEADLINE
(approximately)
Local
1 Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (for Approximately $20 Due On First-Come, First
" | San Francisco Bay Area) million Served Basis
> Carl Moyer Off-Road Equipment Replacement Program (for Approximately $10 Due On First-Come, First-
" | Sacramento Metropolitan Area) million Served Basis

Up to $5,000 rebate per | Due On First-Come, First-
light-duty vehicle Served Basis
Approximately $10,000

3. | Air Resources Board (ARB) Clean Vehicle Rebate Project (CVRP)

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Hybrid Electric Due On First-Come, First-

4. Vehicle Purchase Vouchers (HVIP) t0 $45,000 per qualified Served Basis
request
State
5. | Caltrans Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA)* | Approximately $7.2M | Due April 27, 2012
Federal
N/A | NA | NA

*New funding opportunity

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. Detailed Funding Opportunities Summary

! Local includes programs administered by the Solano Transportation Authority and regionally in the San Francisco
Bay Area and greater Sacramento.
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Attachment A

The following funding opportunities will be available to the STA member agencies during the next few months. Please distribute this information to
the appropriate departments in your jurisdiction.

Fund Source

Application Contact**

Application

Amount

Program Description

Proposed
Submittal

Additional Information

Local Grants

Deadline/Eligibility

Available

Carl Moyer Anthony Fournier Ongoing. Application Due Approx. Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment $12M Fairfield/ | Eligible Projects: cleaner on-
Memorial Air Bay Area Air Quality On First-Come, First $20 million | Program provides incentive grants for cleaner-than- Vacaville road, off-road, marine,
Quality Management District Served Basis required engines, equipment, and other sources of Intermodal locomotive and stationary
Standards (415) 749-4961 pollution providing early or extra emission reductions. Train Station agricultural pump engines
Attainment afournier@baaqmd.gov | Eligible Project Sponsors: STA co- http://www.baagmd.gov/Div
Program (for private non-profit sponsor isions/Strateqic-
San Francisco organizations, state or Incentives/Funding-
Bay Area) local governmental STA staff Sources/Carl-Moyer-
authorities, and operators contact: Janet | Program.aspx
of public transportation Adams
services
Carl Moyer Off- Gary A. Bailey Ongoing. Application Due Approx. The Off-Road Equipment Replacement Program (ERP), | N/A Eligible Projects: install
Road Sacramento Metropolitan | On First-Come, First- $10 an extension of the Carl Moyer Program, provides grant particulate traps, replace
Equipment Air Quality Management Served Basis million, funds to replace Tier 0, high-polluting off-road older heavy-duty engines with
Replacement District maximum equipment with the cleanest available emission level newer and cleaner engines
Program (for (916) 874-4893 Eligible Project Sponsors: per project equipment. and add a particulate trap,
Sacramento gbailey@airquality.org private non-profit is $4.5 purchase new vehicles or
Metropolitan organizations, state or million equipment, replace heavy-
Area) local governmental duty equipment with electric
authorities, and operators equipment, install electric
of public transportation idling-reduction equipment
services http://www.airquality.org/m
obile/moyererp/index.shtml
Air Resources Meri Miles Application Due On First- Up to The Zero-Emission and Plug-In Hybrid Light-Duty N/A Eligible Projects:
Board (ARB) ARB Come, First-Served Basis $5,000 Vehicle (Clean Vehicle) Rebate Project is intended to Purchase or lease of zero-
Clean Vehicle (916) 322-6370 rebate per encourage and accelerate zero-emission vehicle emission and plug-in hybrid
Rebate Project mmiles@arb.ca.gov light-duty deployment and technology innovation. Rebates for light-duty vehicles
(CVRP)* vehicle clean vehicles are now available through the Clean http://www.arb.ca.gov/mspr
Vehicle Rebate Project (CVRP) funded by the Air og/agip/cvrp.htm
Resources Board (ARB) and implemented statewide by
the California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE).
Bay Area Air To learn more about how | Application Due On First- Approx. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) created the N/A Eligible Projects:
Quality to request a voucher, Come, First-Served Basis $10,000 to HVIP to speed the market introduction of low-emitting Purchase of low-emission
Management contact: $45,000 per | hybrid trucks and buses. It does this by reducing the hybrid trucks and buses
District info@californiahvip.org qualified cost of these vehicles for truck and bus fleets that http://www.californiahvip.or
(BAAQMD) request purchase and operate the vehicles in the State of al
Hybrid Electric California. The HVIP voucher is intended to reduce
Vehicle about half the incremental costs of purchasing hybrid
Purchase heavy-duty trucks and buses.
Vouchers
(HVIP)*

*New Funding Opportunity
**STA staff, Sara Woo, can be contacted directly at (707) 399-3214 or swoo@sta-snci.com for assistance with finding more information about any of the funding opportunities listed in this report

! Local includes opportunities and programs administered by the Solano Transportation Authority and/or regionally in the San Francisco Bay Area and greater Sacramento
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State Grants

Caltrans
Bicycle
Transportation
Account (BTA)*

Sylvia Fung

Caltrans District 4 Local
Assistance

(510) 286-5226
sylvia.fung@dot.ca.gov

Applications Due to
Caltrans Headquarters and
Districts by Close of
Business April 27, 2012

Approx.
$7.2M

The Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) is an annual
program providing state funds for city and county
projects that improve safety and convenience for bicycle
commuters. In accordance with the Streets and
Highways Code (SHC) Section 890-894.2 - California
Bicycle Transportation Act, projects must be designed
and developed to achieve the functional commuting
needs and physical safety of all bicyclists. Local
agencies first establish eligibility by preparing and
adopting a Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP) that
complies with SHC Section 891.2. The BTP must be
approved by the local agency’s Regional Transportation
Planning Agency.

Note: The BTA application has been designed to allow
the export of information to a database. The BTA
application must be completed on a computer with
Adobe® Acrobat Reader 8.0, or later, installed on the
computer used to complete the application.

N/A

Eligible Projects:

Bicycle Transportation
Account provides funding for
projects that improve the
safety and convenience of
bicycle commuters, including,
but not limited to, any of the
following:

e New bikeways serving
major transportation
corridors

® New bikeways removing
travel barriers to potential
bicycle commuters

e Secure bicycle parking at
employment centers,
park-and-ride lots, rail and
transit terminals, and ferry
docks and landings

® Bicycle-carrying facilities
on public transit vehicles

e |nstallation of traffic
control devices to improve
the safety and efficiency
of bicycle travel

e Elimination of hazardous
conditions on existing
bikeways

e Planning

Improvement and

maintenance of bikeways

Project planning

Preliminary engineering

Final design

Right of way acquisition

Construction engineering

Construction and/or
rehabilitation

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/L
ocalPrograms/bta/BTACallF
orProjects.htm

Federal Grants

N/A
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