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Solano Ceanspottation Authotity

One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, California 94585

Area Code 707
424-6075  Fax 424-6074
Members: INTERCITY TRANSIT CONSORTIUM
AGENDA
Benicia
Dixon 10:00 A.M., Wednesday, August 31, 2005
Fairfield K hori
Rio Vista Solano Transportation A}lt ority
Solano County One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City Suisun City, CA
Vacaville
Vallejo ITEM
L. CALL TO ORDER
IL. APPROVAL OF AGENDA (10:00 - 10:05 a.m.)
II1. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
Iv. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STA STAFF
(10:05-10:10 a.m.)
V. CONSENT CALENDAR

Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one

motion.

(10:10 - 10:15 a.m.)

A.  Minutes of the Consortium Meeting
of June 29, 2005- Pg. 1
Recommendation: Approve minutes of June 29, 2005.

B.  STA Meeting Schedule Update - Pg. 7

Informational

C.  Funding Opportunities Summary- Pg. 9

Informational

D.  Bay Area Commute Profile Study - Pg. 19

Informational

E.  Route 30 Performance Update - Pg. 49
Recommendation:

Receive and file.

STAFF PERSON

John Harris, Chair

Johanna Masiclat

Johanna Masiclat

Sam Shelton

Elizabeth Richards

Elizabeth Richards



F.

Federal Legislative Update — August 2005 — Pg. 53 Jayne Bauer
Informational

VI. ACTION ITEMS

A.

SAFETEA Third Cycle STP/CMAQ Funding Policies Daryl Halls
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to request

MTC dedicate additional Third Cycle SAFETEA

STP/CMAQ funds to Local Streets and Roads, Transit

Capital Replacement, and CMA Planning Activities.

(10:15-10:25 am.) — Pg. 55

Bay Area Partnership Board Membership Daryl Halls
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the Board pursuant to the

Jollowing Bay Area Partnership Board memberships:

1. Support the Bay Area Partnership Board
membership request for specified Solano County
Transit Operators as recommended by the Transit
Consortium.

2. Support adding to the Bay Area Partnership Board a
public works director representing the public works
directors for Solano County.

(10:25-10:35 a.m.) — Pg. 59

Amendment of State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Elizabeth Richards
Proposed Funding Plan for FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07

Recommendation:

Recommend to the STA Board to approve an amendment to

the FY 2005-06 STAF project list on Attachment C and the

preliminary FY 2006-07 STAF project list on Attachment D.

(10:35-10:45 am.) - Pg. 71

2006 STIP Programming Jennifer Tongson
Recommendation:
Recommend the following to the STA Board:

1. Approve the fund strategy to replace the $2 million
in STIP funds for specified local streets and road
projects with 32 million in SAFETEA Cycle 3 funds
Jor the same specified local streets and roads
projects; and

2. Review and comment on the updated STIP funding
program (to be provided under separate cover).

(10:45 -10:55 a.m.) — Pg. 79




VIIL

VIII

State Legislative Update — August 2005
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to adopt a

Watch position on the following:
1. SB 658 (Kuehl)
2. SB 680 (Simitian)
3. AB 1208 (Yee)
4. AB 1623 (Klehs)
(10:55-11:00 a.m.) — Pg. 83

SolanoLinks Transit Consortium 2005 Work Plan
Mid-Year Status Update
Recommendation:
Recommend to the STA Board to:
1. Review and approve the mid-yearTransit
Consortium Work Plan Status Update.

2. Add additional task to Consortium Work Plan:

Initiate Solano Paratransit Assessment Study.
(11:00 - 11:05 a.m.) — Pg. 91

INFORMATION ITEMS

A.

G.

Status of SR 12 Transit Corridor Study
Informational (11:05 - 11:10 a.m.) — Pg. 99

Update of Small UZA Payback Plan
Informational (11:10 - 11:15 a.m.) — Pg. 105

Status of Pedestrian Priority Projects
Informational (11:15 — 11:20 a.m.) — Pg. 107

SNCI Fall Campaign — Great Race for Clean Air
Informational (11:20 — 11:25 a.m.) — Pg. 113

SNCI Monthly Issues
Informational (11:25 - 11:30 am.) — Pg. 115

Local Transit Issues

ADJOURNMENT

Jayne Bauer

Elizabeth Richards

Dan Christians

Elizabeth Richards

Robert Guerrero

Anna McLaughlin

Anna McLaughlin

Group

The next regular meeting of the STA SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium is

scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, September 28, 2005.






II.

IIL.

Agenda Item V.A
August 31, 2005

INTERCITY TRANSIT CONSORTIUM

Minutes of the meeting of
June 29, 2005

CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting of the SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium was called to order
by Chair Harris at approximately 10:07 a.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority

Conference Room.

Consortium Present:

Also Present:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

John Andoh
Jeff Matheson
George Fink
Gian Aggarwal
John Harris

Daryl Halls

Dan Christians
Elizabeth Richards
Anna McLaughlin
Jayne Bauer
Robert Guerrero
Jennifer Tongson
Johanna Masiclat

Benicia Transit

Dixon Readi-Ride
Fairfield/Suisun Transit
Vacaville City Coach
Vallejo Transit

STA
STA
STA/SNCI
STA/SNCI
STA
STA
STA
STA

On a motion by Jeff Matheson, and a second by George Fink, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium approved the agenda.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

None presented.



IV.  REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STA STAFF

Caltrans: None presented.
MTC: None presented.
STA: Anna McLaughlin a possible BART strike.

Jennifer Tongson announced the next meeting of the Solano Paratransit
Coordinating Council (PCC) is Friday, July 15, 2005.

Robert Guerrero announced the upcoming Safe Routes to Transit (SR2T)
Application Workshop on Thursday, July 14, 2005, 1:30 p.m. at the
MTC building in Oakland.

V.  CONSENT CALENDAR

On a motion by Jeff Matheson, and a second by John Andoh, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium unanimously approved the Consent Calendar.

Recommendation:

A. Approve Minutes of the Consortium Meeting of May 25, 2005.
B. STA Meeting Schedule Update

C. Funding Opportunities Summary

D. Status of Unmet Transit Needs Process for FY 2005-06

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the revised responses to
MTC’s Unmet Transit Needs issues as shown on Attachment A.

Letter of Support for City of Fairfield Request for Safe Routes to Transit
(SR2T) Application for Union Avenue - Main Street Pedestrian/Bicycle
Overcrossing Improvements

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve letter of support for Union
Avenue - Main Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing Improvements for Safe
Routes to Transit (SR2T) funding.

Solano Travel Safety Plan, Phase 1

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the final draft of the Solano
Travel Safety Plan.




VI

ACTION ITEMS

A.

Status of Development of County Transportation Expenditure Plan (CTEP)
Daryl Halls provided an update to the development of CTEP. He outlined the
recommendation to be forwarded to the STA Board to reaffirm the Board’s support
for an allocation of Local Return to Source Funding based on each jurisdiction’s
population and an allocation of Local Streets and Roads funding based on a
combination of population (66.7%) and center lane miles (33.3%).

Recommendation:
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:

A. Reaffirm the STA policy for the allocation of future Transportation Sales
Tax revenue to member agencies for Local Return to Source projects based
on population averaged over the 30-year term of the expenditure plan.

B. Reaffirm the STA policy for the allocation of future Transportation Sales
Tax revenues to member agencies for rehabilitation and maintenance of local
streets and roads be based on a formula of 2:1 (66.7% population to 33.3%
center lane miles).

On a motion by Gian Aggarwal, and a second by Jeff Matheson, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

Route 30 Funding Agreement and Performance Update

Elizabeth Richards provided an update to Route 30’s performance including
ridership increases and improvements to the farebox recovery data. She reviewed
the proposed Route 30 agreement between the STA and Fairfield-Suisun Transit
(FST) for FY 2005-06 and FY 2007-08 and the funding distribution for FY 2005-06
that has been approved as part of the approval of the TDA matrix.

Elizabeth noted that the STA and FST will work together on cost projections for the
Route 30 agreement and bring a recommendation back to the TAC at their next
meeting of August 31, 2005.

Recommendation:

- Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the Executive Director to

execute the Rt. 30 funding agreement as shown on Attachment B.

On a motion by George Fink, and a second by Gian Aggarwal, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium approved to table this item until their next meeting of
August 31, 2005.

Solano Paratransit Funding Agreement and Vehicle Wraps

Elizabeth Richards reviewed the proposed Solano Paratransit agreement between the
STA and Fairfield-Suisun Transit (FST) covering the time frame from FY 2005-06
through FY 2007-08 with an option to extend the contract for 2 additional years.

She also requested the TAC review and endorse the proposed Solano Paratransit
logo, bus wrap, and brochure cover to improve the image and identity of the service.

Based on input, the Consortium agreed to revise language of Recommendation No.1

to read as follows: 3



Recommendation: :
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:
1. Authorize the Executive Director to execute Solano Paratransit service and
Junding agreement between STA and the City of Fairfield.
2. Endorse the proposed Solano Paratransit logo, bus wrap, and brochure
design.

On a motion by Jeff Matheson, and a second by George Fink, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium unanimously approved the recommendation as
amended shown above in italics.

Legislative Update — June 2005

Jayne Bauer reviewed two bills currently being watched regarding toll bridge
seismic retrofit programs (SB 172 and SB 1024). She cited that the SB 371 would
authorize certain state and local transportation entities to use a design-build process
for bidding on highway construction projects.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to adopt the following positions:

e SB 371 - Support

- On a motion by George Fink, and a second by Jeff Matheson, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

Draft 2005 Congestion Management Program (CMP)

Dan Christians reviewed the development of the draft CMP. He listed several
changes incorporated in the Draft 2005 CMP and tentative meeting dates for the
development of the final CMP scheduled for Board approval on October 12, 2005.

After discussion, the Consortium agreed to include additional changes submitted by
the City of Benicia and the City of Vallejo.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Draft 2005 Congestion
Management Program and forward to MTC for RTP consistency.

On a motion by John Andoh, and a second by Jeff Matheson, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium unanimously approved the recommendation with the
amendment to include additional changes from the City of Benicia and the City of
Vallejo.

Emergency Ride Home Program

Anna McLaughlin reviewed the operating principles and parameters of the draft
Solano Transportation Authority Emergency Ride Home Pilot Program. She cited
that the program proposes that STA will contract with a taxi and rental car
companies to provide transportation to registered employees working in Solano
County. She noted that the contract terms would be for potentially three years, one
year with the option of two (2) one-year contract renewals.



Recommendation:
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:
1. Approve the STA’s Emergency Ride Home (ERH) Program.
2. Authorize the Executive Director to release a Request for Proposals (RFP)
for Taxi and Rental Car Providers for the Emergency Ride Home (ERH)
Program in an amount not to exceed $30,000 for three years.

On a motion by John Andoh, and a second by Jeff Matheson, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

SNCI FY 2005-06 Work Program and FY 2004-05 Annual Report

Anna McLaughlin distributed and highlighted selected accomplishments from the
SNCIFY 2004-05 Annual Report to be finalized after June 30, 2005. She also
reviewed the funding and contract obligations that comprise the SNCI’s upcoming
Work Program (FY 2005-06).

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve SNCI’s FY 2005-06 Work
Program.

On a motion by John Andoh, and a second by George Fink, the SolanoLinks
Intercity Transit Consortium approved the recommendation.

VII. INFORMATION ITEMS

A.

Status Report on SR 12 Transit Corridor Study
Dan Christians provided an update to the development of various plans and local
transit studies of the SR 12 Transit Corridor Study.

Local Project Monitoring

Jennifer Tongson reviewed the inactive projects lists dated May 31, 2005 and
distributed by Caltrans Local Assistance for the past 6 and 12 months. She also
cited that STA has played a key role in programming, obligating/allocating, and
delivering Federal and State funded projects to completion. She added that STA is
in the process of building an in-house project monitoring system that will assist in
tracking the progress of all Federal and State funded local projects.

2006 STIP Fund Estimate, Guidelines and Allocation Plans

Andrew Fremier summarized the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) projects programmed in FY 2005-06 and the California Transportation
Commission’s (CTC) two-tiered allocation plan of the 2006 STIP Fund Estimate
(FE) Assumptions.

Benicia Short Range Transit Plan

John Andoh reviewed the draft final report of the Benicia Short Range Transit Plan
(SRTP). He cited that the City of Benicia’s SRTP provides a series of service and
policy recommendations, a financial plan and implementation plan to guide Benicia
Transit for the period FY 2005-06 to FY 2012-13.



IX.

E.  SNCI Monthly Issues
Anna McLaughlin highlighted transit schedules, Partnership’s Regional Transit
Marketing Committee (RTMC), Welfare to Work (Solano), and promotions.

F. Local Transit Issues
The cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Vacaville, and Vallejo reported on various

transit and staffing issues.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m. The next meeting is scheduled
for Wednesday, August 31, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. in the STA Conference Room.



Agenda Item V.B
August 31, 2005

DATE: August 20, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Johanna Masiclat, Acting Clerk of the Board
RE: STA Meeting Schedule Update

Background:
Attached is the updated STA meeting schedule for the calendar year 2005 that may be of

interest to the Consortium.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. 2005 STA Meeting Schedule
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Agenda Item V.C
August 31, 2005

DATE: August 25, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

RE: Funding Opportunities Summary

The following funding opportunities will be available to STA member agencies during the
next few months. Also attached are summary fact sheets for each program. Please distribute
this information to appropriate departments within your jurisdiction.

Fund Source

Application Available From

Application Due

San Francisco Bay Trail Grant

Maureen Gaffney, Bay Trail

Open until all funds are

Program (510) 464-7909 allocated
California State Parks, David Smith, Cal DPR,
Habitat Conscrvation Fund (916) 651-8576 Due October 3, 2005
California State Parks, David Smith, Cal DPR,
Recreational Trails Program (916) 651-8576 Due October 3, 2005
Caltrans Transportation
Planning Grant —
Environmental Justice / Norman Dong, Caltrans Due October 14, 2005
.- . (916) 651-6889
Context Sensitive Planning
for Communities
Caltrans Transportation
Planning Grant — Stuart Mori, Caltrans,
Community-Based (916) 651-8204 Due October 14, 2005
Transportation Planning
Caltrans Transportation .
Planning Grant — Gartlzglligi) lgglzsjg(;z;lstrans, Due October 14, 2005
FTA 5313(b) Transit Planning
Caltrans Transportation .
Planning Grant — Garth Hopkins, Caltrans, Due October 14, 2005
. . (916) 654-8175
Partnership Planning
Elizabeth Train, Bikes
Bikes Belong Grant Program Belong Coalition, Due November 28, 2005

(303) 449-4893




FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

San Francisco Bay Trail Grant Program

The application period is open until all funds are allocated

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the San Francisco Bay Trail Grant Program is intended to assist
Jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer
questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential project
applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors: Cities, counties, special districts, state government agencies, federal
government agencies, land trusts, non-profit organizations are
eligible to apply.

Program Description: This is a grant program to aid in trail planning and construction

projects that complete gaps in the Bay Trail.

Funding Available: $3,800,000 is available from Proposition 40 to fund projects that
complete the Bay Trail. There is no minimum or maximum grant.
Previous grants range from $14,000 to $500,000.

Eligible Projects: Maximize development of new trail miles by:

e  Planning Studies

e Trail Design Work

¢  Feasibility Studies

*  Construction of new Bay Trail Segments and associated

amenities (50% match is competitive for construction)

Previously awarded Solano Projects:

* Benicia State Recreation Area Bay Trail ($100,000)

*  Solano Countywide Trails Plan ($46,000)
* Mitigation projects and permit work are not eligible. Projects
funded under this grant must be able to demonstrate that all
proposed work will be completed by no later than June 30, 2007.

Funding Contact: Maureen Gaffney, Bay Trail, (510) 464-7909

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
sshelton@sta-snci.com

10



FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

California State Parks
Habitat Conservation Fund

Applications due October 3, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the California State Parks’ Habitat Conservation Fund is intended to assist
Jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer
questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project
Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Examples of Previous
Awards:

Further Details:

Program Contact
Person:

STA Contact Person:

Cities, counties and districts are eligible to apply.

Funded as part of the California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 to
protect wildlife and educate the public about wildlife.

$2 million is available under the program. A 50% state / 50% local
match is required. This can be made with non-state dollars, in-kind
contributions, or property made available as part of the acquisition
project.

Acquisition and restoration of habitat

» City of Vacaville - Pleasants Valley Encinosa Acquisition
$250,000, FY 04/05

» City of Vacaville — Ulatis Creek $72,000, FY97/98; $86,000 &
$54,000, FY 96/97

e Wildlife/Interpretive/Educations trails
City of Sacramento — William Land Park Rec Trail $122,000
FY 04/05

http://www.parks.ca.gov — “Grants and Bond Acts”

David Smith, Cal DPR, (916) 651-8576, dsmith@parks.ca.gov

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075,
sshelton@sta-snci.com

11



FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

California State Parks
Recreational Trails Program

Applications due October 3, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the California State Parks’ Recreational Trails Program is intended to assist jurisdictions
plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this
funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Cities, counties, districts, state agencies and nonprofit organizations with
management responsibilities over public lands.

Program Description: The Recreational Trails Program provides funds annually for recreational
trails and trails-related projects.

Funding Available: About $2.2 million per year will be available for non-motorized projects and
about $1.0 million for motorized projects based on the federal Fiscal Year
2003 appropriation. Minimum match of 20%.

Eligible Projects: ¢ Maintenance and restoration of existing recreational trails

(motorized projects only);

e Development and rehabilitation of trailside and trailhead facilities
and trail linkages for recreational trails;
(Central County Bikeway Gap Closure, Suisun City, $160,000,
FY 04/05)

e Purchase and lease of recreational trail construction and
maintenance equipment (motorized projects only);

¢ Construction of new recreational trails (see Procedural Guide for
more information;

*  Acquisition of easements and fee simple title to property for
recreational trails or recreational trail corridors;

*  Operation of educational programs to promote safety and
environmental protection as those objectives relate to the use of
recreational trails (motorized projects only).

Further Details: http://www.parks.ca.gov —p “Grants and Bond Acts”

Program Contact Person: David Smith, Cal DPR, (916) 651-8576, dsmith@parks.ca.gov

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075,
sshelton@sta-snci.com

12



FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant
Environmental Justice: Context-Sensitive Planning for Communities

Applications due October 14, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant Environmental Justice — Context — Sensitive
Planning for Communities is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program.
STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on
potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Applicants: Cities, counties, transit districts and Native American Tribal
Governments.
Sub-applicants: Non-profits, Community Based Organizations, Local
Transportation Commissions, etc.

Program Description: Funds projects that promote public participation in planning to improve
mobility, access, equity, affordable housing, and economic opportunities for
low-income, minority and Native American communities.

Funding Available: $1.5 million from the State Highway Account for FY 05/06. Maximum
grant amount is $250,000. A local match equal to 10% of the grant request
1s required, of which half may be in-kind.

Eligible Projects: ¢ Identify and involve under-represented groups in planning and
project development.

e Planning and Safety improvements for pedestrians and bicycles

o {(Fruitvale Alive!/City of Oakland - $170,100, FY 03/04)
e Developing Guidelines and supporting information for EJ element of
a General Plan
o (South Sacramento Community Plan Update - $237,960,
FY 03/04)
¢ Transportation Projects in underdeveloped rural agricultural areas
o (Le Grand, Circulation Plan - $68,400, FY 03/04)

e Transportation Planning that enhances the business climate,
affordable housing, and economic development in under-served
communities development

o (Monument Corridor Marketing and Outreach Project,
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority - $87,200, FY
05/06)

Further Details: http://'www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/grants.htm
Program Contact Person: Norman Dong, Caltrans, Norman_dong@dot.ca.gov (916) 651-6389

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075, sshelton@sta-snci.com

13



FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant
Community-Based Transportation Planning

Applications due October 14, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant — Community-Based Transportation Planning
is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to
answer questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Cities, counties, transit districts and Public Entities. Sub recipients: Non-
profits, Private Sector entities, Universities, etc.

Program Description: Funds transportation and land use planning that promote public participation
and support livable community concepts.

Funding Available: $1.5 million from the State Highway Account for FY 05/06. Maximum
grant amount is $250,000. A local match equal to 20% of the grant request
is required, of which half may be in-kind.

Eligible Projects: Projects should involve conceptual-level planning and design activities that
encourage community stakeholder collaboration and promote livable
community concepts.

Example FY 05/06 Recipients:

Los Rios Transportation Connections, Sacramento County - $119,450

Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan, Sonoma County - $110,000
Further Details: http://www .dot.ca.gov/hqg/tpp/grants.htm

Program Contact Person: Stuart Mori, Caltrans, stuart_mori@dot.ca.gov (916) 651-8204

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075, sshelton@sta-snci.com

14
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant
FTA 5313(b) Transit Planning

Notice of Intent due to MTC by September 14, 2005
Applications for review by MTC need by September 30, 2005
Complete applications due to Caltrans on October 14, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant — FTA 5313(b) Transit Planning is intended to assist
jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to a answer questions regarding
this funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors: MPOSs/RTPs as applicants. Others may apply as sub-recipients. Contact MTC for
their sub-recipient process details.

Program Description: Statewide Transit Planning Studies: Funds studies that reduce urban transportation
needs and improve transit on a statewide or multi-regional level.
Transit Technical Planning Assistance: Funds public intermodal transportation
planning studies for rural transit service (Population of 50K or less).
Transit Professionals Development: Fund training and development of transit
planning professionals and students.

Funding Available: 11.47% non-Federal funds or in-kind local match required for all grants.
$1.850 million from FTA Section 5313(b) for FY 05/06 (with last cycle examples):

Statewide Transit Planning Studies: $950,000 available with a grant cap of
$350,000. (SRTP, County of Sacramento, $56,000)

Transit Technical Planning Assistance: $750,000 available with a grant cap of
$100,000. (Community Transit Connections Study, Yolo/SACOG/Unitrans
$14,150). (Northern Napa Valley Transportation Assistance Plan, $45,000)

Transit Professionals Development: $150,000 available with a grant cap of $50,000.
(Citywide Transportation Hazard Elimination Plan, Contra Costa, $45,000).

Eligible Projects: Statewide Transit Planning Studies: GIS development, transit oriented development
studies, transit planning and development tools and models.
Transit Technical Planning Assistance: Short-range transit development plans,
ridership surveys, and transit coordination studies.
Transit Professionals Development: Training manuals and internships.

Further Details: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/grants.htm
MTC contacts: Lisa Klein (510) 817-5832, Nancy Okasaki (510) 817-5759

Program Contact Person: Garth Hopkins, Caltrans, Garth_Hopkins@dot.ca.gov (916) 654-8175
STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075, sshelton@sta-snci.com
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant
Partnership Planning

Notice of Intent due to MTC by September 14, 2005
Applications for review by MTC need by September 30, 2005
Complete applications due to Caltrans on October 14, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant — Partnership Planning is intended
to assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staffis available to
answer questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential project
applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors: MPOs/RTPs as applicants. Others may apply as sub-recipients.
Contact MTC for their sub-recipient process details.

Program Description: Funds statewide planning studies that are jointly performed by
Caltrans and MPOs/RTPAs.

Funding Available: $950,000 in FHWA State Planning and Research funds available in
FY 05/06. Maximum grant amount is $300,000. 20% non-
federal funds or in-kind local match required.

Eligible Projects: » Regional transportation planning studies (Statewide / Multi-
Regional)
e Land Use / Smart Growth Studies
o Corridor studies
(Smarter Growth Along the I-80 Capitol Corridor,
MTC/SACOG - $300,000)
o Intermodal Facilities

Further Details: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/tpp/grants.htm

Program Contact Person: ~ Garth Hopkins, Caltrans, Garth_Hopkins@dot.ca.gov
(916) 654-8175

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075,
sshelton(@sta-snci.com
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Bikes Belong Grant Program

Due by November 28, 2005
TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Bikes Belong Grant Program is intended to assist jurisdictions plan
projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions
regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors: Cities and the County of Solano are eligible.

Program Description: Bikes Belong is offering grants to address four specific goals:
Ridership growth, leveraging funding, building political support,
and promoting cycling.

Funding Available: Grants are available up to $10,000. This program is intended to
provide funding for local matches for larger fund sources.

Eligible Projects: Eligible projects include bicycle facility improvements, education,
and capacity projects.

Previously Funded Projects: e  North-South Greenway, Marin County, $10,000
e  Sacramento Area Bike Trails, Sacramento Area Bicycle
Advocates, $10,000
e  YMCA City Bike Education Program, San Francisco,
$5,000

Funding Contact: Elizabeth Train, Grants Program Administrator
Bikes Belong Coalition
http://bikesbelong.org
1245 Pearl Street, Suite 212
Boulder, Colorado 80302-5253
(303) 449-4893

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
sshelton(@sta-snci.com
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Agenda Item V.D
August 31, 2005

DATE August 19, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: Bay Area Commute Profile Study

Background:
Since 1992, a study of Bay Area commuters has been funded by the Metropolitan

Transportation Commission and contracted by RIDES for Bay Area Commuters (RIDES). The
Solano Transportation Authority has provided input into the study and uses the study findings.
The latest study, Commute Profile 2004 (Attachment A), was not published but has been
posted on the MTC’s website.

A random sample of residents of each county was contacted between March 9 and May 17,
2004. In each of the nine Bay Area counties, 400 individuals completed a telephone survey.
At the regional level, this results in a confidence level of 98% and sampling error rate of 2%.
At the County level, the confidence level is 95% with a sampling error rate of 5%.

The Commute Profile provides valuable regional and countywide commuter statistics and
comparisons. The annual surveys have been conducted at the same time of year which also
allows longitudinal data analysis. Much of the data for Solano County is consistent with
previous studies.

This may be the final Commute Profile study contracted by MTC. RIDES is no longer
operating. MTC and the new Regional Rideshare Program (RRP) contractor are reviewing
future commuter research needs.

Discussion:

The data collected in the most recent Commute Profile ranges from average commute distance,
travel mode, to perceptions of changes in travel conditions. In contrast to previous years, the
Commute Profile 2004 data was not presented in a County by County format. Some
comparisons were made among the counties’ characteristics. A summary of Solano
information is presented on Attachment B. Highlights are presented below:

e Solano County has the second longest average commute distance at 21 miles.
Solano County has a higher than average drive alone rate (71%) and the highest
car/vanpool rate (22%) in the Bay Area.

* Solano County commuters enjoy the highest average travel speed at 40mph.

e Solano County had the highest percentage of commuters (31%) who stated that
commute conditions were worse than the previous year.

® Solano County commuters are some of the most likely to use a carpool lane: of the
27% of Solano commuters who have access to a carpool lane, 37% use the carpool
lane.
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e At 100%, Solano County residents have the highest level of vehicle availability for
commuting in the Bay Area.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Commute Profile 2004 (CP04)
B. CP04 Solano Highlights
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ATTACHMENT A

September 2004

Prepared for:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Rideshare

Program

Prepared by:
RIDES for Bay Area Commuters, Inc.

For Further Information Contact:
Steve Beroldo, Research and Evaluation Manager,
sberoldo@rides.org or (510) 273-2063

The ‘preparation of this report has been financed in part by grants from the Federal

Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation. The contents of this

report do not necessarily reflect the official views or policy of the U.S. Department
of Transportation or MTC.
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COMMUTE PROFILE 2004, Regional Report September 2004

Commute Profile 2004
Regional Report
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Regional Rideshare Program
COMMUTE PROFILE 2004, Regional Report September 2004

In the spring of 2004, the Regional Rideshare Program conducted
the Bay Area’s twelfth Commute Profile survey. Commute Profile
is an annual region-wide telephone survey of commuters. The
study is designed as a tool to help the Regional Rideshare
Program and others better understand Bay Area commuters and their
commute patterns. Commute Profile is unique among Bay Area
surveys in that it focuses on commuters, their travel behavior
and trends that emerge from year to year.

To track commute trends over time, Commute Profile has retained a
group of core questions. The core questions include:

- Commute Modes

- Commute Distance and Time

- Use of HOV Lanes

- Influence of Employers and Employment Sites on Travel
Behavior

- Potential Use of Options to Driving Alone

- Awareness and Use of Commuter Information Services

Demographic Information

Additional questions are rotated each year depending on current
topics of interest to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) and other partners who participate in the planning of
Commute Profile. These rotating blocks of questions add an
important element of flexibility to the study. This year’s survey
included additional “market research” oriented questions, such as
sensitivity to costs, logistics of finding carpool partners,
commonly used media and ethnicity. It also included an expanded
look at the awareness and use of 511 services.

Past editions of Commute Profile have published all the data and
analysis in a single “book” format. Data collected in the
Commute Profile 2004 survey are published in four separate
reports:

* Regional Report: this report analyzes a weighted data set
representative of the region as a whole. It focuses on
commute mode, distance, time, use of carpool lanes and
telecommuting, changing commute conditions and the
influence of the employment site.

* County Profiles: this report is based on a sample of
commuters who live in each of the nine Bay Area counties.
Within this report a core set of the data are examined to
provide a perspective on how commute patterns vary on a
county-by-county basis.

* Awareness and Use of Customer Service Programs: this
report looks at awareness and customer use data for
incentive programs, 511 services, the freeway service
patrol program and the freeway callbox program.

RINEQ fAr Row Araa Cammaitare tnn Dana 2
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September 2004

* Customer Profile: this report focuses on identifying
potential customers, how to reach them and to which
messages they’1ll most likely listen.

The target population for Commute Profile is adults over the age
of 16 who are employed full-time (30 hours or more) outside the
home. Because this is a key customer group for the Regional
Rideshare Program’s services, Commute Profile focuses on them.

The sample size for Commute Profile has varied from year to year
as a result of budget considerations, but the last six years have
been consistent (Table 1). Larger sample sizes allow for more
accurate regional data and for data that are more meaningful at
the county level.

Table 1
Commute Profile Historical Summary
Completed Counties Direct Costs

Questionnair With Full Budget?
es Sample

1992 1,600 $22,245
1993 2,800 6 $40,325
1994 3,200 7 $44,600
1995 1,090 2 $11,844
1996 3,450 8 $41,152
1997

1998 1,608 2 $19,000
1999 3,628 9 $42,000
2000 3,600 9 $42,670
2001 3,600 9 $44,740
2002 3,643 9 $57,530
2003 3,600 9 $51,883
2004 3,600 9 $49,688

Between March 9 and May 17, 2004, a market research consultant
administered telephone surveys to 3,600 Bay Area residents or 400

for each of the nine counties.

Phone numbers were randomly

generated, and calls were made in the evenings or on weekends.
For the region-wide analysis, a weighted data set is used. The
weighting is based on employed residents per county (Table 2).
For the county-level analysis, the original data are used to

provide the maximum sample size for each county.

Ithis is the budget for acquiring the sample, conducting the telephone
interviews and delivering a clean data set. It does not include
questionnaire design, analysis, report preparation, graphic design or

printing.
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Table 2
Regional Weighting Factors by County

County Weighted Factor
A 1.85

lameda
Contra Costa 1.21
Marin 0.34
Napa 0.16
San Francisco 1.14
San Mateo 0.97
Santa Clara 2.26
Solano 0.46
Sonoma 0.61

_n=400 per county

Commute Profile data are based on samples and, as with any
sample, some of the year-to-year fluctuations are due to normal
sampling error. County populations, based on the number of
employed residents per county, vary from 68,500 (Napa) to 844,000
(Santa Clara).? The samples of 400 from each county have a normal
sampling error of five percent and a confidence level of 95
percent associated with them. The region-wide population of
employed residents is estimated to be 3,336,500 according to the
2000 census. The regional sample of 3,600 has a normal sampling
error rate of two percent and a confidence level of 98 percent.
This means if the survey was conducted 100 times, one would be
confident 98 times out of 100, the characteristics of the sample
would reflect the characteristics of the population within plus
or minus two percent.

In some cases, Commute Profile examines sub-samples of the
regional or county data sets where the sample sizes are smaller.
Each table in Commute Profile includes the actual sample size in
the format of (n=sample size). The normal sampling error
increases as the sample size decreases as is shown in Table 3.

Table 3
Normal Sampling Error Rates

Sample Size Sampling Confidence
{(n=) Error | Level

3,600 2% 98%
400 5% 95%
270 6% 95%
200 7% 95%
150 8% 95%
120 9% 95%
100 10% 95%

To develop a relatively complete view of commuters’ travel modes,
Commute Profile looks at the trip to work in terms of “primary,”

2 Estimate of employed residents in 2004 are from the 2000 Census.
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“connecting” and “occasional” modes. The “primary” mode of
travel is defined as the method used for all or the part of the
trip that covers the greatest distance. All respondents were
asked if their entire commute trip was made using one mode or if
their normal trip to work involved the use of additional or
“connecting” modes. Finally, if the number of days per week an
individual used their primary mode did not match the number of
days per week worked, they were asked what other modes they used
on an “occasional” basis.

The percentage of respondents who drive alone as their primary
commute mode inched up between 2003 and 2004 from 63 percent to
64 percent, but it is still considerably lower than the 68
percent who were driving alone in 2002 (Table 4). The 64 percent
drive-alone rate is the second lowest in the last six years.
Other changes in commute mode between 2003 and 2004 were also
subtle; BART use is up and both carpooling and telecommuting
declined (carpooling by two percent and telecommuting by one
percent). BART increased from three percent to five percent
between 2002 and 2003. 2004 is the first decline in the
percentage of commuters carpooling in some time. Carpool use had
been steadily increasing from 14 percent in 1999 to 18 percent in
2003. The percentage of commuters walking to work increased from
two percent to three percent between 2002 and 2003; the 2004 data
show that higher of level of walking continuing.

Table 4
Primary Commute Mode

ode 004 00 00
Drive Alone 64% 63% 68%
Carpool 3 16% 18% 17%
BART 6% 5% 3%
Bus 5% 5% 5%
Walk 3% 3% 2%
Telecommute 1% 2% 1%
Bicycle 1% 1% 1%
Light Rail 1% 1% <1%
Caltrain 1% 1% 1%
Motorcycle 1% 1% <1%
Vanpool <1% <1% 1%
Ferry <1% <1% <1%
n= 3,607 3,609 3,614

Approximately 13 percent of respondents indicated their normal
trip to work involved the use of more than one mode. The most
popular connecting modes are driving alone and riding the bus
(Table 5). Riding BART, walking, carpooling, bicycling and
riding light rail systems are the next most popular group of
connecting modes. The results are similar to last year both in
terms of the percentage of commuters using connecting modes and

3 Respondents who initially indicated they drive alone, but later
indicated they have others in the car with them three to five days per
week were reclassified as carpools.
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the type of modes used—the seven most commonly used connecting
modes are the same this year as last year.

Table 5
Connecting Modes

Drive Alone 43 Light Rail 1%
Bus 3% Caltrain <1%
BART 2% Motorcycle <1%
Walk 1% Ferry <1%

Carpool 1% Other <1%
Bicycle 1% None 87%
n=3,607

When primary and connecting modes are combined, a view of the
journey to work is provided that gives equal weight to each mode
regardless if it is used for the whole trip or just a portion of
the trip. For an individual who drives to BART, their trip will
show up twice—once in the drive-alone category and once in the
BART category. Because one person’s trip to work can include
multiple modes, the total number of trips represented here is
greater than the number of trips represented in the table that
shows only primary trips. There are some differences between
this combined view and the view of just the primary mode of
travel. The percentage of trips made driving alone decreases by
about four percentage points (from 64 percent to 60 percent) and
the percentage of carpooling drops by one percent (Table 6). The
percentage of bus, BART, bicycle, light rail and Caltrain trips
increase when primary and connecting modes are combined.

Table 6
Primary and Connecting Modes Combined

Drive Alone 60% Telecommute 1%
Carpool 15% Caltrain %
Bus 7% Motorcycle 1%
BART 7% Vanpool <1%
Walk 3% Ferry <1%
Bicycle 2% Other 1%

Light Rail 2%

_ , . n=3,607

An occasional mode is a completely separate mode used on days
when commuters do not use their primary travel mode for their
trip to work. Approximately seven percent of respondents
indicated they use a different method of commuting on an
occasional basis. This level is consistent with previous years.
Driving alone and telecommuting are the most popular occasional
modes (Table 7).
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Table 7
Occasional Commute Modes

. ' Mode _ Mode v
Drive Alone 2% Walk or Jog 1%

Telecommute 2% Light Rail <1%

Carpool 1% Caltrain <1%

Bus 1% Ferry <1%

BART 1% Other <1%

Bicycle 1% None 93%
n=3,607

The primary and connecting modes in Table 8 have been clustered
in four groups (drive alone, carpool, transit and other?%) for
easier comparisons. The table shows the types of connecting
modes used based on primary mode for the 13 percent of commuters
who use a connecting mode. For example, of those commuters whose
primary mode is driving alone (first row), 22 percent drive to
meet a carpool, 55 percent drive to catch transit and 22 percent
drive and then use an “other” mode to complete their journey to
work.

Transit users were the most likely to use connecting modes on
their normal commute trip (60 percent use a connecting mode), and
they are most likely to use multiple transit modes. Drive-alone
commuters were the least likely—only four percent use a
connecting mode. Nineteen percent of “other” mode users and nine
percent of carpoolers use connecting modes. Transit was the most
frequently used connecting mode in all four modal categories.

4 »prive Alone” includes motorcycles and taxis; “carpool” includes
vanpools; “transit” includes buses, trains and ferryboats; and “other”
includes bike, walk and telecommute.
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Table 8
Primary Mode by Connecting Mode
Prima ode Drive
Alone Carpool Transit Other
Drive Alone - 22% 55% 22%

4% of drive-alones
use a connecting
mode

n=79

Carpool 25% 11% 50% 14%
9% of carpoolers
use a connecting
mode
n=51

Transit 38% 7% 44% 12%
60% of transi
users use a
connecting mode
n=276

Other 40% 4% 44% 12%
198 of “other”
mode users use a
connecting mode
n=40

Grouping commute modes into clusters makes it easier to view
patterns which emerge over time. The biggest change in recent
years is the decline in the drive-alone rate (Table 9). The
drive-alone rate had been fairly steady prior to 2003 with a
gradual upward trend; the drop over the last two years shows a
change in the long-term trend. Increases noted last year in
transit use and “other” mode were substantiated by continued high
levels this year. The decrease in carpool use from 2003 to 2004
runs contrary to the trend of increased carpool use that had been
emerging since 1998.

The increase in transit over the last two years appears counter
to the trend of generally lower overall ridership on transit
reported by operators. However, it is possible that the
percentage of commuters using transit can increase while overall
ridership decreases. The fact that employment has declined would
lower absolute ridership levels, but not necessarily lower the
percent of commuters riding transit. For “other” modes, the last
two years mark an upward movement of a trend line which has been
flat over the previous five years.
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Table §
Clustered Modes Over Time °
Mode 1993 0 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 @ 2003 | 2004
Drive
Alone 65% | 663 | 62% | 64% | 71% |67% |68% |69% |69% |64% |65%
Carpool
17% 17% 19% 17% 14% 15% 14% 17% 18% 18% 16%
Transit
12% 12% 12% 13% 11% 14% 14% 10% 10% 12% 13%
Other
7% 5% 7% 6% 3% 4% 5% 4% 4% 7% 6%
=
2782 | 3261 400 3456 1200 3669 3608 36156 3614 3609 3607

County Comparisons

There are a number of differences in commute modes between
commuters who live in different counties—mostly related to the
options that are available. The availability of transit and
parking, as well as travel distances, appears to influence
commuters’ choices. Consistent with previous years, the
percentage of commuters driving alone is highest in Napa and
Sonoma counties (Table 10). San Francisco commuters are the
least likely to drive alone to work; they have the highest
transit and the only double-digit “other” mode use. They also
have the lowest carpooling rate while Solano residents have the
highest carpool rate; Santa Clara has the second highest
carpooling rate. Also consistent with previous years, transit
use is distinctly lower in Napa, Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma
counties.

Table 10
Commute Modes by County
County Drive Carpool | Transit Other

Alone

Alameda 63% 17% 16% 5% 400
Contra Costa 66% 15% 17% 3% 401
Marin 63% 16% 13% 9% 400
Napa 79% 15% 1% 6% 400
San 38% 12% 37% 14% 401

Francisco
San Mateo 68% 18% 9% 5% 402
Santa Clara 75% 17% 4% 4% £00
Solano 71% 22% 4% 4% 400
Sonoma 75% 16% 4% 6% 400
Region 64% 16% 13% 6% 3,667

Trip distance has remained fairly constant since 1992—varying
from a low of 14 miles to a high of 17 miles (Table 11). For the
last three years, average trip distance has remained unchanged at
16 miles one-way. Long-distance commutes are often

5 It is important to note that sample sizes in 1995 and 1998 (because of
budget considerations) were smaller; data from these two years should be
viewed with added caution.
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sensationalized in the media but data collected here do not
support increasing commute distances for most commuters.

However, Commute Profile does not sample residents from counties
beyond the nine core counties. Commuters from counties such as
San Joaquin and Stanislaus, who may be making longer trips, are
not included in this study. Even if commuters from some of these
outlying counties were included in the study, they comprise a
small percentage of total commuters and would not dramatically
influence results on a regional basis.®

Table 11
Average Regional Commute Distance in Miles (one-way)
199 1199 1199 1199 1199 |199 |199 200 1200 200 |200 | 200
2 k) 14 ls 6 |8 9 0 1 2 |3 4
16 15 [ 14 15
1606 7782 | 3201

17 17 16 16 16
[200 | 3188 | 1171 | 3572 | 3608 | 3015 | 3614 | 3497 | 3.476

15 17

Table 12 provides additional insight into the distances commuters
travel to get to work each day. Long-distance commuters (those
traveling more than 41 miles each way) are the minority-—only
seven percent are in this category. At the other extreme, short
distance commuters (those traveling five miles or less) comprise
the largest group. The flat trend line shown by average commute
distances in Table 11 is clearly reflected by the lack of any
upward or downward trends in the grouped mileage categories.

Table 12
Commute Distance Over Time
One-way 1996 1998 1999 2000 2001 | 2002 | 2003 l 2004

| |

miles
0 -5 33% 25% 28% 28% 28% 30% 28% 29%
miles
6 - 10 20% 20% 20% 17% 20% 20% 20% 20%
miles
11 - 20 25% 28% 26% 26% 25% 27% 26% 26%
miles
21 - 40 16% 21% 19% 22% 20% 18%- 20% 19%
niles
41 miles 7% 7% 8% 7% 6% 6% 7% 7%
+
n= 3,188 1171 3,572 3.606 3615 3514 3493 3475

Short-distance commuters are the least likely to drive alone
(Table 13) and by far the most likely to participate in “other”
modes which include biking and walking. Transit usage is most
common among commuters in the 21-40 mile range and short-distance

6 For example, about 13,000 San Joaquin and Stanislaus residents commute
to Santa Clara and San Mateo counties—common long-distance commutes.
This is less than one half of one percent of Bay Area commuters.
(Source: 2000 Census, compiled by KnightRidder)
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commuters. Carpooling is highest among commuters who travel 6-10
miles each way. Driving alone is slightly more common among mid-
distance (11-20 miles), but with the exception of the 0-5 mile
range, varies little between range categories. Intuitively, one
might expect the longest-distance commuters to be more likely to
carpool (because they have the greatest potential benefit), but
that is not the case. These long-distance commuters who are
driving alone are an excellent target market for carpooling,
vanpooling and telecommuting.

Table 13
Commute Mode by Distance
Drive Carpoo |Transi |Other
Alone 1 t
0 — 5 Miles 60% 14% 132 143
n=987
6 — 10 Miles 68% 20% 9% 3%
n=696
11 — 20 Miles 71% 17% 119 1%
n=896
21 — 40 Miles 67% 15% 17% 1%
n=683
41 Miles or more 67% 17% 11% 5%
=231
Average miles 17 miles 16 17 8
miles miles miles

County Comparisouns

Contra Costa and Solano County residents travel the longest
distances to work (Table 14). Although the difference is small,
this is the first year Contra Costa residents have a longer
average commute trip than Solano residents. Over the last five
years, Solano residents’ commute distance has been declining.
The percentage of Solano residents living and working within the
county have increased dramatically over the past few years—since
2001 it has increased by almost 30 percent. Contra Costa and
Solano commuters travel almost twice the distance of San
Francisco commuters. San Francisco and Santa Clara commuters
have the shortest trips. In 2003, Napa commute distance appeared
to be declining—it seems to have been more of an aberration than
a trend as commute distances have moved closer to 2002 levels
this year.
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Table 14
Average One-way Commute Miles by County

County , 1996 1999 | 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Contra Costa 19 21 22 23 | 20 22 22
Solano 23 27 27 25 25 23 21
Sonoma 19 21 20 20 19 18 18
Marin 16 17 18 18 17 17 17
Alameda 16 17 17 17 16 16 17
Napa 19 19 20 18 17 14 16
San Mateo 16 - 15 16 16 15 15 15
Santa Clara 14 14 14 12 14 15 14
San Francisco 9 11 12 13 11 10 12

Respondents were asked to estimate their ”door-to-door “ travel
time to work. 1In 2002, the trend of increasing travel time to
work took a dramatic turn in the other direction—decreasing from
34 to 30 minutes (Table 15). Travel times have mirrored the
increases and decreases in economic activity. Economic activity
hit its peak in 2000; as the economy started to cool down in
2001, travel times began to decrease and have continued to do so
through 2003. 1In 2004, as job growth has picked-up, the decline
in travel times has leveled off and even begun to increase
slightly.

Based on the data gathered on distance and time, travel speeds
were calculated. Following the same pattern as travel time,
travel speeds (which had been increasing in 2002 and 2003) have
leveled off and begun to decrease slightly (Table 15).
Respondents’ perceptions of commute conditions have also followed
this same pattern. Supporting this trend, fewer respondents in
2004 indicated their commute had improved and more indicated it
was either the same or somewhat worse (Table 27).

Table 15
Travel Time, Distance and Speed
1992 1993|1994 119951996 19981999 20002001 2002 | 2003 | 2004
Travel
Time 28 27 27 27 28 32 30 35 34 30 29 30
{minutes)

Trip
Distance
(miles}

16 15 14 15 15 17 17 17 17 16 16 16

Travel
Speed
(mph)

35 34 32 34 33 33 33 30 30 32 33 32

Auto-based modes and non-auto modes have considerably different
travel characteristics (Table 16). The distance and time
characteristics of drive-alone and carpool commuters are very
similar. Commuters who drive alone tend to have the fastest
travel speeds with carpoolers not far behind. Carpoolers who
regularly use carpool lanes on their commute travel longer
distances (29 miles each way) at about the same speed as those
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driving alone. Transit users travel about the same distance as
auto-based commuters but do so at slower average travel speeds.
Transit riders travel longer distances than “other” mode
commuters but do so at about the same speed.

Table 16
Travel Characteristics by Primary Mode
Mode Distance | Time Speed

Drive Alone |17 miles 27 minutes 38 mph
n=2,318
Carpool 16 miles 29 minutes 33 mph
n=577
Transit 17 miles 47 minutes 22 mph
n=461
Other 8 miles 22 minutes 22 mph
n=194

County Comparisons

Solano residents have the fastest estimated travel speeds on
their daily commutes (Table 17). Napa and Sonoma residents have
the next fastest speeds. Commuters who live in San Francisco
have the slowest estimated travel speeds. Changes between 2003
and 2004 were minimal—commuters from most counties either
maintained the same average speed or changed by one mile per
hour. Looking all the way back to 1996 Contra Costa is the only
county where commute speeds for residents have not decreased.

Table 17
Estimated Travel Speed (miles per hour) by County
e 996 999 000 0¢ i i i

Solano 44 48 37 37 39 41 40 -4
Napa 43 45 38 39 37 37 37 -6
Sonoma 43 41 35 35 36 37 37 -6
San Mateo 37 34 31 36 34 35 36 ~1
Contra 35 39 32 33 34 34 35 =
Costa
Santa 36 32 29 26 32 35 34 -2
Clara
Alameda 35 34 30 28 30 33 33 -2
Marin 31 33 27 28 30 32 30 -1
San 21 25 20 24 23 21 23 -2
Francisco

*No survey was done in 1997 and the 1998 survey did not have a sample
for each county.

g g p

between 8 a.m. and 8:59 a.m. (Table 18). More than 80 percent of
respondents start work during the morning peak period (6 a.m. to
9:59 a.m.). Since many of the survey calls were made in the
evening (some were also made on weekends), people who start work
between 4 p.m. and 11:59 p.m. may be underrepresented in this
sample. Respondents were also asked about the flexibility of
their arrival and departure times (Table 19). Arrival times at
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home are somewhat more flexible than arrival times at work. Over
60 percent of commuters indicated they had some flexibility in
their arrival times at home or work.

Table 18
Start Work Time

Start Tine . Percent

6:00 — 6:59 am 8%
7:00 — 7:59 am 23%
8:00 — 8:59 am 33%
9:00 — 9:59 am 19%
10:00 am — 3:59 112
pm

4:00 pm — 11:59 0%
pm

Midnight — 5:59 5%
am

Varies 2%

n=3,607
Table 19

Flexibility of Arrival Times at Work and Home
- 4 S ” A e

& ] . <

Very flexible 24% 25%
Somewhat flexible 34% 39%
Neutral 11% 12%
Inflexible 19% 16%
Very inflexible 12% 8%

n= 3,593 3,592

Just over 40 percent of respondents have a carpool lane along
their route to work. Of those who have a carpool lane along
their route to work, about 21 percent use the lane regularly to
get to work. This translates to about nine percent of all
commuters using a carpool lane; most of them (87 percent) save
time by using the lane. The amount of time respondents estimated
saving has continued to decline from a high of 23 minutes in 2001
(Table 20). The 15 minutes saved in 2004 was the smallest time-
savings estimated since 1995. As noted the last couple years,
the decreasing amount of time saved by using the carpool lane may
be related to the adjacent mixed-flow lanes being less congested
than they were three or four years ago.

Table 20
Minutes Saved (one-way) by Using Carpool Lane

Minutes
Saved
nz
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Also consistent with the decrease in time saved this year and the
downward trend over the last couple years was a decrease in the
percentage of respondents who indicated the carpool lane
influenced their decision to carpool or use transit (Table 21).
In addition to fewer respondents indicating the carpool lane
influenced their decision to carpool or use transit, an
increasing percentage of commuters (63 percent) indicated they
would continue with their carpool or transit mode even if the
carpool lanes did not exist. Evidence here points to carpool
lanes be a “less effective” motivator as overall congestion
decreases. The percentage of respondents indicating they would
no longer carpool or use transit without a carpool lane is at its
lowest level.

Table 21
Carpool Lane and Commute Mode Choice
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Did a carpool lane influence your decision to use an HOV mode?
Yes 60% 60% 69% 51% 51% 47%
No 40% 39% 31% 46% 47% 49%
Not 0% 1% 0% 3% 2% 3%
Sure
n= 289 190 118 358 346 365
Yes 64% 66% 60% 58% 61% 63%
No 26% 22% 32% 29% 25% 20%
Not 9% 12% 8% 13% 15% 17%
sure
n= 289 190 118 358 345 301

County Comparisons

Santa Clara and Marin residents were most likely to report having
a carpool lane along their route to work (Table 22). Napa County
residents continue to have the lowest level of access to carpool
lanes. Of those commuters who have a carpool lane along their
route, Solano, Napa and Alameda residents are the most likely to
use it. Solano County commuters make the longest trips and many
of them travel along the congested Interstate 80 corridor where
the carpool lane offers a significant advantage. In three
counties (Napa, Contra Costa and Alameda), 90 percent or more of
respondents indicated the carpool lane saves them time. Over 80
percent of respondents who used the carpool lanes from all
counties indicated they save time by doing so.

The question which elicited the most varied response (when looked
at on a county-by-county basis) addressed the influence of the
carpool lanes on a respondent’s decision to carpool or use
transit. Alameda and Contra Costa residents were most heavily
influenced by the presence of c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>