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Solano TCranspottation Authotity
One Harbor Center, Suite 130

Suisun City, California 94585
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Area Code 707 AGENDA
424-6075 ¢ Fax 424-6074
1:30 p.m., Wednesday, May 31, 2006
Members: Solano Transportation Authority
Renicia One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Divon Suisun City, CA 94585
Fairfield
Rio Vista ITEM STAFF PERSON
Solano County
Suisun City T, CALL TO ORDER Daryl Halls, Chair
Vacaville
Valeo [, APPROVAL OF AGENDA
III. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
(1:30 -1:35 p.m.)
IV. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STA STAFF
(1:35-1:40 p.m.)
V. CONSENT CALENDAR
Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one motion.
(1:40-1:45 p.m.)
A. Minutes of the TAC Meeting of April 26, 2006 Johanna Masiclat
Recommendation:
Approve minutes of April 26, 2006.
Pg. 1
B. STA Board Meeting Highlights — May 10, 2006 Johanna Masiclat
Informational
Pg. 9
C. STIA Board Meeting Highlights — May 10, 2006 Johanna Masiclat
Informational
Pg. 13
D. Updated STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Johanna Masiclat
Schedule for 2006
Informational
Pg. 15
TAC MEMBERS
Dan Schiada Royce Cunningham Charlie Beck Brent Salmi John Duane (Interim) Dale Pfeiffer Mark Akaba Paul Wiese
City of City of City of City of City of City of City of County of
Benicia Dixon Fairfield Rio Vista Suisun City Vacaville Vallejo Solano



Funding Opportunities Summary Sam Shelton

Informational
Pg. 19

Contract Amendment No. 6 with Wilbur Smith Associates for Dan Christians
the Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Train Station

Recommendation:

Recommend that the STA Board approve the following:

1. Authorize the Executive Director to include an additional
$110,000 of local funds in the STA Budget for 2006-07
from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville for additional
project assistance to complete the environmental
documents, preliminary engineering, environmental
documents, railroad negotiations and related work for the
Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station project.

2. Authorize the Executive Director to execute Contract
Amendment No. 6 with Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) to
provide additional scope of work to complete the
environmental documents, preliminary engineering,
railroad negotiations and related work and extend the term
of the consultant agreement to June 30, 2007.

3. Authorize the Executive Director to enter into an amended
funded agreement with the City of Fairfield for $110,000 of
additional local funds for project assistance to complete
the environmental documents, preliminary engineering,
environmental documents and railroad negotiations and
related work for the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station
project.

Pg. 23

Call for Projects for Countywide Transportation for Livable Robert Guerrero
Communities (TLC) Program for FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to issue a Call for

Solano County TLC Capital Projects.

Pg. 47

Pedestrian Advisory Committee Priority Pedestrian Projects Robert Guerrero
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to enter into a

$5,000 contract with Landpeople to update the Solano Countywide

Pedestrian Priority Projects funded with $5,000 from the STA’s

FY 2006-07 TLC program.

Pg. 55




Unmet Transit Needs Comments & Response for FY 2006-07
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board:
1. Approve the coordinated response to the FY 2006-07
Unmet Transit Needs issues;
2. Authorize the Executive Director to submit the response to
MTC.

Pg. 59

MTC Routine Accommodations of Bicyclist and Pedestrians in
the Bay Area
Recommendation:
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:
1. Support MTC'’s Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and
Pedestrian in the Bay Area May 15, 2006 version.
2. Support MTC’s decision to delegate 100% of the
Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian funds to the CMAs.

Pg. 61

VI ACTION ITEMS

A.

Legislative Update — May 2006
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to formally support
and endorse the propositions that result from the following bills
that will be on the November 2006 general election ballot
statewide:

e SB 1266 (Proposition 1B)

o SCA 7 (Proposition 14)
(1:45-1:50 p.m.) — Pg. 67

Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Proposal
Recommendation:

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

1. The recommendations pertaining to Intercity Transit
Funding and Service as outlined in Attachment C.

2. Authorize the Executive Director to develop and sign an
Intercity Transit Funding agreement based on the
recommendations outlined in Attachment C.

(1:50 — 2:00 p.m.) — Pg. 89

Elizabeth Richards

Robert Guerrero

Jayne Bauer

Elizabeth Richards



C. State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Proposed Funding
Amendment for FY 2006-07
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:

1. Approve the amended FY 2006-07 STAF project list and
amended draft FY 2007-08 STAF project list for Northern
County and Regional Paratransit STAF population-based
funds.

2. Prioritize the countywide transit ridership survey for any
additional FY 2006-07 STAF funding.

(2:00 - 2:05 p.m.) — Pg. 95

D. FY 2006-07 TDA Distribution for Solano County
Recommendation:
Recommend to the STA Board to approve the TDA matrix for
FY 2006-07.
(2:05-2:10 p.m.) - Pg. 101

E. Bay Area Regional Rail Plan Conceptual Alternatives
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the
attached preliminary comments submitted to the Steering
Committee on May 17, 20006, regarding comments on the Bay Area
Regional Rail Plan Conceptual Alternatives Task, Memorandum
3.a., dated April 18, 2006.
(2:10-2:15 p.m.) — Pg. 103

F. FY 2006-07 TDA Article 3 Program
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve
$302,000 of FY 2006-07 TDA Article 3 Projects as recommended
by the Bicycle Advisory Committee and the Pedestrian Advisory
Committee.
(2:15-2:20 p.m.) — Pg. 141

VIIL. INFORMATION ITEMS

A. Update on Implementation of Disadvantaged Business
Enterprise (DBE) Program
Informational
(2:20 — 2:25 p.m.) — Pg. 145

B. 2006 State Highway Operations & Protection Program
(SHOPP) Update

Informational
(2:25-2:30 p.m.) — Pg. 149

Elizabeth Richards

Elizabeth Richards

Dan Christians

Robert Guerrero

Janet Adams

Janet Adams



VIIL

C. Highway Projects Status Report

1.
2.
3.

A

7.

1-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange

North Connector

I-80 HOYV Project: Red Top Road to Air
Base Parkway

Jepson Parkway

Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon)

I-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Project

SR 113 SHOPP (Downtown Dixon)

Informational
(2:30-2:35p.m.) - Pg. 153

D. Draft STA Funding Policy for Regional Interchange and
Reliever Route Projects

Informational
(2:35-2:40 p.m.) — Pg. 161

E. STAF Population Based Funds

Informational
(2:40 — 2:45 p.m.) — Pg. 163

ADJOURNMENT

Janet Adams

Janet Adams

Elizabeth Richards

The next regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee is scheduled at
1:30 p.m. on Wednesday, June 28, 2006.
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Agenda Item V. A
May 31, 2006

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes of the meeting
April 26, 2006

CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee was called to order at
approximately 1:35 p.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority’s Conference Room.

Present:
TAC Members Present: Michel Throne
Royce Cunningham
Charlie Beck
Brent Salmi
Nick Lozano
Dale Pfeiffer
Gary Leach
Paul Wiese

Others Present: Mike Duncan
Gene Cortright
Gian Aggarwal
Dan Christians
Daryl Halls
Janet Adams
Elizabeth Richards
Anna McLaughlin
Jayne Bauer
Sam Shelton
Johanna Masiclat

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

On a motion by Michael Throne, and a second by Charlie Beck, the STA TAC

unanimously approved the agenda.
OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

None presented.

City of Benicia
City of Dixon
City of Fairfield
City of Rio Vista
City of Suisun City
City of Vacaville
City of Vallejo
County of Solano

City of Fairfield
City of Fairfield
City of Vacaville
City of Vacaville
STA

STA

STA/SNCI
STA/SNCI

STA

STA

STA



IV.

REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC AND STA STAFF

Caltrans: None presented.

MTC: None presented.

STA: Janet Adams announced STA’s Open House scheduled at 12 noon on
Wednesday, May 3, 2006.
Daryl Halls acknowledged Paul Wiese for the article he wrote to the
Vacaville Reporter regarding the Traffic Relief and Safety Plan.

Other: Mike Duncan, City of Fairfield, announced the next MTC Local
Streets and Roads Committee meeting to be held on May 18, 2006.

CONSENT CALENDAR

On a motion by Michael Throne, and a second by Gary Leach, the STA TAC
unanimously approved Consent Calendar Items A through K with the exception to
table Item G., Unmet Transit Needs Comments and Responses for FY 2006-07, until
the next meeting in May.

Recommendations:

A.

Minutes of the TAC Meeting of March 29, 2006
Recommendation:
Approve minutes of March 29, 2006.

STA Board Meeting Highlights of April 12,2006
Informational

STIA Board Meeting Highlights of April 12,2006
Informational

STA 2006 Board Meeting Calendar Update
Informational

Funding Opportunities Summary
Informational

STA Priority Projects/Overall Work Plan for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08
Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to adopt STA’s Overall Work
Plan for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08.




Unmet Transit Needs Comments and Responses for FY 2006-07
This item was tabled until the next meeting on May 31, 2006.

Solano Napa Travel Demand Model (Phase 2 Transit)
Informational

Status of Congestion Management Program (CMP) Consistency Review of
Recently Submitted Development Projects
Informational

Bike to Work Week May 15 —19, 2006
Informational

FY 2005-06 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program
Manager Funds
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve FY 2006-07 TFCA
funding in the following amounts for each project:
1. $17,000 for Allied Waste Service’s (franchised hauler for City of
Benicia) vehicle retrofit;
2. $25,000 for Benicia’s Shuttle Bus Service: Vallejo Ferry to Benicia’s
Industrial Park;
3. $78,000 for Fairfield’s Solano Bikeway Extension- McGary Road
project; and
4. $195,000 for Solano Napa Commuter Information Program’s Rideshare
Activities.

VI. ACTION ITEMS

A.

Adopted 2006 State Highway Operations and Protection Program and the
Pending 2006 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

Janet Adams reviewed the approved 2006 SHOPP FY 2006-07 through FY
2009-10, which contained changes from the Draft 2006 SHOPP. She specified
the primary importance of the I-80 $41 million rehabilitation project being
programmed in FY 2009-10. She explained in detail the recommendation to the
STA Board to approve the programming of $4M in 2006 STIP PTA funds to
the Vallejo Ferry Terminal, Parking, and $2M in 2006 STIP PTA funds to the
Capitol Corridor Rail Station, Fairfield/Vacaville as part of a revised 2006 STIP
for Solano and to replace the $6 million in STIP highway funds projected to be
removed by the CTC.



Recommendation: :

Recommend to the STA Board to approve the programming of $4.000M in
2006 STIP PTA funds to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal, Parking and $2.000M in
2006 STIP PTA funds to the Capital Corridor Rail Station, Fairfield/Vacaville
as part of a revised 2006 STIP for Solano County and to replace the $6 million
in STIP highway funds projected to be removed by the CTC.

On a motion by Paul Wiese, and a second by Brent Salmi, the STA TAC
unanimously approved the recommendation.

Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Proposal

Elizabeth Richards provided a summary of the draft Intercity Transit Funding
proposal for FY 2006-07, which addresses a near-term consistent cost-sharing
methodology and coordinated services changes. She stated that the third
principle (long-term) concerning cost-sharing issues would need to be
continued into FY 2006-07.

Mike Duncan, City of Fairfield, requested to correct the draft proposal to the
Intercity Transit Cost-Sharing Funding Agreement for FY 2006-07 under
Fairfield’s issue to state “Operate services that meet the needs of Fairfield and
Suisun residents within financial operating parameters.”

Recommend that the STA Board approve the following:
1. The recommendations outlined in Attachment C.
2. Authorize the Executive Director to develop an Intercity Transit
Funding agreement based on the recommendations outlined in
Attachment C.

On a motion by Paul Wiese, and a second by Michael Throne, the STA TAC
unanimously approved the recommendation as amended.

State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Proposed Funding Plan for FY
2006-07

Elizabeth Richards outlined the increase in STAF funds available for
programming in FY 2006-07, which is estimated at $1,175,475. She added that
a further increase from Prop. 42 allocations were received in the middle of FY
2005-06 in the amount of $259,510 and was not programmed and included in
the carryover for FY 2006-07. She stated that STA staff has worked with MTC
staff to refine the carryover amount to identify any locally programmed funds
that were not yet claimed or accounted for.

Recommendation:
Recommend the STA Board approve the FY 2006-07 STAF project list and
preliminary FY 2007-08 project list.

On a motion by Gian Aggarwal, and a second by Michael Throne, the STA
TAC unanimously approved the recommendation.



State Transit Assistance Funding (STAF) and Proposition 42 Transit
Funding Policy Impact

Elizabeth Richards summarized STA’s position on MTC’s proposal to allocate
funding for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08. She stated that MTC is proposing to
distribute FY 2006-07 STAF funds according to existing population-based
policy, which STA supports. Elizabeth continued by stating that for FY 2007-
08, MTC proposes to retain the Prop. 42 increment in full for regional programs
such as implementation of the RM 2 Transit Connectivity Study, in which STA
proposed that the FY 2007-08 Prop. 42 increment be distributed according to
STA population-based policy as well.

Recommendation:

Recommend to the STA Board to authorize the STA Chair to sign a letter
advocating the significant issues outlined on Attachment B concerning future
population-based STAF funds distribution and the STAF Prop. 42 increment.

On a motion by Royce Cunningham, and a second by Michael Throne, the STA
TAC unanimously approved the recommendation.

MTC Routine Accommodations of Bicyclist and Pedestrians in the Bay
Area
Dan Christians requested to continue this item until the next meeting in May.

Recommendation:
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:

1. Support MTC’s recommendations for the Routine Accommodations of
Bicyclists and Pedestrians if they either provide more flexibility or do
not restrict the amount, percentage or use of potential bicycle and
pedestrian project funding as stated in Recommendation number 4.

2. Support MTC’s decision to delegate 100% of the allocation of Regional
Bicycle/Pedestrian funds to the CMAs.

On a motion by Michael Throne, and a second by Charlie Beck, the STA TAC
unanimously approved to continue this item until the next meeting in May.

Legislative Update — April 2006

Jayne Bauer provided an update to state and federal legislation bills that pertain
directly to transportation related issues. She stated that SB 1812 (Runner)
would allow California to participate with four other states in a three-year
federal pilot program which will ultimately speed delivery of needed
transportation projects by 120-180 days without weakening environmental
protection. She also announced that the “STA April 2006 Fiscal Year 2007
Federal Appropriations Requests” brochures were distributed for information.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to adopt a support position on SB
1812 (Runner) pertaining to California’s participation in a federal surface
transportation project delivery pilot program.




VIIL.

On a motion by Royce Cunningham, and a second by Michael Throne, the STA
TAC unanimously approved the recommendation.

INFORMATION ITEMS

A.

Safety Improvements Proposed in the “Traffic Relief and Safety Plan for
Solano County” — Measure H

Janet Adams reviewed the funding proposed in the “Traffic Relief and Safety
Plan” — Measure H that identified safety improvements in the STA plans and
studies. She cited the plans and studies that have or will identify safety
improvement needs throughout the County. This includes the Safe Routes to
School (SR2S) Study, 2005 Solano Travel Safety Plan, 2004 Solano
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans, and Highway Corridor Studies.

FY 2006-07 Solano County Coordinated TDA Matrix Status

Elizabeth Richards reviewed and distributed information on the initial draft
TDA Budget Matrix for FY 2006-07. She stated that the FY 2006-07 revenue
estimate and carryover are based on MTC’s February 2006 estimate that has
been approved by the MTC Commission.

Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Study Update

Sam Shelton provided an update on the outreach scheduling process for
appointments to the SR2S Steering Committee. He provided an updated
calendar that included current and proposed scheduled meetings.

Project Delivery Update

Sam Shelton provided two project delivery announcements to the TAC: 1.)
2007 TIP Update 2.) April 5, 2006 Finance Working Group Report/Federal
Earmark Obligation Authority.

I-80/Capitol Corridor Smarter Growth Study and Association of Bay Area
Government (ABAG)’s Focusing Our Vision

Dan Christians reviewed the development of the “Smarter Growth along the I-
80/Capitol Corridor” study and the regional planning process of ABAG’s
“Focusing Our Vision”.

Update on Implementation of Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)
Program

Janet Adams outlined the timeline and list of draft documents to be used should
Caltrans change to a race-neutral DBE Program. She stated that Caltrans would
announce its decision on the implementation of its DBE Program on May 1,
2006.

Solano Bicycle Pedestrian Program Applications Submitted for FY 2006-
07 through FY 2008-09

Sam Shelton presented to the TAC, for review, the Bicycle Advisory
Committee (BAC)’s and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PAC)’s Tier 1

and Tier 2 Priority Lists. He stated that the TAC would make their own
SBPP funding recommendation at the next meeting after reviewing the
funding recommendations adopted by the BAC and PAC on May 11,

2006. 6



H. FY 2006-07 STA/YSAQMD Clean Air Fund Applications
Sam Shelton distributed and provided information that included
recommendations made by the Clean Air Application Review Committee. He
stated that project recommendations made by the Committee would be
- considered by the YSAQMD Board of Directors at their June 14, 2006 meeting.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m. The next meeting of the STA TAC is
scheduled at 1:30 p.m. on Wednesday, May 31, 2006.
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Agenda Item V.B
May 31, 2006

S1Ta

Solano Cransportation >Udhotity

Solano Transportation Authority
Board Meeting Highlights
May 10, 2006
6:00 p.m.

TO: City Councils and Board of Supervisors
(Attn: City Clerks and County Clerk of the Board)
FROM: Johanna Masiclat, STA Clerk of the Board
RE: Summary Actions of the May 10, 2006 STA Board Meeting

Following is a summary of the actions taken by the Solano Transportation Authority at the Board
meeting of May 10, 2006. If you have any questions regarding specific items, please give me a
call at 424-6008.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Len Augustine (Chair) City of Vacaville
Anthony Intintoli (Vice Chair) City of Vallejo
Steve Messina City of Benicia
Mary Ann Courville City of Dixon
Harry Price City of Fairfield
Ed Woodruff City of Rio Vista
Mike Segala (Alternate Member) City of Suisun City
John Vasquez (Alternate Member) County of Solano
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

John Silva

Jim Spering

ACTION ITEMS: FINANCIAL

A. State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Proposed Funding Plan for FY 2006-07
Recommendation:
Approve the FY 2006-07 STAF project list and preliminary FY 2007-08 project list.

On a motion by Member Courville, and a second by Member Price, the STA Board
unanimously approved the recommendation.



ACTION ITEMS: NON-FINANCIAL

A.

STA Priority Projects/Overall Work Plan for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08
Recommendation:
Adopt STA’s Overall Work Plan for FY 2006-07 and FY 2007-08.

On a motion by Member Price, and a second by Vice Chair Intintoli, the STA Board
unanimously approved the recommendation.

State Transit Assistance Funding (STAF) and Proposition 42 Transit Funding Policy
Impact

Recommendation:

Authorize the STA Chair to send a letter to MTC supporting the recommendations outlined
on Attachment B concerning future population-based STAF funds distribution and the STAF
Prop. 42 increment.

On a motion by Vice Chair Intintoli, and a second by Member Messina, the STA Board
unanimously approved the recommendation.

Legislative Update — May 2006

Recommendation:

Adopt a support position on SB 1812 (Runner) pertaining to Caltran’s participation in a
federal surface transportation project delivery pilot program.

On a motion by Member Price, and a second by Vice Chair Intintoli, the STA Board
unanimously approved the recommendation.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS:

On a motion by Member Messina, and a second by Member Price, the consent items A through I
were unanimously approved. The vote was 7 to 0 with 1 member absent.

A.

' STA Board Minutes of April 12, 2006

Recommendation:

Approve minutes of April 12, 2006.

Review Draft TAC Minutes of April 26, 2006
Recommendation:
Receive and file.

Updated STA Board Meeting Schedule for Calendar Year 2006
Recommendation:
Informational.

FY 2005-06 3" Quarter Budget Report
Recommendation:

Review and file.
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E. Local Transportation Development Act (TDA) and Gas Tax Contributions for FY
2006-07
Recommendation:
Informational.
F. FY 2006-07 STA/YSAQMD Clean Air Fund Applications
Recommendation:
Support STA/YSAQMD Clean Air Application Review Committee’s funding
recommendations for FY 2006-07.
G. FY 2006-07 BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program
Manager Funds
Recommendation:
Approve a resolution for FY 2006-07 BAAQMD TFCA Program Manager funding in the
following amounts for each project:
1. $17,000 for Allied Waste Service’s (franchised hauler for City of Benicia) vehicle
retrofit;
2. $25,000 for Benicia’s Shuttle Bus Service: Vallejo Ferry to Benicia’s Industrial
Park;
3. $78,000 for Fairfield’s Solano Bikeway Extension- McGary Road project; and
4. $195,000 for Solano Napa Commuter Information Program’s Rideshare Activities.
H. Funding Agreement Between the Solano Transportation Authority City of Rio
Vista for the State Route 12 Re-Alignment/Rio Vista Bridge Study
Recommendation:
Authorize the Executive Director to execute a funding agreement between Solano
Transportation Authority and the City of Rio Vista for a $362,000 to fund the State Route
12 Re-Alignment/Rio Vista Bridge Study.
I.  Adjustments to the 2006 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
Recommendation:
Approve the programming of $4.000M in 2006 STIP PTA funds to the Vallejo Ferry
Terminal, Parking and $2.000M in 2006 STIP PTA funds to the Capital Corridor Rail
Station, Fairfield/Vacaville as part of a revised 2006 STIP for Solano County and to
replace the $6 million in STIP funds projected to be removed by the CTC.
UPDATE FROM STAFF:
A. Caltrans Report
Doanh Nguyen, Caltrans District IV Project Manager, provided a status report on the
following:
1. I-80 Repaving
2. Highway 12 SHOPP Projects
3. Benicia Bridge Retrofit Project
B. MTC Report
None reported.
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C.

STA Report A
1. Anna McLaughlin highlighted the upcoming Bike to Work Week on May 15-19,
2006. Board Member Woodruff presented an MTC award to Rio Vista teacher,
Gwen Douglas for Bike Commuter of the Year for Solano County.
2. Joshua Shaw, Shaw & Yoder, Inc., provided a legislative update on a proposed
infrastructure bond for transportation and Proposition 42 protection.

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS: (No discussion)

A. Bike to Work Week — May 15-19, 2006

B. Solano Napa Travel Demand Model (Phase 2 Transit)

C. Status of Congestion Management Program (CMP) Consistency Review of Recently
Submitted Development

D. 1-80/Capitol Corridor Smarter Growth Study and Association of Bay Area
Government (ABAG)’s Focusing Our Vision

E. Update on Implementation of Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program

F. Funding Opportunities Summary

ADJOURNMENT

The STA Board meeting was adjourned at 7:05 p.m. The next regular meeting of the STA
Board is scheduled at 6:00 p.m., Wednesday, June 14, 2006 at the Suisun City Hall Council
Chambers.
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Agenda Item V.C
May 31, 2006

- Slano
Transportation

Improvement
= Authority

[/

Solano Transportation Improvement Authority Board
Meeting Highlights For May 10, 2006, 7:00 p.m.

Notice to the Public:

By action of the Solano County Board of Supervisors, a new public agency has been
established. The new public agency is the Solano Transportation Improvement Authority
(STIA) and it has been established pursuant to, and for the purposes provided for under,
California Public Utilities Code §§180000 et seq.

TO: City Councils and Board of Supervisors
(Attn: City Clerks and County Clerk of the Board)
FROM: Johanna Masiclat, STIA Clerk of the Board
RE: Summary Actions of the May 10, 2006 STIA Board Special Meeting

Following is a summary of the actions taken by the Solano Transportation Improvement
Authority at a regular meeting held on May 10, 2006. If you have any questions
regarding specific items, please give me a call at 424-6008.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mary Ann Courville (Vice Chair) City of Dixon
Steve Messina City of Benicia
Harry Price City of Fairfield
Ed Woodruff City of Rio Vista
Mike Segala (Alternate Member) City of Suisun City
Len Augustine City of Vacaville
Anthony Intintoli City of Vallejo
John Vasquez County of Solano
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

Jim Spering
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ACTION ITEMS

A.

STIA Board Appointments to Independent Taxpayers Watchdog Committee for
Solano County Traffic Relief and Safety Plan — Measure H

Recommendation:

Appoint three representatives to serve on the Independent Taxpayers Watchdog
Committee for the Traffic Relief and Safety Plan for Solano County — Measure H.

The Independent Taxpayers Watchdog Committee (ITWC) representatives appointed by
the cities and county were introduced to the STIA Board.

By consensus, the STIA Board voted to continue this item until the next meeting to allow
interested applicants additional time to submit their committee applications.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS
Recommendation:

Approve the following consent items in one motion.

A.

STIA Board Minutes of April 12, 2006
Recommendation:
Approve minutes of April 12, 2006.

STIA Board Meeting Schedule Update
Recommendation:

Informational.

On a motion by Alternate Member Segala, and a second by Member Messina, the
consent calendar items were approved in one motion.

INFORMATION ITEM

A.

Safety Improvements Proposed in the “Traffic Relief and Safety Plan for Solano
County” — Measure H

Janet Adams, STA’s Director of Projects, Paul Wiese, Solano County Engineering
Manager, and Dale Pfeiffer, City of Vacaville Public Works Director, provided an
overview on key safety statistics and some of the highway and local safety improvements
eligible to receive Measure H safety funds.

ADJOURNMENT
The STIA Board meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m. The next scheduled meeting will be at
7:00 p.m., Wednesday, June 14, 2006 at the Suisun City Hall.
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Agenda Item V.D

May 31, 2006
Solano Cransportation Authotity
DATE: May 22, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Johanna Masiclat, Clerk of the Board
RE: Updated STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule for 2006

Background:
Attached is the updated STA Board meeting calendar for 2006 that may be of interest to

the STA TAC.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. STA 2006 Board Meeting Calendar

15
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ATTACHMENT A
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Agenda Item V.E
May 31, 2006

S51Ta

Solano Cransportation Authotity

DATE: May 25, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Sam Shelton, Assistant Project Manager
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 Application Due

P

Communities (TLC) 2006 James Corless, MTC
Capital Program (510) 817-5709 June 23, 2006
Transportation for Clean Air
(TFCA), 60% Regional Karen Chi, BAAQMD Workshop June 2006
Funds (415) 749-5121 Due July 2006
Solano Transportation for
Lyl Commuiies1LC) | pan G, 574 | Yfriho Jame 5 200
> yW P (707) 424-6014 € September 7,

rogram
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Solano € ransportation »dhotity

Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) 2006 Capital Program

TO: STA TAC

FROM:

Sam Shelton, Assistant Project Manager

This summary of the Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) 2006 Capital Program 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:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Eligible Projects:

Further Details:

Program Contact
Person:

STA Contact Person:

Local governments, transit operators, and other public agencies are
eligible recipients of the federal funds. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive

the funds.

The purpose of TLC is to support community-based transportation
projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas, commercial
cores, neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enhancing their amenities
and ambiance and making them places where people want to live,

work and visit.

Grant amount ranges from $500,000 to $3 million per project.

« Bicycle and pedestrian paths
and bridges

« on-street bike lanes

e pedestrian plazas

« pedestrian street crossings

e streetscaping such as median
landscaping

o street trees

e lighting

o furniture

« traffic calming design features
such as pedestrian bulb-outs or
transit bulbs

« transit stop amenities

» way-finding signage

o gateway features

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tlc_capital CFP.htm

James Corless, MTC, (510) 817-5709

Robert Guerrero, STA Associate Planner, (707) 424-6014
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Solano Cransportation > udhotity

Transportation for Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program

(60% Regional Funds)

TO: STA TAC
FROM: Sam Shelton, Assistant Project Manager

This summary of the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program (60% Regional Funds) 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 Public agencies are eligible such as cities, counties, school districts, and transit districts in
Project the cities of Fairfield, Suisun City, Vallejo, Benicia, and portions of Solano County

Sponsors: located in the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District.

Program The Regional Fund is a part of the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) grant
Description:  program, which is funded by a $4 surcharge on motor vehicles registered in the Bay Area.

Funding $10 million is available in FY 2005-06. The minimum grant for a single project is $10,000
Available: and the maximum grant is $1.5 million.
Eligible Shuttle/feeder buses, arterial management, bicycle facilities, clean air vehicles and
Projects: infrastructure, ridesharing, clean air vehicles, and “Smart Growth” projects.
Further http://www.baagmd.gov/pln/grants and_incentives/tfca/
Details:
Program Heavy-duty Vehicles (including repowers & Joseph jsteinberger@baaqmd.go
Contact etrofits) New Bus Purchases Steinberger
Person: Bicycle Facility Improvements Alison Kirk |akirk@baaqmd.gov
Shuttles & Feeder Bus Services,Rideshare |Andrea agordon@baagmd.gov
Programs, Rail-Bus Integration,Regional Transit |Gordon
[nformation
Arterial Management Projects, Smarth Growth [Karen Chi chi@baaqmd.gov

Projects, Demonstration of Congestion Pricing or
Telecommuting
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Solano Cransportation A udhotity

Solano Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)

Countywide 2006 Capital Program

TO: STA TAC
FROM: Sam Shelton, Assistant Project Manager

This summary of the Solano Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Countywide 2006
Capital 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:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Eligible Projects:

Further Details:

STA Contact Person:

Local governments, transit operators, and other public agencies are
eligible recipients of the federal funds. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive
the funds.

The purpose of TLC is to support community-based transportation
projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas, commercial
cores, neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enhancing their amenities
and ambiance and making them places where people want to live,
work and visit.

The STA’s Alternative Modes Fund Strategy identifies nearly $3.2
million to fund the Solano TLC Program for FY 2007-08 and FY
2008-09.

 Improved pedestrian facilities « Pedestrian plazas
« Bicycle facilities o Traffic calming
« Transit access improvements « Streetscapes

http://www.solanolinks.com/programs.html#tlcprog

Robert Guerrero, STA Associate Planner, (707) 424-6014

22



Agenda Item V.F
May 31, 2006

5Ta

DATE: May 23, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Dan Christians, Assistant Executive Director/Director of Planning
RE: Contract Amendment No. 6 with Wilbur Smith Associates for the

Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Train Station

Background:
On June 13, 2001, the STA Board approved the Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Train Station as

the next Capitol Corridor Train Station in Solano County. Since 2001, the cities of Fairfield and
Vacaville, STA, the Capitol Corridor, and the Project Development Team (PDT) have been
actively working on a phased site plan, railroad right-of-way plan and a track improvement and
station platform plan that would be acceptable to both the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Company.

On December 11, 2001 the STA Board authorized a contract amendment with Wilbur Smith
Associates to provide technical assistance for the Project Development Team (PDT) subject to
obtaining state-only Advanced Project Development Element (ADPE) funds from the FY 2001-
02 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) in the amount of $125,000.

The primary tasks under the original Wilbur Smith contract included the following:
Schematic site planning and support for environmental documents (NEPA)
Railroad facilities planning

Access and on-site circulation planning

Cost estimation

Development of funding strategies

Negotiations/coordination with railroads

Meetings and coordination with agencies

Development of marketing plans

All of the state funding was fully expended on June 30, 2005. The preliminary concept site plan,
preliminary engineering, initial negotiations with the railroad and the basic environmental
surveys and technical studies were completed at that time.

As aresult of the various meetings and requests from with the UPRR during the past two years,
some of the major components of the Phase 1 project have changed, the most significant
component being the addition of the Phase 1 Peabody Road overcrossing and more extensive
right-of-way acquisition needed for the extension of the Tolenas siding.

The basic site plan has also been re-configuration various times to address the necessary parking
spaces, passenger platform, pedestrian shelters, perimeter landscaping, right-of-way and track
improvements. Remaining phase(s) will include the Phase 2 Peabody Road overcrossing,
parking structure, station building and joint commercial development.
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Various revised alternatives and revised plans have continued to be developed and meetings held
since 2005 to try and obtain consensus on the required railroad improvements. The Project
Development Team has been meeting every month or two with the Union Pacific since
December 2005 to work out the details of the project to meet the requirements of the UPRR.
Once final agreement from the railroad has been reached, the project will move into a final
process by the City of Fairfield to complete phasing plans, specifications and final cost estimates,
right-of -way acquisition and construction.

Final design and construction of Phase 1 of the project is expected to be completed within four
years once written approval of the train station schematic layout plan is received from the UPRR.

In 2005, the Oakland-Auburn Regional Rail Study was completed by the STA in conjunction
with the counties of Contra Costa, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer. This study proposed five
additional peak hour commuter-oriented trains to augment and interline with the 12 existing and
4 additional proposed state-funded Capitol Corridor intercity trains (scheduled to commence
service in August 2006). A total of 18 Capitol Corridor intercity trains are planned. In addition
to the existing Suisun City station, the study proposed new stations at Fairfield/Vacaville, Dixon
and Benicia.

The last preliminary cost estimate prepared for the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station project in
2003 was approximately $35 million. On March 2, 2004, primarily as a result of the STA,
Capitol Corridor and MTC’s concerted efforts, $25 million of funds were approved by Bay Area
voters in Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) to fund both the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station and
various Capitol Corridor track improvements along the I-80 and I-680 corridors.

A total of approximately $29 million has been secured to date for this station. This includes
about $21.0 million of RM 2 funds, $2.3 million of federal appropriations, $125,000 of State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds, approximately $4 million of locally
committed funds plus other various funding sources. These funds are expected to be sufficient to
fund the basic design and construction of the Phase 1 station project including the Phase 1 (initial
4-lane basic configuration) of the Peabody Road overcrossing improvements.

The Phase 1 Fairfield/Vacaville station improvements meet the basic intercity service
requirements of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board, including the track work needed to
accommodate this new station. Phase 2 improvements would build an additional Peabody Road
(future southbound overcrossing structure), parking structure, and other amenities to make this a
multi-modal train station to accommodate the ridership demand and bus services projected from
the future regional rail service proposed in the Oakland-Auburn Regional Rail Study.

On March 9, 2005, the STA Board authorized the Executive Director to amend the STA Budgets
for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06 to include an additional $145,000 of local funds committed
from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville for additional project assistance to complete the
environmental documents, preliminary engineering, and railroad negotiations and related work
for the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station project. The STA Board authorized the Executive
Director to negotiate Contract Amendment No. 5 with Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) to

provide additional scope of work, and extend the term of the consultant agreement to June 30,
2006.
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Discussion:

The work previously authorized by Contract Amendment No. 5 with Wilbur Smith Associates,
using the $145,000 of local funds has been moving forward but has taken more time and
resources than originally expected. During the past year the following major accomplishments
occurred:

= On October 12, 2005, the STA Board unanimously approved a swap of $4.2 million of
Solano County State Transportation Program (STIP) funds to the Capitol Corridor to
complete the CP Coast- Santa Clara track improvements for about $5.0 million of
additional Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) funds. This swap resulted in a revised total of
about $21 million of RM 2 funds to the STA for the proposed Fairfield/Vacaville Train
Station, $2.74 million for the Bahia Viaduct crossovers, and $1.25 million for the Benicia
Intermodal Center.

= In October 2005, the STA Board programmed $543,000 of STIP funds to the City of
Dixon to conduct preliminary engineering work related to track improvements, access,
pedestrian platform and related work for the Dixon Transportation Center.

= On November 16, 2005, the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board approved the swap of
$4.2 million of Solano County STIP funds for the additional approximately $5.0 million
of RM 2 funds (as described above) and authorized Capitol Corridor trains to serve the
planned Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station.

= On October 25, 2005, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPR) provided it’s initial written
response to the conceptual plans developed for the new Fairfield/Vacaville Train station.
Since then, members of the PDT have been meeting regularly with UPR and responded
back on May 11, 2006 with revised station plans (see Attachment A).

Based on discussions at the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station PDT on May 4, 2006 (attended by
staff from the STA, City of Fairfield, City of Vacaville and the consultant team), and in order to
keep the project moving forward with no further major delays, there was consensus that an
expanded scope of work was needed to provide additional technical work (primarily to provide
environmental documentation in expanded footprint areas to accommodate the required track
improvements) and further described in Attachment B, dated May 23, 2006, from Charlie Beck,
Public Works Director for the City of Fairfield. This additional work would be funded with
$110,000 of additional local transit funds (i.e. TDA funds committed by the cities of Fairfield
and Vacaville) to complete the following expanded scope of work:

1. Revise project description to incorporate the Peabody Road overcrossing and for a new
road connecting the station to an adjoining industrial area and Cement Hill Road.

2. Conduct additional site surveys, revise and finalize the environmental documentation and

technical studies for the expansion of the project footprint areas (i.e. updated National

Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) documents).

Further refine schematic layout plan.

4. Follow-up on the recent request made by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) for more
revisions on the profiles, required right-of-way and the track improvement plans based on
comments received.

5. Provide additional dialog between the PDT and the consultant team conducting the
Fairfield-Vacaville Train Station Specific Area Plan, a partially MTC - funded Stationary
Planning grant that is developing a conceptual plan for the future proposed transit-
oriented development land uses to be located within a half mile of the train station.

W
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The currently budgeted $145,000 (or an estimated $30,000 remaining as of 5-23-06) of local
funds is expected to be fully expended by about June 30, 2006. The PDT has determined that
additional local funding and consultant work will be needed to complete the remaining
environmental and preliminary engineering work, complete negotiations and obtain conceptual
approval from the Union Pacific Railroad. Although the PDT does not believe that there are any
no new sensitive environmental issues in the expanded footprint areas, additional site surveys
and environmental documentation needs to be conducted in accordance with NEPA and CEQA.

Therefore, at the last PDT meeting, STA was requested to amend the existing contract with WSA
by $110,000 (to be combined with the remaining estimated $30,000 from the existing contract
amendment for a total of $140,000). The additional local funds are committed from the cities of
Fairfield and Vacaville, and the term of the contract with Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) is
proposed to be extended to June 30, 2007 to complete the following work by the consultant team
members:

= Wilbur Smith Associates — Planning coordination: $25,000

= DKS Associates — Engineering coordination and documentation of the PDT meetings:
$30,000

= EIP Associates — Prepare amended NEPA documents and mitigated Negative Declaration
for CEQA: $80,000

= Thompson & Associates — Coordinate station site plans with Specific Plan team: $5,000

The STA has previously budgeted $125,000 of State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) and $145,000 of local funds from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville to prepare the
environmental, preliminary engineering design and initial negotiations with the UPRR. The
proposed additional local funds from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville would keep the project
advancing forward with the goal of amending the NEPA documents and completing CEQA
documents during FY 2006-07.

Once this expanded environmental and preliminary engineering work has been completed, all
future contracts to provide the detailed plans, specifications, right-of-way acquisition, and
construction will become the lead responsibility of the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville.

Fiscal Impact:
There will be no effect on the STA’s General Fund although additional budget authority for this

project will be needed from the STA Board in the FY 2006-07 STA Budget. $110,000 of
additional local funds to cover the entire cost of Contract Amendment No. 6 will be paid with
local funds from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville based on an amended funding agreement to
be executed with the City of Fairfield.

Recommendation:
Recommend that the STA Board approve the following:

1. Authorize the Executive Director to include an additional $110,000 of local funds in the
STA Budget for FY 2006-07 from the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville for additional
project assistance to complete the environmental documents, preliminary engineering,
environmental documents, railroad negotiations and related work for the
Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station project.
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2. Authorize the Executive Director to execute Contract Amendment No. 6 with Wilbur
Smith Associates (WSA) to provide additional scope of work to complete the
environmental documents, preliminary engineering, railroad negotiations and related
work and extend the term of the consultant agreement to June 30, 2007.

3. Authorize the Executive Director to enter into an amended funded agreement with the
City of Fairfield for $110,000 of additional local funds for project assistance to complete
the environmental documents, preliminary engineering, environmental documents and
railroad negotiations and related work for the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station project.

Attachments:

A. Letter from DKS Associates dated May 11, 2006, on behalf of the Fairfield/Vacaville Train
Station PDT, to the Union Pacific Railroad documenting progress made and responding to
recent requests for revisions to the overall schematic plan layout.

B. Letter dated May 23, 2006 from the City of Fairfield committing $110,000 of additional
local funds and requesting STA to amend the existing consultant contract with Wilbur Smith
Associates for the Fairfield-Vacaville Train Station.

C. Description from EIP Associates of additional NEPA and CEQA environmental
documentation to be conducted for the Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station.
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ATTACHMENT A

DKS Associates

EER RN

May 11, 2006

Mr. Jerry Wilmoth

Union Pacific Railroad Company
10031 Foothills Blvd.

Roseville, CA 95747

Subject: Fairfield Vacaville Train Station P/ANo. 04207-000

Dear Mr. Wilmoth:

As a result of our last team meeting held at the Capitol Corridor Offices on April 4, 2006,
DKS has amended the layout to reflect comments made during that meeting. Attached are
notes from the meeting (see Attachment 1) to assist you and other Union Pacific
representatives who will be reviewing the attached Exhibits A, B and H revision dated April
28, 2006 (see Attachment 2). All other Exhibits (C, D, E, F, G, and I) previously submitted
regarding the stage construction of the project and overall schematic layout have not been
modified. '

In addition, on April 17, 2006 we received electronically from Gary Riddle comments from
the Structural Section of UP (see Attachment 3). We have also prepared a list of key items
in the design review process along with identifying the responsible party and status (see
Attachment 4).

This letter and attachments address our response to the latest UP comments received to date.

1. The track alignment has been modified to reflect the following track centers.
Mainline Track 2 and the Tolenas Siding track will have a 20 —foot track center
separation. Mainline Track 1 and future Mainline Track 3 will have a 20-foot track
center separation. Previous plans had a 15-foot track center separation between MT-
1 and future MT-3. Please see Attachment 2 Exhibit B.

2. The distance between Future Mainline Track 3 and the northerly right of way will be
20-feet. Previous plans had a 25-foot track to right of way separation. Please see
Attachment 2 Exhibit B.

1000 Broadway
Suite 450
Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 763-2061
(510) 268-1739 fax
www.dksassociates.com
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May 11, 2006
Page 2 of 3

3. The new maintenance road located on the south edge of the right of way has been
reduced in width from 12-feet to 10-feet. This is shown on Attachment 2 Exhibit B.

4. The comments from Patrick G. Prososki dated March 6, 2006 were reviewed. We
have prepared a separate matrix of the comments and our responses which is
attached (see Attachment 3). Most of the comments were directed at supplemental
or next steps in the process for the City, and the City concurs. The City would like
to address Mr. Prososki’s comment regarding the separation of the track to the
supporting columns of the Peabody Road Overcrossing.

a.

The request was to increase the separation of the column line to the finish
trackwork MT-1 and MT-2 from a minimum of 15-feet to 18-feet. The
current design as shown on Exhibit B shows a separation of 15-feet between
MT-2 and the new column line. The plan has a note that stipulates that a
crash barrier would be installed as part of the project. Due to the constraints
of the approach slopes on the Peabody Overcrossing that currently exceed 5%
which is the criteria for ADA compliance on sidewalk grades, and a standard
of design for AASHTO for high volume arterial roadways; we request that
15-feet be acceptable to Union Pacific Railroad for the clearance.

As a separate consideration on the issue of the separation, our stage
construction plans provide the minimal amount of disruption to the mainline
tracks with the current alignment, and separation between the tracks and the
column line. By keeping the 15-foot separation, it allows for the construction
to proceed with less track adjustments during construction than if we were to
maintain 18-feet. We can review this issue with you at the next team meeting
on May 31, 2006. '

5. For clarification, we have also made some subtle changes to Exhibit A so that the
document provides the key items for your review and reduces some of the extraneous
details not relevant to the UP review.

a.

We have added anote 11 for clarification that the existing grade crossing of
Peabody would be closed with the opening of the grade separation of the
roadway.

We have added note 12 which is the installation of the bridge footings in UP
right of way at the Peabody crossing to enable future widening of the bridge.
This work would be in line with the existing alignment of Peabody Road and
to the west of the alignment of the proposed grade separation structure.

We have added note 13 which indicates a fence being constructed. It is the
intent of the fence construction to extend on both sides of the right of way
from the west side of Peabody Road right of way and to the extent of the land
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May 11, 2006
Page 3 of 3

ownership of the City for the train station property (to the easternmost end of
the City’s possession).

d. We have added note 14 to Exhibit A to denote the connector roadway. This
roadway will be constructed north of the UP right of way beneath the
Peabody Grade Separation.

We have transmitted this letter and amended exhibits in PDF format for ease of transmitting
to other reviewers within UP that are working on this project. We look forward to wrapping
up the conceptual track alignment issues. If the attached submittal meets with your
acceptance, please provide a written confirmation. We also look forward to seeing you and
other representatives of UP at the next team meeting of May 31, 2006. Attached please find
a draft agenda for the upcoming meeting. Please review and provide comment if you have
changes to it.

Sincerely,
DKS Associates
A California Corporation

7

Thomas J. Krakow, P.E.
Principal

cc. Gary Riddle, Union Pacific Railroad
Patrick Kerr, Union Pacific Railroad .
Eugene K. Skoropowski, Capitol Corridor
Mike Duncan, City of Fairfield
Daryl Halls, Solano Transportation Authority
Dale Pfeiffer, City of Vacaville
Peter Martin, Wilbur Smith Associates

Encl: Attachments 1,2, 3 and 4
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DKS Associates

Attachment 1
Fairfield Vacaville Train Station/Union Pacific
April 4, 2006
12 noon — At the offices of Capitol Corridor

Attendees: Kevin Daughton, Jerry Wilmoth, Jim Allison, Dan Christians, Bob Glover, Tom Mulligan,
Eugene (Gene) Skoropowski, Joel Cox, David Kutrosky and Gary Riddle. Tom Krakow

Introductions
Reviewed agenda
Recap of last meeting on February 9, 2006.

e Revision to Exhibits A through I were submitted to UPRR on 2/28

e Union Pacific provided standards and guidelines to DKS.

* Most important item currently is the need to confirm foot print of project to move forward the
environmental clearance work

Fairfield City Council meeting tonight (April 4) for the approval of a funding request to MTC to pay for
preliminary engineering costs, including costs related to UPRR’s review of the project submittals. The
action at the April 4™ meeting follows a Special Study Session the City Council held on March 14% to
discuss the larger train station project. '

Gary R. presented verbal comments on the proposed station plan and section Exhibits previously
submitted.

e Maintenance Road can be reduced from 12-feet width to 10-feet width.

o There was discussion regarding a reduction in the track separation between Tolenas Siding and
MT 2 from 20-feet to 15 —feet. (This was later rescinded by Jerry W. who indicated that from
the standpoint of long term planning it makes more sense to keep the 20-feet.)

o Another comment by Jerry W. — there was a brief discussion on whether the mainline standard
was further expanded to 25-feet. No one was certain that was indeed the case. UPRR to verify
and advise. (Jerry W. thought 20’ was the appropriate separation.)

e Reducing the distance between the ROW and the nearest mainline to 20° was tentatively
acceptable as long as it accommodated the relocation of the existing longitudinal utilities that run
in the current railroad right of way.

Eugene S. suggested that an adequate buffer (he recommended 30-feet) be added to the exhibit and
approved by the City as a no residential structure zone. He also recommended that there be a fence and/or
barrier between the UPRR ROW and the private properties. Shade in a buffer area as a required
residential building setback. Gene S. also suggested that all tunnel meeting points have a 45-degree
beveled opening to minimize blind comers at the tunnel entrance and at the juncture of the stairs and
tunnel under the platform.

Gene S. also mentioned that there is a Federal proposal for altering the requirement for platform height
from current 8-inch height to a proposed 157 platform height. DKS to look at UPRR clearance diagrams.
DOT has published a “Notice of Proposed Rule Making” (NPRM). Not certain if it meets UPRR
clearance standards. Jerry W. indicated that UPRR plans to make written comment on the NPRM.

1000 Broadway 1
Suite 450
Oakland, CA 94607

(510} 763-2061
(510) 268-1739 fax
www.dksassociates.com
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DKS confirmed that the extension of the Tolenas Siding was 2000 feet from the center of the train
platform. UPRR requested that future submittals provide a location of the train station platform in
reference to the railroad stationing.

1000 Broadway 2
Suite 450
Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 763-2061
(510) 268-1739 fax
www.dksassociates.com
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ATTACHMENT B

CITY OF FAIRFIELD

Fuusichl 10368

Department of Public Works May 23, 2008

Daryl Halls, Executive Director
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Place

Suisun City, CA 94585

Subject: Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station - Additional Consulting Assistance
Dear Mr. Daryl:

The Project Development Team (PDT) for the Fairfield/Vacaville intermodal train
station has continued to meet with the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), with the
goal of obtaining “conceptual approval” of the Train Station’s track and station area
design. The train station PDT has also been meeting with the PDT for the Station
Area Specific Plan. Based upon these discussions as well as revisions to the
parking and circulation design for the Station, additional consulting assistance is
requested to address technical requirements of (1) CEQA/NEPA, (2) engineering
assistance, and (3) to continue the coordination between the Train Station and
Station Area Specific Plan teams.

Attached is a brief summary of the issues and budget for this proposed work. My
request assumes both your current contract with Wilbur Smith Assaciates, as well
as our agreement with your agency for consultant services, ¢can be amended and
approved by your Board. The allocation of additional TDA funds is cantingent on
Faifield City Council approval of the amended funding agreement. The
amendment is scheduled for the June 20, 2006 City Council meeting.

Per the MOU between the cities of Fairfield and Vacaville, both cities have TDA
allocations approved for these types of activities, and would reimburse the STA for
all costs above those identified in our existing agreement. Also, please note that |
and the PDT, have been very pleased with the performance of Wilbur Smith
Associates and their sub-consultants, and | am convinced they have the
appropriate expertise to complete these tasks.

CITY OF I'AIRFIELD ee

ri i |
38 8
1000 WEBSTER STREET e FAIRFIFL D, CALIFORNIA 94533-46483

Incurporatid Decoinber 12, 1003

www.clfairficld.ap us



To: Daryl Halls, STA May 23, 2006
Subiject: Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station - Additional Page 2
Consulting Assistance

Please contact Mike Duncan at 428-7632 if you have any questions regarding this
proposal. Thank you for your assistance

Sincerely,

0 oo O

Charles J. Beck, PE
Director of Public Works

Attachment

cc:  Dale Pfeiffer, Director of Public Works, City of Vacaville
Mike Duncan, Assistant Public Works Director/Transportation
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Attachment

Fairfield/Vacaville Train Station
Scope and Budget for Amendment #1
For
Additional Consulting Services

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) has a contract with Wilbur Smith Associates
(WSA) currently, for tasks related to the development of the Fairfield/Vacaville train
station. The STA also has a funding agreement with Fairfield for the design of the
station, and that agreement may be amended through the consent of both parties.

The current funding agreement between the STA and Fairfield is for $145,000 and
includes a scope of work. The STA has assigned Wilbur Smith Associates to complete
the scope. This amendment would expand the scope and budget. The Project
Development Team (PDT), which includes staff from the STA and cities of Fairfield and
Vacaville, has determined that approximately $110,000 in additional consulting services
is needed. These funds would be used to (1) complete the CEQA/NEPA documentation
for a larger geographic project area than originally planned, (2) continue the engineering
tasks, and (3) support the coordination activities between the Train Station and Station
Area Specific Plan project teams. Please note that the cost estimate for the
CEQA/NEPA work assumes no new sensitive resources will be identified within the
larger project area.

Based upon the above, Fairfield respectively requests the STA amend their contract
with WSA to include the work described below and amend the agreement between the
STA and Fairfield, and Fairfield agrees to pay the STA for all costs, which exceed the
available balance ($30,000) in the current agreement. Fairfield shall use monies from
previously approved TDA allocations for these payments.

Task Cost

CEQA/NEPA $ 80,000
Preliminary Engineering $ 5,000
Coordination wW/UPRR & Specific Plan  $_25.000
Total Additional Costs $110,000

Budgeted Funds

Original TDA Assigned to Project $145,000¢1)
Cost of Additional Work $110.000¢2)
Total Budget w/Amendment $255,000

(1) Includes TDA from allocations previously approved by MTC for the train station
project

(2) {;unds for additional work will be barne by Fairfield (66%) and Vacaville (34%) from
DA.
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To:
From:
Subyj:
Date:

ATTACHMENT C

Memorandum

Peter Martin, Wilbur Smith

Rod Jeung, EIP, a division of PBS&J
Rescoping for the Fairfield Train Station
May 17, 2006

Peter, thank you for the opportunity to address some of the scope and cost questions raised by our
proposal for the revised Fairfield Train Station Environmental Documentation. I can certainly
understand that there would be questions over how the original costs to prepare CEQA/NEPA
documentation for $93,100 has now increased to an additional $80,000. Identified below are the
key factors in the new budget:

CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration: the original scope of work included roughly
$26,000 to $30,000 for the CEQA documentation. Although the technical studies and
the NEPA Categorical Exclusion are essential in completing the CEQA checklist, they
do not provide all the information. That $26,000 to $30,000 is part of the new request
for $80,000.

Revised Project Description: the new proposed project includes expansion of the project
footprint in three areas, for trackwork to the west and east of the station, for the Peabody
Road overcrossing, and for a new road connecting the station and an industrial area. The
project description will need to be modified, along with the Purpose and Need and the
supporting graphics. This effort will require some coordination with Wilbur Smith and
DKS but would not be expected to be a substantial effort. Nonetheless, revising the
project description is expected to cost about $2,500 to $4,000.

Revised technical studies: The biological, archaeological, and environmental hazards
teams will need to survey the new project footprints and update their previous analyses.
While we understand that there are technical studies from the Jepson Parkway EIR/EIS,
we would still need to peer review those documents and incorporate them into the
updated technical studies. Agency consultations will be important so the appropriate
resource and regulatory agencies are aware of the new project footprint, even if there are
no additional impacts or mitigation measures. The original scope of work estimated
about $40,000 for the technical studies. The current estimate to update that previous
work to reflect the new project is about $15,000 to $18,500.

Final Documents: Because we would prefer not having to return to the City for any
additional funds, we have assumed the costs to finalize the documents would be greater
than the previous estimate. If we do not need to expend this effort, we obviously will
not invoice the City. The assumption for finalizing the documents accounts for an
additional $3,000.

If you have other questions or need further explanation, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Agenda Item V.G

May 31, 2006
Solano Cransportation Authotity
DATE: May 22, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner
RE: Call for Projects for Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities

Program for FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09

Background:
The Solano Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Program is

funded by Solano County Transportation Enhancements (TE) funds and Congestion
Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. On March 8, 2006, the STA Board adopted the
Solano Transportation Authority’s (STA) Alternative Modes Funding Strategy in which
nearly $3.2 million was identified to fund the Solano TLC Program for FY 2007-08 and
FY 2008-09. In anticipation of these funds, the STA’s Alternative Modes Committee
developed the Solano County TLC Program Guidelines that provides program
information for TLC Planning and Capital Funds (see Attachment A).

The Countywide TLC Program is a separate, but related, program to Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional TLC Program. Whereas MTC’s Regional
Program is available for the entire nine Bay Area counties on a competitive basis, the
Countywide TLC Program is administered by the STA to fund local Solano County TLC
projects. MTC currently has a call for Regional TLC Capital Funds with applications
June 23, 2006. Approximately $14 to $16 million available for this cycle from the MTC
program.

Discussion:

STA staff is recommending the STA Board issue a Call for Countywide TLC Capital
Projects for FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09 with applications due September 7, 2006. The
STA’s program was intentionally delayed until after MTC began their program in an
effort to give our member agencies an opportunity to first apply for the Regional TLC
Program and possibly take advantage of regional funding prior to dipping into the
countywide funding. However, staff did want to provide ample time for potential TLC
project sponsors to be able to obligate the funds prior to MTC’s obligation deadlines.
The proposed schedule for the Solano Countywide TLC Program is as follows:

TAC Recommendation May 31, 2006

STA Board FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09 Call for TL.C Capital Projects June 14, 2006

Solano County TLC Workshop June 29 to July 11,
2006

STA TLC presentations to Solano Planning Commissions and City June/July 2006

Board Approved TLC Capital Projects Nov or Dec 2006
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STA staff is currently developing an application for the Solano County TLC Program
based on the Countywide TLC Program Guidelines and will distribute the application to
each agency’s planning, economic development and public works departments upon
approval by the STA Board. STA staff will have a workshop to give interested applicants
an opportunity to ask questions about the program and the application.

Once the applications are received, they will be reviewed by an independent evaluation
committee consisting of staff proposed from the Association of Bay Area Governments,
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and the Yolo-Solano Air
Quality Management District (YSAQMD). The Evaluation Committee will use criteria
based primarily on the Solano County TLC Program Guidelines to evaluate the
applications and provide a recommendation to the STA Alternative Modes Committee
prior to bring approved by the STA Board.

Interested applicants are encouraged to review the Solano Countywide TLC Plan and
Transportation Landuse Toolkit to get a sense of the appropriate types of projects prior to
completing an application. These documents are available on the STA’s website at:
http://www.solanolinks.com/programs.html#tlcprog

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to issue a Call for Solano Countywide TLC
Capital Projects.

Attachment:
A. Solano Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Program
Guidelines
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ATTACHMENT A

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Solano Countywide
Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) Program

Guidelines

49




COUNTYWIDE TRANSPORTATION FOR LIVABLE COMMUNITIES (TLC)
COMMUNITY DESIGN PLANNING PROGRAM GUIDELINES

COMMUNITY DESIGN PLANNING PROGRAM
Transportation Planning Land Use Solutions (T-Plus)

Program Description

The Community Design Planning Program funds community design and planning processes to
retrofit existing neighborhoods, downtowns, commercial cores, and transit station areas and
stops in order to create pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly environments. The key objective
of this program is to provide funding support to local governments, transportation agencies, and
community-based organizations to explore innovative design concepts and plans that relieve
congestion by alternatives modes of transportation through an inclusive, community-based
planning process. Community design planning processes often lead to the development of
capital projects that can compete for funding at a regional level. The community planning
process typically results in transportatlon/ land-use concept plans; streetscape design concept
plans; detailed drawings, construction cost estimates, and implementation plans for specific
capital projects.

Who Can Apply?

Community design planning grants are awarded on a competitive basis. Local governments,
transportation agencies, and community-based nonprofit organizations may receive funding.
Non-governmental organizations may act as the lead sponsor, but must partner with a local
government agency to carry out the planning project. Grant recipients will be required to enter
into a funding agreement with STA to carry out the project and attend a workshop on grant
admunistration.

How Much Funding is Available?

The STA anticipates $150,000 to $200,000 available planning funds for the TLC Community
Design Program through June 30, 2006. Project sponsors may request a maximum per project
of $25,000 on an annual basis or $50,000 over a two-year period. A 20 percent local match 1s
required. Local match is defined as the dollars used to match the planning work on the project.

Eligible Activities

Project activities eligible for funding include conducting community design and visioning
workshops; designing streetscape improvements that promote pedestrian, bicycle and transit
activities; preparing neighborhood revitalization plans to strengthen community identity;
developing transportation and land-use plans for redevelopment areas or preparing concept
plans, drawings and design guidelines for capital projects.

How will Projects be Evaluated?
Part One: Evaluation Criteria
1. Study Need
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Proposal includes an issue statement that clearly identifies the purpose and need of the
planning project along with desired outcomes.

Project pertains to a defined physical location.

Project pertains to a physical setting where deficiencies exist (or will exist), and which, if
remedied, will provide significant community benefit and community benefit through
walkability, pedestrian safety, traffic calming, transit access, bicycle gap closure projects.

2. TLCProgram Goals

a.

Project addresses one or more TLC program goals and demonstrates how well the goals
are met.

3. Project Scope

a.

Project describes a collaborative planning process to be undertaken by identifying the:

e community stakeholders (e.g., residents, business proprietors, property owners,
neighborhood associations, nonprofits, community-based organization, etc.),
local governmental agency, and the transit operator that will be involved and
their roles

e outreach strategy to solicit input from a diversity of participants

b. Describe how the intended project outcomes include one or more of the following:

e Community stakeholder participation and support

e Plans for providing congestion relief through improvements to pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facilities, and in particular improvements to strategic links
between transit nodes and activity hubs to encourage non-automobile use

e Plans for providing congestion relief through the development of higher density
housing and mixed-use development near existing or planned transit
infrastructure

4. Project Administration

a.

Project will result 1n a specific and clear work product that will guide the project to the
next level of planning, and/ or form the basis to compete for funding for capital projects
identified in planning process.

Project will be completed within the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC)
allocation schedule (a 1-2 year timeline). Project sponsor commits to begin the project
immediately once the Commission approves the project. Note: once projects are
underway, STA/MTC will consider time extensions if the project sponsor demonstrates
progress on the planning process and demonstrates a real need for additional tme to
adequately conduct community outreach or technical analysis.
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c. Project sponsor commits to pursuing the project recommendations, including
subsequent planning activities, and to pursue preliminary engineering and construction
funds for capital projects as feasible.

5. Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan

a. Project is an adopted TLC candidate project identified in the STA’s Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CIP). Applicants may also reference the STA's Countywide
Pedestrian Plan and the Countywide Bicycle Plan for pedestrian and bicycle friendly
design concepts for consideration in their TLC candidate project scope. The Pedestrian
and Bicycle Plan are part of the CIP's Alternative Modes Element.

Part Two: Additional Factors

If a project meets the evaluation criteria listed above, STA will use the following factors to
further evaluate competing projects for TLC assistance:

1. Project Innovation: To what degree does the project demonstrate innovation in
project scope and community outreach techniques? Is this project different in scope and
type than other candidate projects?

2. Land Use/Transportation Links: To what degree does the project provide
congestion relief through support of building higher density housing and mixed uses
developments, connectivity particularly in existing downtowns, commercial cores,
neighborhoods, and transit stops/ corridors?

3. Local Match: To what degree is the local match beyond the required match offered as
part of the proposed project’s total cost? To what degree does the project use TLC
funds to leverage other funding? To what degree does the sponsor provide in-kind
services (staff time or costs) towards the project?

4. Low-income Community: Does the project serve a low-income neighborhood, as
demonstrated by Census data on income and/or poverty level compared to the city or
county as a whole?

Application Process
Step 1: STA issues a “call for projects” on an annual basis.

Step 2: Applicants submit a project proposal to STA for funding consideration. The planning
proposal should include the amount of TLC funds requested, amount and source of local match,
brief description of sponsor and study partner(s), how project fulfills evaluation criteria shown
above, preliminary scope of work that describes each itemized task to be undertaken and the
resulting work product(s) per task, project budget and schedule for the project by itemized
task/work product, and project area map and existing conditions photos.

Step 3: STA staff and representatives from STA’s Altemative Modes/Screening Committee,
approved by the STA Board, evaluates project proposals.
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Step 4: The STA Board will approve Countywide TLC projects based upon the
recommendations provided by a Alternative Modes/Screening Committee, STA staff, and
available funding.

Step 5: Following approval, grant recipients will enter into a funding agreement with STA and
attend a special workshop on community planning and grant administration.
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Agenda Item V.H
May 31, 2006

51 a

DATE: May 22, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner

RE: Pedestrian Advisory Committee Priority Pedestrian Projects

Background:
The Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan was developed through the efforts and guidance

of Landpeople (consultants for the countywide plan) and the Solano Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (PAC). The countywide Pedestrian Plan was approved and recommended by
the PAC in September 2004 followed by STA Board adoption in October 2004. The plan
is the first effort to identify countywide significant pedestrian projects in the Bay Area.
The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) and Landpeople were given an award by the
Northern California Chapter of the American Planners Association for the development
and implementation of this Pedestrian Plan.

The Plan identified several pedestrian projects in three specific categories: current
projects, conceptual projects and priority projects. Each city and the County of Solano
have identified at least one priority project included in the plan, as indicated in the
following matrix:

Benicia State Park Road/I-780 Overcrossing

Dixon Multi-modal Transportation Center

Rio Vista Waterfront Plan and Improvement
Project

Fairfield West Texas Street Urban Village
Project

Suisun City Driftwood Drive Pedestrian Project

Vacaville Vacaville creek Walk Extension to
McClellan Street

Vallejo Vallejo Ferry Station Pedestrian and

Streetscape Enhancements
Multi-Jurisdictional (Fairfield, Union Ave (Fairfield) to main Street

Suisun, and Solano County) (Suisun City) Enhancements Program
Multi-Jurisdiction (Fairfield, Jepson Parkway

Suisun, Solano County, and

Vacaville)
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Discussion:

All of the projects on the priority list are active in either the planning state or the project
development stage. In anticipation of significant funding set aside specifically for
bicycle and pedestrian projects over the next few years, members of the PAC have
requested this list be revisited to ensure that the projects on the list represent countywide
pedestrian priority projects. In response, STA staff suggests the list be re-evaluated and
updated with assistance from Landpeople to develop a methodology for prioritizing the
projects and to facilitate discussions with the PAC to the update the list of priority
projects and to amend the Countywide Pedestrian Plan accordingly. A preliminary scope
of work is provided as Attachment A.

If approved by the STA Board in June, Landpeople will be able to begin this effort with
the PAC in late June or early July. The PAC unanimously supported an update of the
Solano Countywide Pedestrian Priority Projects at their April 27, 2006 meeting.

Fiscal Impact:

This contract will be funded with $5,000 from the STA’s Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) Program. $150,000 of new TLC funds will be budgeted in the FY
2006-07 TLC program of which approximately $30,000 will be available for consultant
services.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to enter into a $5,000 contract with
Landpeople to update the Solano Countywide Pedestrian Priority Projects funded with
$5,000 from the STA’s FY 2006-07 TLC program.

Attachment:
A. Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan Update Preliminary Scope of Work
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ATTACHMENT A

Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan Update

Preliminary Scope of Work
May 25, 2006

Objective: Obtain a qualified consultant to assist in updating and prioritizing the Solano
Countywide Pedestrian Plan projects as listed on pages 18 to 23 in the 2004 Plan.

Summary: Consultant will primarily be tasked to work with the Solano Pedestrian
Advisory Committee (PAC) to develop and implement a methodology for prioritizing
pedestrian projects. STA staff will provide a status summary of the current projects and
provide support to the consultant in gathering any necessary data from STA member
agencies related to their pedestrian project submittals.

Consultant Scope of Work (Proposed Budget- $5.000):
Attend at least 2 Pedestrian Advisory Committee meetings (possibly a third meeting if
necessary) to complete the following tasks:
e  Work with PAC to develop an appropriate methodology to prioritize
pedestrian projects.
e Develop a standard form to survey project sponsors utilizing criteria related
to the methodology to prioritize pedestrian projects.
e  Prioritize pedestrian projects based on methodology developed by consultant
and PAC.
e Provide a final report describing the methodology developed, process used to
develop methodology, and a final list of prioritized pedestrian projects to be

included in the update.
STA Staff Support:
¢ Develop a report summarizing status of currently identified projects in the
Countywide Pedestrian Plan.

e  Work with STA member agencies to submit new and/or revised pedestrian
projects (and related project information) using the pedestrian priority project
form developed by the consultant.

e Work with committees and STA Board to approve update.

Tentative Project Milestones:
June 15" - PAC meeting
e Present a draft methodology for PAC to discuss and provide input
(Consultant).
e Present status report on current projects (STA staff).

June 28" TAC meeting
e STA staff provides an overview of the update process and makes a request
for new and/or revised pedestrian projects to be included in the updated plan
(STA staff).
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July 28"
e Project Sponsors submit new and/or revised project submittals to STA staff.

July 28" to August 8™
e Apply draft methodology to current and new project submittals (Consultant).

August 17th- PAC meeting
e Present findings and new projects list (Consultant).
e Recommend list for approval to STA Board (STA staff).

August 17"-
¢ Submit Draft methodology report (Consultant).

August 30" -TAC meeting

e Present draft methodology report to TAC and recommend list for approval by
STA Board based on PAC recommendation (STA Staff).

September 1°-
¢ Submit Final methodology report due based on TAC input (Consultant).

September 13™- STA Board
e Approve new and/or revised pedestrian projects list to be included in
Countywide Pedestrian Plan Update (STA staff).

Completion Date: Tentative STA Board approval of update is September 13th, 2006.
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Agenda Item V.1

May 31, 2006
DATE: May 23, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: Unmet Transit Needs Comments and Responses for FY 2006-07

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 one county in the Bay Area that has local jurisdictions using TDA
funds for streets and roads. Four out of eight jurisdictions currently use TDA funds for
streets and roads (Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville and the County of Solano).
Annually, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the state designated
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the Bay Area, holds a public
hearing in the fall to begin the process to determine if there are any transit needs not
being reasonably met in Solano County. Based on comments raised at the hearing and
written comments received, MTC staff then selects pertinent comments for Solano
County’s local jurisdictions to respond to. The Solano Transportation Authority (STA)
coordinates with the transit operators who must prepare responses specific to their
operation.

Once STA staff has collected all the responses from Solano County’s transit operators, a
coordinated response is forwarded to MTC. Evaluating Solano County’s responses,
MTC staff determines whether or not there are any potential comments that need further
analysis. If there are comments that need further analysis, MTC presents them to MTC’s
Programming and Allocations Committee (PAC) to seek their concurrence on those
issues that the STA or the specified transit operator would need to further analyze as part
of the Unmet Transit Needs Plan.

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 allows the four agencies who claim TDA for streets
and roads purposes to submit those TDA Article 8 claims for FY 2005-06. All TDA
claims for local streets and roads are held by MTC until this process is completed.
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Discussion:

The Unmet Transit Needs public hearing for the FY 2006-07 TDA funding cycle was
held on Wednesday, December 7, 2005. The public offered comments at the hearing as
well as submitted comments directly to MTC. MTC drafted a summary of the issues that
were raised by the public that was presented to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
and Transit Consortium earlier this year. Supporting documentation from transit
operators was requested and much of this has been received. STA is drafting a
coordinated response and working with MTC staff to refine this; the final draft will be
forwarded under separate cover.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
1. Approve the coordinated response to the FY 2006-07 Unmet Transit Needs
issues;
2. Authorize the Executive Director to submit the response to MTC.

Attachment:
A. FY 2006-07 Unmet Transit Needs (to be provided under separate cover).
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Agenda Item V.J
May 31, 2006

S51T1a

DATE: May 17, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner

RE: MTC Routine Accommodation of Bicyclist and Pedestrians
in the Bay Area

Background:
Staff from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) completed the Draft

Routine Accommodation for Bicyclists and Pedestrians in the Bay Area report with nine
(9) recommendations that strengthen bicycle and pedestrian considerations for current
and future transportation projects (i.e. highways, freeways, local streets and roads
improvements). The report discusses inconsistencies with policies and current planning
processes, and the report provides case studies exemplifying these issues.

The draft has been circulated to various agencies and discussed at length in several
meetings over the last two months including the STA’s Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC), Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PAC).
The previous draft (circulated March/April 2006) contained recommendations that were
considered by Congestion Management Agencies and public works staff as too strong
and difficult to implement. The STA TAC continued this item from the last meeting to
allow the opportunity for further comment and to receive anticipated input and
refinements by the MTC’s Local Streets and Roads Committee. The STA’s BAC and
PAC had strongly supported for the draft as it was written at their April 20™ and April
20 meetings respectively. Some members even felt the recommendations did not go far
enough to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.

On May 8, 2006, MTC staff held a meeting with the Congestion Management Agencies
(CMA) and regional bicycle advocates to review the draft report in an effort to reach a
consensus and complete the document. Since then, MTC staff revised the report to
address the concerns raised by the CMAs (see Attachment A for the Draft Routine
Accommodations Revised Recommendations).

Discussion:

MTC staff is on a schedule to have the MTC Routine Accommodations Policies approved
by the Partnership Board and the MTC Commission in June 2006. On May 15® the
current version was brought to the Partnership Technical Advisory Committee followed
by the CMA Directors on May 19" and onto MTC’s Planning Committee with MTC
Commission expected to consider the report on June 28 2006.
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The primary elements of the final draft report include recommendations to:

e Support Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 which supports the consideration to
accommodate non-motorized travelers without replacing locally adopted policies
regarding transportation planning, design and construction.

e Consider bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the full project costs
Develop a complete project checklist for the CMA’s to assess and make available
to the Countywide BAC or PAC for review and input during the early stage of
project development.

¢ Encourage local agencies to adopt their percentage of project costs that may be
funded all or in part with regional discretionary funds (in the prior draft 15% had
been recommended).

At this point, MTC staff does not anticipate any further changes to the recommendations.

In a separate but related issue, the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) Directors
discussed MTC’s Routine Accommodations report and a separate proposal by MTC to
delegate 100% of the Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian funds to the CMAs at their last
meeting held on February 24, 2006. Solano County currently receives a total of 75% of
the Regional Bicycle/ Pedestrian funds for local programming which is approximately
$1.4 million every four years. MTC’s proposal would add an additional $465,000 of
funding to Solano County’s share every four years starting in FY 2009-10. The CMA
Directors expressed support for this new proposal in their attached letter to MTC;
however, they did not support MTC’s Routine Accommodations recommendation for
restricting regional discretionary bicycle/pedestrian funding to only pay for non-
motorized project costs exceeding 15% of the total project cost (see Attachment B).

Recommendation:
Forward the following recommendations to the STA Board:
1. Support MTC’s Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and Pedestrian in the Bay
Area May 15, 2006 version.
2. Support MTC'’s decision to delegate 100% of the Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian
funds to the CMAs

Attachments: A. MTC’s Routine Accommodation Revised Recommendations
B. Bay Area CMA Directors Letter
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ATTACHMENT A

MTC’s Routine Accommodation Revised Recommendations
May 15, 2006 Version

POLICY

1.

Projects funded all or in part with regional funds (e.g. federal, STIP, bridge
tolls) shall consider the accommodation of non-motorized travelers, as
described in Caltrans Deputy Directive 64. These recommendations shall not
replace locally adopted policies regarding transportation planning, design, and
construction. These recommendations are intended to facilitate the
accommodation of pedestrians, bicyclists, and disabled traveler needs into all
projects where non-motorized travel is consistent with current, adopted
regional and local plans. In the absence of such plans, federal, state, and local
standards and guidelines should be used to determine appropriate
accommodations.

PROJECT PLANNING and DESIGN

2. Recommendation: Caltrans and MTC will make available routine

accommodations reports and publications available on their respective
websites.

Recommendation: To promote local non-motorized involvement, Caltrans
District 4 will maintain and share, either quarterly or semi-annually at the
District 4 Bicycle Advisory Committee, a table listing ongoing Project Initiation
Documents (PIDS) for Caltrans and locally-sponsored projects on state highway
facilities where nonmotorized users are permitted.

FUNDING and REVIEW

4. Recommendation: MTC will continue to support funding for bicycle and

pedestrian planning, with special focus on the development of new plans and
the update of plans more than five years old.

Recommendation: MTC’s-fund programming policies shall ensure project
sponsors consider the accommodation of non-motorized travelers consistent
with Caltrans’ Deputy Directive 64. Projects funded all or in part with regional
discretionary funds must consider bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the full
project cost consistent with Recommendation 1 above. The Federal Highway
Administration recommends including up to 20% of the project cost to address
non-motorized access improvements; MTC encourages local agencies to adopt
their own percentages.

Recommendation: TDA Article 3, Regional Bike/Ped, and TLC funds shall not be
used to fund new non-motorized facilities that need to be built as a result of
new roadway or transit construction impacts.
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7. Recommendation: MTC, its regional bicycle and pedestrian working groups, the
Partnership’s Local Streets and Roads committee, and the county congestion
management agencies (CMAs) shall develop a project checklist to be used by
implementing agencies to evaluate non-motorized needs and opportunities
associated regionally-funded roadway and transit projects consistent with
applicable plans and/or standards. The form is intended for use on projects at
their earliest conception or design phase and will be developed by the end of
2006.

8. Recommendation: CMAs will assess completed project checklists and will make
them available through their websites, and to their countywide
Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committees (BPACs) for review and input during
the early stages of project development. The results of the checklist evaluation
outlined in Recommendation 7 should be the basis of this discussion prior to
projects entering the TIP.

9. Each countywide BPAC shall include members that understand the range of
transportation needs of bicyclists and pedestrians, including disabled interests,
consistent with MTC Resolution 875 and shall include representation from both
incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county.

10.Recommendation: MTC and its partner agencies will monitor how the needs of
non-motorized users of the transportation system are being addressed in the
design and construction of transportation projects by auditing candidate TIP
projects to track the success of these recommendations. Caltrans shall monitor
select projects based on the proposed checklist.

TRAINING
11.Recommendation: Caltrans and MTC will continue to promote and host project

manager and designer training sessions to staff and local agencies to promote
routine accommodation consistent with Deputy Directive 64.

J:\PROJECT\Ped and Bike\Routine Accommdtn Study 2005\0utlines & Report Drafts\May 06\PTAC_RA_Recs_5.14.06.doc
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ATTACHMENT B

~Bay Area CMA Directors

March 1, 2006 RECEIVED
- MAR -6 3
Steve Heminger - 6 2005
Executive Director, MTC ] ) SOUANO T ~
A . ~ RANSPORTATION

101 Eighth Street
Oaidand, CA 94607-4700

RE: Comments on “Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and Pedestrians in the Bai,“
Area” Recommendations

“Dear Steve:

MTC staff fev:ewed the results and pfoposed recommendations from the Routme
Accommodation of Bicyclists and Pedesfrians in the Bay Asea” Study at our meeting of
February 24™  MTC-is to be commended for developing an inventorying of bike and
pedestiian accommodation in the Bay Area. This shou!d prove o be useful fo MTC and

the Counties.

MTC's recent draft _Strategic Plan recommends there be increased delegation of the
bicydle/pedestian program fo the CMA's. The sludy states, “While the Commission .
should continue (o eslablish overall policy guidance and project selection critesia
consistent with the adopted Bicyde and Pedestrian Program, i would be more efficient .
and cost-effective to delegate 100% of project selection to the CMA's sather than have
two separate processes”. The Directors agree with that concept of delegation in this
-afea and would recommend that this be the reeommnded policy direction.

The cun'ent recommendations in the “Rouline Accommodation Study™ run counter to
that concept. Draft recommendations would restrict the abifily -of counties and cities to
implement the projects identified as key in their respective adopted bike pfans rather
than encourage them. Many of the recommendations from the study Timit countywide
flexibility in the use of TDA funding, require expenditures on prajects not identified in
local bike plans, recommend percentages on the dllocation of sales tax expenditures
counter to focal ordinances, and define a prescriptive review process for focal Bike
Advisory Commiittees and project review. Thefefone these should not be mduded in

the policy.

The CMA's are substantially engaged through comprehensive and well coordinated
outreach in the development of bicycle/pedestian programs and projects at the local
level'lheseeffortshavebeen very successful. There is not a need at this time fof a

prescriptive policy directing those efforts.

Alameda Cotnty CMA ¢ Contra Costa Transportation Authority {CCTA] ¢ Marin County TAM ¢ Napa County Transportation Planning Agency (NCTPA)
San Francisce County Transportation Authority (SFCTA} ¢ San Mateo City-Counly Association of Governments {(SMCCAG)
Santa Clara Valley Tanspartation Authority (VIA] ¢ Sonoma County”  spardation Authority (SCTA) 4 Safanc Traasporfaion Authorlty (STA)

- -
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Bay Aréa CMA Gir_éctbrs

We slrongly urge you fo fimit the policy direction to the delegation approach consistent
with the Strategic- Plan and look forward-to additional discussion with MTC staff and
Commissioners on this issue. Please call Mike Zdon -at (707) 259-8634 if we can add

any additional information.

Sincerely,

Wole— Es
- Mike Zdon, CMA Modesator Dennis Fay

Napa County Transportation Plaming Agency Alameda County CMA

" ;,gxm;@%“‘ T

Contra Costa Transportatlo San Mateo County CMA
; L0 Qe
Jose L Moscovich ’ - . DarylHalls - -
San ancisoo Tmmponaﬁonmnomy ~ Solano Transportation Authority
M&af" o S Suibaace,

Carolyn Gonot : . Diannie Steinhauser

Santa Clara Val!ey Traaspodabon Au(honty Transportaion Agency of Marin
Sugan

Suzanne Wilford
. Sonoma Transpordation Authority-

cc:  Doug Johason, MTC

Alameda County CHMA ¢ Contra Costa Teansportation Authority (CCTA) ¢ Marln County TAM ¢ Hapa County Transpartation Plaraing Agency (NCTPA}
SanFﬂndsoo County Transpostatien Autharity (SFCYA} ¢ £>~ Mateo Clty-Couaty Assoclation of Goveminents (SMCCAG)
SantaClana Valley fmspadaﬁon Autharity (VTA) ¢ Sorama Coudly s«aesportation Autharity {SCTA} 4 Solano Yeansportaiion Authority {STA}

66



Agenda Item VI.A
May 31, 2006

51Ta

DATE: May 22, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Jayne Bauer, Marketing and Legislative Program Manager
RE: Legislative Update — May 2006

Background:
Solano Transportation Authority (STA) staff monitors state and federal legislation that pertains

directly to transportation and related issues based on the STA Board’s adopted Legislative
Platform and Priorities. Much activity is occurring at the State and Federal level at the present
time. Any subsequent relevant legislative action taken will be provided at the TAC meeting.

Discussion:

State Infrastructure Bonds

On May 5% the Legislature and Governor completed months-long negotiations on a vast
infrastructure bond package to be placed on the November 2006 General Election Ballot. The
entire infrastructure package (comprised of four bond bills, one general fund appropriation bill,
one constitutional amendment, and four policy implementation bills) represents more than $35
billion in new funding for transportation projects, air quality improvement programs, education
facilities, flood protection and levee repairs, water quality, and housing. Bond funding for all
programs would be provided over a 10-year period, with annual appropriation by the State
Legislature. Funding for three programs are tied to the annual budget bill and would therefore
require a 2/3 vote: Corridor Mobility Program, Trade Corridors Program and Highway 99
funding.

SB 1266, the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of
2006, authored by Senate President Pro Tempore Don Perata (D-Oakland) represents the
transportation and air quality component of the infrastructure bond package (Attachment A).

The total statewide transportation package provides $19.925 billion in new funds. Of interest to
Solano County are the following fund allocations:

e $4.5 billion for the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (i.e. highways and local
access routes; the I-80/680 interchange project is eligible for these funds)

e $3.1 billion to the California Ports Infrastructure, Security, and Air Quality Improvement
Account ($2 billion statewide designated for Trade Corridor improvements such as the I-
80/680 interchange)

e $2 billion for State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) projects ($16.7 million
for Solano County’s share)
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e $4 billion for the Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service
Enhancement Account (with $400 million for the state’s intercity rail system, and the
remaining $3.6 billion to local transit operators; $6.1 million for Solano County’s capital
improvements/modernization share)

e $1 billion for the State-Local Partnership Program Account (to match local sales tax
measure program expenditures one-to-one determined by criteria as yet undefined)

e $750 million for the Highway Safety, Rehabilitation, and Preservation Account (potential
fund source for pavement on I-80 and safety projects on State Routes 113 and 12)

e $2 billion for the Local Streets and Road Improvement, Congestion Relief, and Traffic
Safety Account ($24.3 million for “reducing local traffic congestion” and “improving
traffic flows” as well as rehabilitation and maintenance of Solano County’s city streets
and county roads)

e $1 billion for Transit System Safety, Security Disaster Response Account

Additionally, the Legislature passed policy implementation bills as part of the package to allow
for innovative public-private partnership projects to be launched, and exemptions from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for levee repair, bridge seismic retrofit and
related projects. The one policy bill that failed was a measure to authorize new design-build
authority for a limited number of highway projects; it was defeated in the Assembly.

SCA 7 (Torlakson), Proposition 42 Protection, scored a huge victory with its passage
(Attachment B). This constitutional amendment will be placed on the November 2006 ballot to
better protect Proposition 42, thus ensuring billions of dollars in transportation capital funds into
the future. STA 2006 Legislative Priority #8 relates directly to this amendment:
8. Support efforts to prevent the future suspension of Proposition 42, diverting voter
approved funds dedicated for transportation to the state general fund.

Currently Proposition 42 provides that the sales tax on gas revenues — projected as $1.4 billion in
FY 2006-07 -- can be diverted from transportation programs if (1) the Governor makes a
declaration that the transfer would harm the General Fund, and (2) the Legislature passes by a two-
thirds vote a bill to suspend the transfer to the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF). After FY
2007-08, TIF dollars are split 40% to the STIP / 40% to local city and county streets & roads / and
20% to transit.

The approach taken in State Constitutional Amendment (SCA) 7 is not the so-called “hard fix”
advocated for by some interest groups earlier this year. Rather, instead of simply eliminating any
ability of the Legislature or Governor to suspend Proposition 42 in the future and use the sales tax
on gas for General Fund purposes, SCA 7 would recast the current suspension provisions.

Specifically, this measure would authorize a suspension, in whole or in part, of the transfer of the
sales tax on gas revenues to the TIF for a fiscal year if (1) the Governor issues a proclamation
that the suspension is necessary due to a severe state fiscal hardship, (2) a statute containing no
other unrelated provision is enacted by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature
suspending the transfer, and (3) a statute is enacted to repay, with interest, the TIF within 3 years
for the amount of any revenues that were not traggfened as a result of the suspension.



SCA 7 would also prohibit a suspension of transfer of these revenues from occurring more than
twice during any period of 10 consecutive fiscal years, and would prohibit a suspension in any
fiscal year in which a required repayment from a prior suspension has not been fully completed
(in that way, the measure is very similar to Proposition 1A, which was enacted two years ago to
further protect local government revenues).

SCA 7 would also require payments to be made from the General Fund to the TIF relative to a
portion of the revenues that were not transferred due to a suspension of transfer occurring on or
before July 1, 2007, with payments made pursuant to a specified schedule.

A companion bill, AB 1540 (Bass), was also passed to specify the ballot title and summary that
will appear in voter ballot pamphlets and on the official ballot.

Governor’s May Revise to the FY 2006-07 State Budget was released last week. The biggest
impact is on transit, which takes a $4.1 billion reduction over 10 years to pay off the proposed
transportation bond debt. The following summarizes the significant new transportation proposals:

Capital Outlay Support Staffing — Caltrans traditionally submits a zero-based Capital
Outlay Support request as part of the May Revision. Capital outlay workload needs are
estimated in the spring because Caltrans has a better idea of which projects will be
allocated by the California Transportation Commission in the upcoming year and what
will be needed to deliver those projects. The May Revision proposes a reduction of $39.3
million and 411 state staff and consultant positions. This reduced resource level will be
comprised of 88.9 percent state staff and 11.1 percent consultant positions. Of this
reduction, $12.2 million is proposed to be redirected to increase the tort claims budget to
the average amount spent in recent years, which has been approximately $54 million.

Capital Project Spending — Project capital outlay support for Proposition 42 projects
was funded out of the State Highway Account in the current year. For FY 2006-07, the
May Revision proposes to shift these costs to the TIF (Proposition 42), consistent with
the way other capital outlay support is funded. This shift frees up $185 million in the
State Highway Account that can be used to increase the State Highway Operations and
Protection Program (SHOPP), which has been significantly under funded due to lack of
funds in the State Highway Account.

Tribal Gaming Funds — Due to litigation that has been filed against the state, the
Administration proposed to shift $849.0 million of the $1.0 billion in tribal gaming
expenditure authority from FY 2005-06 to FY 2006-07 in an April Finance Letter. To
date, the state has received approximately $151.0 million in revenues from tribal gaming
compacts. These funds will be used in FY 2005-06 pursuant to current law to repay the
State Highway Account for previous loans made to the General Fund. The California
Transportation Commission plans to allocate these funds to State Transportation
Improvement Program projects.

Transportation Bond Debt Service Fund — The May Revision revenue estimate says that
substantial state sales tax revenue will be derived from the increase in gasoline prices.
Under the “spillover” formula in existing law, this money is supposed to go to the Public
Transportation Account (PTA), not Proposition 42. While the Governor acknowledges

that, “Over the last two decades, the bulk of the spillover funds have been redirected to the
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General Fund,” the Administration goes on to propose to shift these revenues to a new fund
that will be dedicated to paying a portion of the debt service on existing and new
transportation bonds. Based on current forecasts, the Governor estimates that over $4.1
billion in transit “spillover” revenues will be so diverted through FY 2015-16, with an
initial diversion of $355 million in FY 2006-07 and a projected diversion of $336 million in
FY 2007-08. It appears that part of this proposal includes undoing current law calling for a
diversion of $200 million in spillover funds to the General fund, and instead sends that
amount to the new bond debt service account. The May Revision would fully fund the
$125 million transfer of spillover from the PTA to the Bay Bridge retrofit account, per
current law.

The Administration argues that using these funds to pay a portion of the debt service is
justified because they derive from motorists’ gasoline sales taxes, will be used to pay
down debt on a transportation-related bond, and will save the General Fund from bearing
the full cost of the debt service.

A. Proposition 42 Loan Repayment Still Short-Changes Transit — The Governor maintains
his January 10,2006 proposal to repay $920 million to Proposition 42. However, current
statute requires the Proposition 42 loan from FY 2004-05 be repaid in the manner in which
the funds would have been distributed in that year. The Governor's partial repayment
proposal does not follow current law and instead provides no funds for public transit. The
impact to the PTA in FY 2006-07 is $48.4 million.

« State Transit Assistance Program Funding Up Slightly — Other revenues to the PTA,
include the sales tax on diesel fuel (up almost $70 million in the May Revision), Tribal
Gaming Bond proceeds, and Proposition 42, which have resulted in a projected balance
exceeding $500 million at the end of FY 2006-07 that is available for capital projects.
The May Revision also reflects an increase of $35 million in State Transit Assistance
Program grants for local transit to a level of $270 million.

AB 2538 (Wolk) Planning, Programming and Monitoring (PPM) bill was placed in the suspension
file by the Assembly Appropriations Committee. Staffis working with our consultant
(Shaw/Yoder), co-sponsors and committee members to move the bill through the legislature.

Federal Update

The FFY 2007 Transportation Appropriations bill is scheduled for the full Appropriations
Committee consideration on or after June 6, 2006, at which time earmarks are expected to be
added. STA Staff and federal legislative consultant Mike Miller are tracking this closely and
will provide an update at the meeting next week.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to formally support and endorse the propositions
that result from the following bills that will be on the November 2006 general election ballot
statewide:

e SB 1266 (Proposition 1B)

e SCA 7 (Proposition 1A)

Attachments:
A. SB 1266 (Perata)

B. SCA 7 (Torlakson) 70



Senate Bill No. 1266

CHAPTER 25

An act to add Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20) to
Division 1 of Title 2 of the Government Code, relating to transportation,
by providing the funds necessary therefor through an election for the
issuance and sale of bonds of the State of California and for the handling
and disposition of those funds, and declaring the urgency thereof, to take
effect immediately.

{Approved by Governor May 16, 2006. Filed with
Secretary of State May 16, 2006.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 1266, Perata. Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Bond Act of 2006. _

Existing law provides various funding sources for transportation and
related purposes.

This bill, subject to voter approval at the November 7, 2006, statewide
general election, would enact the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 to authorize $19.925 billion
of state general obligation bonds for specified purposes, including
high-priority transportation corridor improvements, State Route 99
corridor enhancements, trade infrastructure and port security - projects,
schoolbus retrofit and replacement purposes, state transportation
improvement program augmentation, transit and passenger rail
improvements, state-local partnership transportation projects, transit
security projects, local bridge seismic retrofit projects, highway-railroad
grade separation and crossing improvement projects, state highway safety
and rehabilitation projects, and local street and road improvement,
congestion relief, and traffic safety.

This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an
. urgency statute.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20) is
added to Division 1 of Title 2 of the Government Code, to read:
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CHAPTER 12.49. Tue HicHwAY SAFETY, TRAFFIC REDUCTION, AIR
QuALITY, AND PorT SECURITY BOND ACT OF 2006

Article 1. General Provisions

8879.20. (a) This chapter shall be known as the Highway Safety,
Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006.

(b) This chapter shall only become operative upon adoption by the
voters at the November 7, 2006, statewide general election.

8879.22. As used in this chapter, the following terms have the
following meanings: _

(a) “Board” means any department receiving an allocation of bond
proceeds pursuant to this chapter.

(b) “Committee” means the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Committee created pursuant to Section 8879.27.

(c) “Fund” means the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality,
and Port Security Fund of 2006 created pursuant to Section 8879.23.

Article 2. Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Fund of 2006 and Program

8879.23. The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Fund of 2006 is hereby created in the State Treasury. The
Legislature intends that the proceeds of bonds deposited in the fund shall
be used to fund the mobility, safety, and air quality improvements
described in this article over the course of the next decade. The proceeds
of bonds issued and sold pursuant to this chapter for the purposes specified
in this chapter shall be allocated in the following manner:

(@) (1) Four billion five hundred million dollars ($4,500,000,000) shall
be deposited in the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account, which is
hereby created in the fund. Funds in the account shall be available to the
California Transportation Commission, upon appropriation in the annual
Budget Bill by the Legislature, for allocation for performance
improvements on highly congested travel corridors in California. Funds in
the account shall be used for performance improvements on the state
highway system, or major access routes to the state highway system on the
local road system that relieve congestion by expanding capacity,
enhancing operations, or otherwise improving travel times within these
high-congestion travel corridors, as identified by the department and
regional or local transportation agencies, pursuant to the process in
paragraph (3) or (4), as applicable.

(2) The commission shall develop and adopt guidelines, by December
1, 2006, including regional programming targets, for the program funded
by this subdivision, and shall allocate funds from the account to projects
after reviewing project nominations submitted by the Department of
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Transportation and by regional transportation planning agencies or county
transportation commissions or authorities pursuant to paragraph (4).

(3) Subject to the guidelines adopted pursuant to paragraph (2), the
department shall nominate, by no later than January 15, 2007, projects for
the allocation of funds from the account on a statewide basis. The
department’s nominations shall be geographically balanced and shall
reflect the department’s assessment of a program that best meets the policy
objectives described in paragraph (1).

{(4) Subject to the guidelines adopted pursuant to paragraph ), a
regional transportation planning agency or county transportation
" commission or authority responsible for preparing a regional
transportation improvement plan under Section 14527 may nominate
projects identified pursuant to paragraph (1) that best meet the palicy
objectives described in that paragraph for funding from the account.
Projects nominated pursuant to this paragraph shall be submitted to the
commission for consideration for funding by no later than January 15,
2007.

(5) All nominations to the California Transportation Commission shall
be accompanied by documentation regarding the quantitative and
qualitative measures validating each project’s consistency with the policy
objectives described in paragraph (1). All projects nominated to the
commission for funds from this account shall be 1ncluded in a regional
transportation plan

(6) After review of the project nominations, and supporting
documentation, the commission, by no later than March 1, 2007, shall
adopt an initial program of projects to be funded from the account. This
program may be updated every two years in con_]uncuon with the biennial
process for adoption of the state transportation improvement program
pursuant to guidelines adopted by the commission. The:inclusion of a
project in the program shall be based on a demonstration that the project
meets all of the following criteria:

(A) Is a high-priority project in the corridor as demonstrated by either
of the following: (i) its inclusion in the list of nominated projects by both
the department pursuant to paragraph (3) and the regional transportation
planning agency or county transportation commission or authority,
pursuant to paragraph (4); or (ii) if needed to fully fund the project, the
identification and commitment of supplemental funding to the project from
other state, local, or federal funds.

(B) Can commence construction or implementation no later than
December 31, 2012.

(C) Improves mobility in a high-congestion corridor by improving
travel times or reducing the number of daily vehicle hours of delay,
improves the connectivity of the state highway system between rural,
suburban, and urban areas, or improves the operation or safety of a
highway or road segment.

(D) Improves access to jobs, housing, markets, and commerce.
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(7) Where competing projects offer similar mobility improvements to a
specific corridor, the commission shall consider additional benefits when
determining which project shall be included in the program for funding.
These benefits shall include, but are not limited to, the following:

(A) A finding that the project provides quantifiable air quality benefits.

(B) A finding that the project substantially increases the safety for
travelers in the corridor.

(8) In adopting a program for funding pursuant to this subdivision, the
commission shall make a finding that the program is (i) geographically
balanced, consistent with the geographic split for funding described in
Section 188 of the Streets and Highways Code; (ii) provides moblhty
improvements in highly traveled or highly congested corridors in all
regions of California; and (iii) targets bond proceeds in a manner that
provides the increment of funding necessary, when combined with other
state, local or federal funds, to provide the mobility benefit in the earliest
possible timeframe.

(9) The commission shall include in its annual report to the Legislature,
required by Section 14535, a summary of its activities related to the
administration of this program. The summary should, at a minimum,
include a description and the location of the projects contained in the
program, the amount of funds allocated to each project, the status of each
project, and a description of the mobility 1mprovements the program is
achieving.

(b) One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be made available, upon
appropriation in ‘the annual Budget Bill by the Legislature, to the

_ department for improvements to State Route 99. Funds may be used for
safety, operational enhancements, rehabilitation, or capacity improvements
necessary to improve the State Route 99 corridor traversing approximately
400 miles of the central valley of this state.

(c) Three billion one hundred million dollars ($3,100,000,000) shall be
deposited in the California Ports Infrastructure, Security, and Air Quality
Improvement Account, which is hereby created in the fund. The money in
the account shall be available, upon appropriation by the Legislature and
subject to such conditions and criteria as the Legislature may provide by
statute, as follows:

(1) (A) Two billion dollars ($2,000,000,000) shall be transferred to the
Trade Corridors Improvement Fund, which is hereby created. The money
in this fund shall be available, upon appropriation in the annual Budget
Bill by the Legislature and subject to such conditions and criteria as the
Legislature may provide by statute, for allocation by the California
Transportation Commission for infrastructure improvements along
federally designated “Trade Corridors of National Significance” in this
state or along other corridors within this state that have a high volume of
freight movement, as determined by the commission. In determining
projects eligible for- funding, the commission shall consult the trade
infrastructure and goods movement plan submitted to the commission by
the Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing and the Secretary
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for Environmental Protection. No moneys shall be allocated from this fund
until the report is submitted to the commission for its consideration,
provided the report is submitted no later than January 1, 2007. The
commission shall also consult trade infrastructure and goods movement
plans adopted by regional transportation planning agencies, adopted
regional transportation plans required by state and federal law, and the
statewide port master plan prepared by the California Marine and
Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council (Cal-MITSAC)
pursuant to Section 1760 of the Harbors and Navigation Code, when
determining eligible projects for funding. Eligible projects for these funds
include, but are not limited to, all of the following:

(i) Highway capacity improvements and operational improvements to
more efficiently accommodate the movement of freight, particularly for
ingress and egress to and from the state’s seaports, including navigable
inland waterways used to transport freight between seaports, land ports of
entry, and airports, and to relieve traffic congestion along major trade or
goods movement corridors.

(ii) Freight rail system improvements to enhance the ability to move
goods from seaports, land ports of entry, and airports to warehousing and
distribution centers throughout California, including projects that separate
rail lines from highway or local road traffic, improve freight rail mobility
through mountainous regions, relocate rail switching yards, and other
projects that improve the efficiency and capacity of the rail freight system.

(iii) Projects to enhance the capacity and efficiency of ports.

(iv) Truck corridor improvements, including dedicated truck facilities
or truck toll facilities.

(v) Border access improvements that enhance goods movement
between California and Mexico and that maximize the state’s ability to
access coordinated border infrastructure funds made available to the state
by federal law.

(vi) Surface transportation improvements to facilitate the movement of
goods to and from the state’s airports.

(B) The commission shall allocate funds for trade infrastructure
improvements from the account in a manner that (i) addresses the state’s
most urgent needs, (ii) balances the demands of various ports (between
large and small ports, as well as between seaports, airports, and land ports
of entry), (iii) provides reasonable geographic balance between the state’s
regions, and (iv) places emphasis on projects that improve trade corridor
mobility while reducing emissions of diesel particulate and other pollutant
emissions. In addition, the commission shall also consider the following
factors when allocating these funds:

(i) “Velocity,” which means the speed by which large cargo would
travel from the port through the distribution system.

(i) “Throughput,” which means the volume of cargo that would move
from the port through the distribution system.
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(iii) “Reliability,” which means a reasonably consistent and predictable
amount of time for cargo to travel from one point to another on any given
day or at any given time in California.

(iv) “Congestion reduction,” which means the reduction in recurrent
daily hours of delay to be achieved.

(C) The commission shall allocate funds made available by this
paragraph to projects that have identified and committed supplemental
funding from appropriate local, federal or private sources. The commission
shall determine the appropriate amount of supplemental funding each
project should have to be eligible for moneys from this fund based on a
project-by-project review and an assessment of the project’s benefit to the
state and the program. Except for border access improvements described in
clause (v) of subparagraph (A), improvements funded with moneys from
this fund shall have supplemental funding that is at least equal to the
amount of the contribution from the fund. The commission may give
priority for funding to projects with higher levels of committed
supplemental funding.

(D) The commission shall include in its annual report to the
Legislature, required by Section 14535, a summary of its activities related
to the administration of this program. The summary should, at a minimum,
include a description and the location of the projects contained in the
program, the amount of funds allocated to each project, the status of each
project, and a description of the mobility and air quality improvements the
program is achieving.

(2) One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be made available, upon

appropriation by the Legislature and subject to such conditions and criteria
contained in a statute enacted by the Legislature, to the State Air
Resources Board for emission reductions, not otherwise required by law or
regulation, from activities related to the movement of freight along
California’s trade corridors. Funds made available by this paragraph are
intended to supplement existing funds used to finance strategies and public
benefit projects that reduce emissions and improve air quality in trade
corridors commencing at the state’s airports, seaports, and land ports of
entry.
(3) One hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) shall be available, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, to the Office of Emergency Services to
be allocated, as grants, for port, harbor, and ferry terminal security
improvements. Eligible applicants shall be publicly owned ports, harbors,
and ferryboat and ferry terminal operators, which may submit applications
for projects that include, but are not limited to, the following:

(A) Video surveillance equipment.

(B) Explosives detection technology, including, but not limited to,
X-ray devices.

(C) Cargo scanners.

(D) Radiation monitors.

(E) Thermal protective equipment.
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(F) Site identification instruments capable of providing a fingerprint for

a broad inventory of chemical agents. '
~ (G) Other devices capable of detecting weapons of mass destruction
using chemical, biological, or other similar substances.

(H) Other security equipment to assist in any of the following:

(i) Screening of incoming vessels, trucks, and incoming or outbound
cargo. A ,

(ii) Monitoring the physical perimeters of harbors, ports, and ferry
terminals.

(iii) Providing or augmenting onsite emergency response capability.

(I) Overweight cargo detection equipment, including, but not limited to,
intermodal crane scales and truck weight scales.

(J) Developing disaster preparedness or emergency response plans.

The Office of Emergency Services shall report to the Legislature on
March 1 of each year on the-manner in which the funds available pursuant
to this paragraph were expended for that fiscal year.

(d) Two hundred million dollars ($200,000,000) shall be available,
upon appropriation by the Legislature, for schoolbus retrofit and
replacement to reduce air pollution and to reduce children’s exposure to
diesel exhaust.

(e) Two billion dollars ($2,000,000,000) shall be available for projects
in the state transportation improvement program, to augment funds
otherwise available for this purpose from other sources. The funds
provided by this subdivision shall be deposited in the Transportation
Facilities. Account which is hereby created in the fund, and shall be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the Department of
Transportation, as allocated by the California Transportation Commission
in the same manner as funds allocated for those projects under existing
law.

() (1) Four billion dollars ($4,000,000,000) shall be deposited in the
Public Transportation Modemization, Improvement, and Service
Enhancement Account, which is hereby created in the fund. Funds in the
account shall be made available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to
the Department of Transportation for intercity rail projects and to
commuter or urban rail operators, bus operators, waterborne transit
operators, and other transit operators in California for rehabilitation, safety
or modemization improvements, capital service enhancements or
expansions, new capital projects, bus rapid transit improvements, or for
_ rolling stock procurement, rehabilitation, or replacement.

(2) Of the funds made available in paragraph (1), four hundred million
dollars ($400,000,000) shall be available, upon appropriation by the
Legislature, to the department for intercity rail improvements, of which
one hundred twenty-five million dollars ($125,000,000) shall be used for
the procurement of additional intercity railcars and locomotives.

(3) Of the funds remaining after the allocations in paragraph (2), 50
percent shall be distributed to the Controller, for allocation to eligible
agencies using the formula in Section 99314 of the Public Utilities Code,
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and 50 percent shall be distributed to the Controller, for allocation to
eligible agencies using the formula in Section 99313 of the Public Utilities
Code, subject to the provisions governing funds allocated under those
sections. ‘

(g) One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be deposited in the
State-Local Partnership Program Account, which is hereby created in the
fund. The funds shall be available, upon appropriation by the Legislature
and subject to such conditions and criteria as the Legislature may provide
by statute, for allocation by the California Transportation Commission
over a five-year period to eligible transportation projects nominated by an
applicant transportation agency. A dollar for dollar match of local funds
shall be required for an applicant transportation agency to receive state
funds under this program.

(h) One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be deposited in the
Transit System Safety, Security, and Disaster Response Account, which is
hereby created in the fund. Funds in the account shall be made available,
upon appropriation by the Legislature and subject to such conditions and
criteria as the Legislature may provide by statute, for capital projects that
provide increased protection against a security and safety threat, and for
capital expenditures to increase the capacity of transit operators, including
waterborne transit operators, to develop disaster response transportation
systems that can move people, goods, and emergency personnel and
equipment in the aftermath of a disaster impairing the mobility of goods,
people, and equipment.

(i) One hundred twenty-five million dolars ($125,000,000) shall be
deposited in the Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account, which is hereby
created in the fund. The funds in the account shall be used, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, to provide the 11.5 percent required
match for federal Highway Bridge Replacement and Repair funds
available to the state for seismic work on local bridges, ramps, and
overpasses, as identified by the Department of Transportation.

({ (1) Two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) shall be
deposited in the Highway-Railroad Crossing Safety Account, which is
hereby created in the fund. Funds in the account shall be available, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, to the Department of Transportation for
the completion of high-priority grade separation and railroad crossing
safety improvements. Funds in the account shall be made available for
allocation pursuant to the process established in Chapter 10 (commencing
with Section 2450) of Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code,
except that a dollar for dollar match of nonstate funds shall be provided for
each project, and the limitation on maximum project cost in subdivision
(g) of Section 2454 of the Streets and Highways Code shall not be
applicable to projects funded with these funds.

(2) Notwithstanding the funding allocation process described in
paragraph (1), in consultation with the department and the Public Utilities
Commission, the California Transportation Commission shall allocate one
hundred million dollars ($100,000,000) of the funds in the account to
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high-priority railroad crossing improvements, including grade separation
projects, that are not part of the process established in Chapter 10
(commencing with Section 2450) of Division 3 of the Streets and
Highways Code. The allocation of funds under this paragraph shall be
made in consultation and coordination with the High-Speed Rail Authority
created pursuant to Division 19.5 (commencing with Section 185000) of
the Public Utilities Code.

(k) (1) Seven hundred fifty million dollars ($750,000,000) shall be
deposited in the Highway Safety, Rehabilitation, and Preservation
Account, which is hereby created in the fund. Funds in the account shall be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the Department of
Transportation, as allocated by the California Transportation Commission,
for the purposes of the state highway operation and protection program as
described in Section 14526.5.

(2) The department shall develop a program for distribution of two
hundred and fifty million dollars ($250,000,000) from the funds identified
in paragraph (1) to fund traffic light synchronization projects or other
technology-based improvements to improve safety, operations and the
effective capacity of local streets and roads.

(D) (1) Two billion dollars ($2,000,000,000) shall be deposited in the
Local Streets and Road Improvement, Congestion Relief, and Traffic
Safety Account of 2006, which is hereby created in the fund. The proceeds
of bonds deposited into that account shall be available, upon appropriation
by the Legislature, for the purposes specified in this subdivision to the
Controller for administration and allocation in the fiscal year in which the
bonds are issued and sold, including any interest or other return earned on
the investment of those moneys, in the following manner:

(A) Fifty percent to the counties, including a city and county, in
accordance with the following formulas:

(i) Seventy-five percent of the funds payable under this subparagraph
shall be apportioned among the counties in the proportion that the number
of fee-paid and exempt vehicles that are registered in the county bears to
the number of fee-paid and exempt vehicles registered in the state

(ii) Twenty-five percent of the funds payable under this subparagraph
shall be apportioned among the counties in the proportion that the number
of miles of maintained county roads in each county bears to the total
number of miles of maintained county roads in the state. For the purposes
of apportioning funds under this clause, any roads within the boundaries of
a city and county that are not state highways shall be deemed to be county
roads.

(B) Fifty percent to the cities, including a city and county, apportioned
among the cities in the proportion that the total population of the city bears
to the total population of all the cities in the state, provided, however, that
the Controller shall allocate a minimuin of four hundred thousand dollars
($400,000) to each city, pursuant to this subparagraph.

(2) Funds received under this subdivision shall be deposited as follows
in order to avoid the commingling of those funds with other local funds:
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(A) In the case of a city, into the city account that is designated for the
receipt of state funds allocated for local streets and roads.

(B) In the case of an eligible county, into the county road fund.

(C) In the case of a city and county, into a local account that is
designated for the receipt of state funds allocated for local streets and
roads.

(3) For the purpose of allocating funds under this subdivision to cities
and a city and county, the Controller shall use the most recent population
estimates prepared by the Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance. For a city that incorporated after January 1, 1998, that does not
appear on the most recent population estimates prepared by the
Demographic Research Unit, the Controller shall use the population
determined for that city under Section 11005.3 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

(4) Funds apportioned to a city, county, or city and county under this
subdivision shall be used for improvements to transportation facilities that
will assist in reducing local traffic congestion and further deterioration,
improving traffic flows, or increasing traffic safety that may include, but
not be limited to, street and highway - pavement maintenance,
rehabilitation, installation, construction and reconstruction of necessary
associated facilities such as drainage and traffic control devices, or the
maintenance, rehabilitation, installation, construction and reconstruction of
facilities that expand ridership on transit systems, safety projects to reduce
fatalities, or as a local match to obtain state or federal transportation funds
for similar purposes.

(5) At the conclusion of each fiscal year during which a city or county
expends the funds it has received under this subdivision, the Controller
may verify the city’s or county’s compliance with paragraph (4). Any city
or county that has not complied with paragraph (4) shall reimburse the

- state for the funds it received during that fiscal year. Any funds withheld
or returned as a result of a failure to comply with paragraph (4) shall be
reallocated to the other counties and cities whose expenditures are in
compliance.

Article 3. Fiscal Provisions

8879.25. Bonds in the total amount of nineteen billion nine hundred
twenty-five million dollars ($19,925,000,000), exclusive of refunding
bonds, or so much thereof as is necessary, are hereby authorized to be
issued and sold for carrying out the purposes expressed in this chapter and
to reimburse the General Obligation Bond Expense Revolving Fund
pursuant to Section 16724.5. All bonds herein authorized which have been
duly sold and delivered as provided herein shall constitute valid and
legally binding general obligations of the state, and the full faith and credit
of the state is hereby pledged for the punctual payment of both principal
and interest thereof.
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8879.26. The bonds authorized by this chapter shall be prepared,
executed, issued, sold, paid, and redeemed as provided in the State General
Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 16720) of
Part 3 of Division 4), except subdivision (a) of Section 16727 to the extent
that subdivision is inconsistent with this chapter, and all of the other
provisions of that law as amended from time to time apply to the bonds
and to this chapter and are hereby incorporated in this chapter as though
set forth in full in this.chapter.

8879.27. (a) Solely for the purpose of authorizing the issuance and
sale, pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond Law, of the bonds
authorized by this chapter, the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Commiittee is hereby created. For the purposes
of this chapter, the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Committee is “the committee” as that term is used in the
State General Obligation Bond Law. The committee consists of the
Treasurer, the Controller, the Director of Finance, and the Secretary of the
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, or a designated
representative of each of those officials. The Treasurer shall serve as the
chairperson of the committee. A majority of the committee may act for the
committee. :

(b) The committee may adopt guidelines establishing requirements for
administration of its financing programs to the extent necessary to protect
the validity of, and tax exemption for, interest on the bonds. The
guidelines shall not constitute rules, regulations, orders, or standards of
general application.

(c) For the purposes of the State General Obligation Bond Law, any
department receiving an allocation pursuaat to this chapter is designated to
be the “board.”

8879.28. Upon request of the board stating that funds are needed for
purposes of this chapter, the commiittee shall determine whether or not it is
necessary or desirable to issue bonds authorized pursuant to this chapter in
order to carry out the actions specified in Section 8879.23, and, if so, the
amount of bonds to be issued and sold. Successive issues of bonds may be
authorized and sold to carry out those actions progressively, and are not
required to be sold at any one time. Bonds may bear interest subject to
federal income tax. :

8879.29. There shall be collected annually, in the same manner and at
the same time as other state revenue is collected, a sum of money in
addition to the ordinary revenues of the state, sufficient to pay the
principal of, and interest on, the bonds as provided herein, and all officers
required by law to perform any duty in regard to the collections of state
revenues shall collect that additional sum.

8879.30. Notwithstanding Section 13340, there is hereby appropriated
from the General Fund in the State Treasury, for the purposes of this
chapter, an amount that will equal the total of the following:
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(a) The sum annually necessary to pay the principal of, and interest on,
bonds issued and sold pursuant to this chapter, as the principal and interest
become due and payable.

(b) The sum which is necessary to camry out Section 8879.32,
appropriated without regard to fiscal years.

8879.31. The board may request the Pooled Money Investment Board
to make a loan from the Pooled Money Investment Account, in accordance
with Section 16312, for purposes of this chapter. The amount of the
request shall not exceed the amount of the unsold bonds which the
committee has, by resolution, authorized to be sold for the purpose of this
chapter, less any amount withdrawn pursuant to Section 8879.32. The
board shall execute any documents as required by the Pooled Money
Investment Board to obtain and repay the loan. Any amount loaned shall
be deposited in the fund to be allocated in accordance with this chapter.

8879.32. For the purpose of carrying out this chapter, the Director of
Finance may, by executive order, authorize the withdrawal from the
General Fund of any amount or amounts not to exceed the amount of the
unsold bonds which the committee has, by resolution, authorized to be
sold for the purpose of carrying out this chapter. Any amounts withdrawn
shall be deposited in the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality,
and Port Security Fund of 2006. Any money made available under this
section shall be returned to the General Fund, plus the interest that the
amounts would have earned in the Pooled Money Investment Account,
from money received from the sale of bonds which would otherwise be
deposited in that fund.

8879.33. The bonds may be refunded in accordance with Article 6
(commencing with Section 16780) of the State General Obligation Bond
Law. Approval by the electors of this act shall constitute approval of any
refunding bonds issued pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond
Law. . ‘

8879.34. Notwithstanding any provisions in the State General
Obligation Bond Law, the maximum maturity of any bonds authorized by
this chapter shall not exceed 30 years from the date of each respective
series. The maturity of each series shall be calculated from the date of each
series.

8879.35. The Legislature hereby finds and declares that, inasmuch as
the proceeds from the sale of bonds authorized by this chapter are not
“proceeds of taxes” as that term is used in Article XIII B of the California
Constitution, the disbursement of these proceeds is not subject to the
limitations imposed by that article.

8879.36. Notwithstanding any provision of the State. General
Obligation Bond Law with regard to the proceeds from the sale of bonds
authorized by this chapter that are subject to investment under Article 4

“(commencing with Section 16470) of Chapter 3 of Part 2 of Division 4, the
Treasurer may maintain a separate account for investment earnings, order
the payment of those eamings to comply with any rebate requirement
applicable under federal law, and may otherwise direct the use and
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investment of those proceeds so as to maintain the tax-exempt status of
those bonds and to obtain any other advantage under federal law on behailf
of the funds of this state.

8879.37. All money derived from premium and accrued interest on
bonds sold pursuant to this chapter shall be transferred to the General Fund
as a credit to expenditures for bond interest.

SEC. 2. Section 1 of this act shall become operative upon the adoption
by the voters of the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Bond Act of 2006, as set forth in Section 1 of this act.

SEC. 3. Notwithstanding Sections 13115 and 13117 of the Elections
Code, the following measures shall be placed on the ballot for the
November 7, 2006, statewide general election in the following order:

(a) Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 7 of the 2005-2006 Regular
Session shall be placed first on the ballot and shall be designated as
Proposition 1A.

(b) The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Bond Act of 2006 shall be placed second on the ballot and shall
be designated as Proposition 1B.

(c) The Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006 shall
be placed third on the ballot and shall be designated as Proposition 1C.

(d) The Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act
of 2006 shall be placed fourth on the ballot and shall be designated as
Proposition 1D. ' :

(e) The Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006
shall be placed fifth on the ballot and shall be designated as Proposition
1E.

SEC. 4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, all ballots of
the November 7, 2006, statewide general election shall have printed
thereon and in a square thereof, the words “Highway Safety, Traffic
Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006,” and in the
same square under those words, the following in 8-point type:

“This act makes safety improvemerits and repairs to state highways,
upgrades freeways to reduce congestion, repairs local streets and roads,
upgrades highways along major transportation corridors, improves seismic
safety of local bridges, expands public transit, helps complete the state’s
network of car pool lanes, reduces air pollution, and improves
anti-terrorism security at shipping ports by providing for a bond issue not
to exceed nineteen billion nine hundred twenty-five million dollars
($19,925,000,000).”

Opposite the square, there shall be left spaces in which the voters may
place a cross in the manner required by law to indicate whether they vote
for or against the act.

(b) Notwithstanding Sections 13247 and 13281 of the Elections Code,
the language in subdivision (a) shall be the only language included in the
ballot label for the condensed statement of the ballot title, and the Attorney
General shall not supplement, subtract from, or revise that language,
except that the Attorney General may include the financial impact
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summary prepared pursuant to Section 9087 of the Elections Code and
Section 88003 of the Government Code. The ballot label is the condensed
statement of the ballot title and the financial impact summary.

(c) Where the voting in the election is done by means of voting
machines used pursuant to law in the manner that carries out the intent of
this section, the use of the voting machines and the expression of the
voters’ choice by means thereof are in compliance with this section.

SEC. 5. This act is an urgency statute necessary for the immediate
preservation of the public peace, health, or safety within the meaning of
Article IV of the Constitution and shall ge into immediate effect. The facts
constituting the necessity are:

In order for the bond act in Section 1 of this act to be submitted to the
voters at the November 7, 2000, statewide general election, it is necessary
for this act to take effect immediately.
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Senater Constitutional Amendment No. 7

RESOLUTION CHAPTER 49

Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 7—A resolution to propose to
the people of the State of California an amendment to the Constitution of
the State, by amending Section 1 of Article XIX B thereof, relating to
transportation.

[Filed with Secretary of State May 9, 2006.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SCA 7, Torlakson. Transportation Investment Fund.

Article XIXB of the California Constitution requires, commencing with
the 2003-04 fiscal year, that sales taxes on motor vehicle fuel that are
deposited into the General Fund be transferred to the Transportation
Investment Fund (TIF) for allocation for various transportation purposes.
Article XIX B authorizes this transfer to the TIF to be suspended in whole
or in part for a fiscal year during a fiscal emergency pursuant to a
proclamation by the Governor and the enactment of a statute by a 2/3 vote
in each house of the Legislature if the statute does not contain any
unrelated provision.

- This measure would recast these suspension provisions. This measure

would authorize a suspension, in whole or in part, of the transfer of these
revenues to the TIF for a fiscal year if (1) the Govemnor issues a
proclamation that the suspension is necessary due to a severe state fiscal
" hardship, (2) a statute containing no other unrelated provision is enacted
by a 2/3 vote of each house of the Legislature suspending the transfer, and
(3) a statute is enacted to repay, with interest, the TIF within 3 years for
the amount of any revenues that were not transferred as a result of the
suspension. This measure would also prohibit a suspension of transfer of
these revenues from occurring more than twice during any period of 10
consecutive fiscal years, and would prohibit a suspension in any fiscal year
in which a required repayment from a prior suspension has not been fully
completed. ,

This measure would also require payments to be made from the General
Fund to the Transportation Investment Fund relative to a portion of the
revenues that were not transferred due to a suspension of transfer
occurring on or before July 1, 2007, with payments made pursuant to a
specified schedule.

Resolved by the Senate, the Assembly concurring, That the Legislature
of the State of California at its 2005-06 Regular Session commencing on
the sixth day of December 2004, two-thirds of the membership of each
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house concurring, hereby proposes to the people of the State of California,
that the Constitution of the State be amended as follows:

That Section 1 of Article XIX B thereof is amended to read:

SECTION 1. (a) For the 2003-04 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter, all moneys that are collected during the fiscal year from taxes
under the Sales and Use Tax Law (Part 1. (commencing with Section 6001)
of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code), or any successor to that
law, upon the sale, storage, use, or other consumption in this State of
motor vehicle fuel, and that are deposited in the General Fund of the State
pursuant to that law, shall be transferred to the Transportation Investment
Fund, which is hereby created in the State Treasury.

(b) (1) For the 2003-04 to 200708 fiscal years, inclusive, moneys in
the Transportation Investment Fund shall be allocated, upon appropriation
by the Legislature, in accordance with Section 7104 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code as that section read on March 6, 2002.

(2) For the 2008-09 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter, moneys
in the Transportation Investment Fund shall be allocated solely for the
following purposes: .

(A) Public transit and mass transportation.

(B) Transportation capital improvement projects, subject to the laws
governing the State Transportation Improvement Program, or any
successor to that program.

(C) Street and highway maintenance, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or
storm damage repair conducted by cities, including a city and county.

(D) Street and highway maintenance, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or
storm damage repair conducted by counties, including a city and county.

(c) For the 200809 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter, moneys
in the Transportation Investment Fund shall be allocated, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, as follows:

(A) Twenty percent of the moneys for the purposes set forth in
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b).

(B) Forty percent of the moneys for the purposes set forth in
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b).

(C) Twenty percent of the moneys for the purposes set forth in
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b).

(D) Twenty percent of the moneys for the purposes set forth in
subparagraph (D) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b).

(d) (1) Except as otherwise provided by paragraph (2), the transfer of
revenues from the General Fund of the State to the Transportation
Investment Fund pursuant to subdivision (a) may be suspended, in whole
or in part, for a fiscal year if all of the following conditions are met:

(A) The Governor issues a proclamation that declares that, due to a
severe state fiscal hardship, the suspension of the transfer of revenues
required by subdivision (a) is necessary.

(B) The Legislature enacts by statute, pursuant to a bill passed in each
house of the Legislature by rollcall vote entered in the journal, two-thirds
of the membership concurring, a suspension for that fiscal year of the
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transfer of revenues required by subdivision (a) and the bill does not
contain any other unrelated provision.

(C) No later than the effective date of the statute described in
subparagraph (B), a separate statute is enacted that provides for the full
repayment to the Transportation Investment Fund of the total amount of
revenue that was not transferred to that fund as a result of the suspension,
including interest as provided by law. This full repayment shall be made
not later than the end of the third fiscal year immediately following the
fiscal year to which the suspension applies.

(2) (A) The transfer required by subdivision (a) shall not be suspended
for more than two fiscal years during any period of 10 consecutive fiscal
years, which period begins with the first fiscal year commencing on or
after July 1, 2007, for which the transfer required by subdivision (a) is
suspended.

(B) The transfer required by subdivision (a) shall not be suspended
during any fiscal year if a full repayment required by a statute enacted in
accordance with subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) has not yet been
completed.

(e) The Legislature may enact a statute that modifies the percentage
shares set forth in subdivision (c) by a bill passed in each house of the
Legislature by rolicall vote entered in the journal, two-thirds of the
membership concurring, provided. that the bill does not contain any other
unrelated provision and that the moneys described in subdivision (a) are
expended solely for the purposes set forth in paragraph (2) of subdivision
(b).

(f) (1) An amount equivalent to the total amount of revenues that were
not transferred from the General Fund of the State to the Transportation
Investment Fund, as of July 1, 2007, because of a suspension of transfer of
revenues pursuant to this section as it read on January 1, 2006, but
excluding the amount to be paid to the Transportation Deferred Investment
Fund pursuant to Section 63048.65 of the Government Code, shall be
transferred from the General Fund to the Transportation Investment Fund
no later than June 30, 2016. Until this total amount has been transferred,
the amount of transfer payments to be made in each fiscal year shall not be
less than one-tenth of the total amount required to be transferred by June
30, 2016. The transferred revenues shall be allocated solely for the
purposes set forth in this section as if they had been received in the
absence of a suspension of transfer of revenues.

(2) The Legislature may provide by statute for the issuance of bonds by
the state or local agencies, as applicable, that are secured by the minimum
transfer payments required by paragraph (1). Proceeds from the sale of
those bonds shall be allocated solely for the purposes set forth in this
section as if they were revenues subject to allocation pursuant to paragraph
(2) of subdivision (b).
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Agenda Item VI.B
May 31, 2006

S51Ta

Solano qzanspottabmﬂuﬂtauty

DATE: May 19, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Proposal

Background:
The Solano Transportation Authority’s (STA) I-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study was

adopted by the STA Board on July 14, 2004. This Study identified eight (8) intercity bus
routes in Solano County, some of which are subsidized by more than one jurisdiction. Cost-
sharing methodologies for these routes vary. The Study recommended developing an annual
and multi-year funding agreement or Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for intercity
transit services as a part of the next steps following completion of the study.

Of the eight (8) intercity bus routes currently in service, six (6) had subsidy sharing
arrangements among the participating jurisdictions. These subsidy-sharing arrangements
were negotiated in agreements among the participants, some of which were documented and
others were not. With the addition of Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) funded service, there is
now a ninth (9) intercity transit route — Vallejo Transit Rt. 92, serving Solano County.

STA’s coordination of the annual multi-agency Transportation Development Act (TDA)
matrix and the State Transit Assistance Fund’s (STAF) project funding for the county has
clarified and simplified the claims process locally and regionally. Having a coordinated
multi-year, multi-agency funding strategy with predictability and some flexibility would help
to further stabilize intercity transit service funding in Solano County.

Last year, STA conducted nationwide research and presented a summary of subsidy
allocation factors and methodologies to the STA Transit Consortium. Three (3) subsidy-
sharing options with various factors were presented to the transit operators and one was
selected for further testing. This methodology included ridership and vehicle miles as the
key factors. Data was to be collected from the transit operators to test the draft formula.

STA staff collected much of the data and began testing a variety of scenarios primarily using
the two factors of ridership and vehicle miles. In late October 2005, these initial scenarios
were shared with the transit operators and other funding partners to review and discuss.
Since that time a series of weekly meetings with the same participants (now referred to as the
Intercity Transit Funding Working Group) have been held to review and refine the data that
is input into the funding scenarios.

To determine the net cost of each intercity route, one of the key inputs is the total cost of

each route. The Intercity Transit Funding (ITF) Working Group agreed to use the same
methodology among operators to calculate and distribute costs among all routes. Upon

89



review of early data, the ITF Working Group expressed a shared concern that intercity transit
service must be operated cost-effectively to reduce the burden to all the funding partners. To
reduce costs to Intercity Transit Services, the transit operators explored options to coordinate
and streamline services along parallel routes in the near-term and long-term. Proposed
changes that are approved and implemented would in turn affect the route costs.

In addition, two additional cost-sharing scenario factors were agreed to be added: bus stops
and ridership by boardings. Bus stop by jurisdictions served and ridership data was collected
for this purpose as well as to assist in evaluating the productivity of routes.

The original purpose of the ITF Working Group was to develop a uniform methodology for
shared funding of Intercity Transit Services. This has been complicated due to the issue of
overall rising costs and potential service changes. To maintain the ITF Working Group’s
focus, principles were drafted. In addition, for the purpose of evaluating Intercity Transit
Service changes on the basis of not only cost but also systemwide impacts, service
parameters were also drafted. These were approved by the STA Board in March 2006 (see
Attachment A and B for these documents).

Discussion:

There has been a common interest among all participants to conclude this process and
develop a consistent Intercity Transit Funding methodology and agreement. Yet each
jurisdiction has specific issues to address. These issues are presented by jurisdiction in
Attachment C.

Taking into account the various local issues, cost and revenue assumptions, service proposals
and timelines, STA staff has developed a set of draft comprehensive recommendations. This
can also be found on Attachment C. This proposal for FY 2006-07 addresses the first two
Principles for this effort: a near-term consistent cost-sharing methodology and coordinated
service changes that can be marketed comprehensively. This proposal has been discussed
with the ITF Working Group and was presented to the STA Transit Consortium and STA
TAC in April 2006 in addition to a meeting with the Public Works Directors specifically to
discuss this topic. In April, the Transit Consortium and TAC approved a draft of Attachment
C. Since that time, further discussions with transit operators with outstanding issues have
been nearly completed. The resolution of these issues will be presented in the draft final
matrix to be forwarded under separate cover. This month the proposal is being presented for
review and a recommendation of approval to the STA Board.

To address the third principle concerning long-term cost-sharing issues, a similar effort will
need to be continued into FY 2006-07. With additional time, comprehensive and consistent
data can be collected, particularly ridership data. Evaluation of service changes canbe
considered and a more refined cost-sharing methodology can be tested and reviewed for a
long-term agreement with a target date of completion for FY 2007-08.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board too approve the following:
1. The recommendations pertaining to Intercity Transit Funding and Service as outlined
in Attachment C.
2. Authorize the Executive Director to develop and sign an Intercity Transit Funding
agreement based on the recommendations outlined in Attachment C.
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Attachments:
A. Proposed ITF Working Group Guiding Principles
B. Proposed Intercity Transit Service Route Analysis Evaluation Parameters
C. Summary of Draft Intercity Transit Funding Proposal
(To be provided under separate cover.)
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ATTACHMENT A

INTERCITY TRANSIT FUNDING

Guiding Principles

Principle 1:

To provide certainty to intercity transit operators and funding partners, establish a consistent
method and an agreement for sharing subsidies for all intercity routes by Solano transit
operators for FY 2006-07 and future years based on a consensus of the participating
jurisdictions.

Principle 2:

To focus limited financial resources and deliver productive intercity transit service as soon as
possible, develop a cost effective and affordable revised route structure that will; 1) be
implemented with the new subsidy sharing agreement; 2) meet the policy/coverage
requirements agreed upon; 3) be marketed jointly.

Principle 3:

To focus limited financial resources and deliver productive intercity transit service an on-
going basis while meeting the policy/coverage requirements agreed upon, develop strategies
to consistently evaluate, modify, and market intercity transit services after the intercity
subsidy sharing agreement is implemented.
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ATTACHMENT B

INTERCITY TRANSIT SERVICE

Service Plan Review

Potential Route Analysis Evaluation Parameters

Productive Measures
= Farebox recovery ratio
Cost per vehicle service hour
Cost per vehicle mile
Cost per passenger trip
Passengers per vehicle service hour

Policy/Coverage Requirements

® Provides connectivity between cities
Provides regional transit connections
Meets Unmet Transit Needs
Minimize stops in each city
User friendly
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Agenda Item VI.C

May 31, 2006
Solarno Cransportation Authotity
DATE: May 19, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Proposed Funding Amendment

for FY 2006-07

Background:
The Transportation Development Act (TDA) of 1971 established two sources of funds

that provide support for public transportation services statewide — the Local
Transportation Fund (LTF) and the Public Transportation Account (PTA). Solano
County receives TDA funds through the LTF and State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF)
through the PTA. State law specifies that STAF funds be used to provide financial
assistance for public transportation, including funding for transit planning, operations and
capital acquisition projects.

Solano County has typically received approximately $400,000 - $500,000 per fiscal year
in Northern County STAF funds. STAF funds have been used for a wide range of
activities, including providing matching funds for the purchase of buses, funding several
countywide and local transit studies, funding transit marketing activities, covering new
bus purchase shortfalls when the need arises, funding intercity transit operations on a
short-term or transitional basis, and supporting STA transportation planning efforts.

Discussion:

Annually, member agencies, through their Transit Consortium member, and STA staff
submit candidate projects/programs for STAF funding for both the Northern Counties
and the Regional Paratransit. At the May 2006 STA Board meeting, an initial list of
STAF projects and funding was approved. Since then, additional needs and requests
have been identified. '

Much of the STAF funds ($450,000) were allocated for Intercity Transit Operations as
transitional funding to support local transit operators taking on new routes as part of the
Intercity Transit Funding Agreement. As the final elements of the Intercity Transit
Funding agreement were negotiated, additional STAF funds ($5,000) are proposed to be
allocated to Intercity Transit Operations.

A request was received from Benicia Transit for $20,000 to $25,000 Regional Paratransit
funds (see Attachment C). In addition, Fairfield Suisun Transit is currently projecting a
$25,000 deficit for Solano Paratransit in FY 2005-06. To support Benicia Transit’s
intercity paratransit service while also reducing the burden on the six funding partners of
Solano Paratransit, staff proposes to allocate $15,000 to Benicia Transit for capital match
and intercity paratransit operations and $10,000 to Solano Paratransit for the FY 2005-06
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deficit. Accommodating these requests will bring the balance of Regional Paratransit
funds in FY 2007-08 to less than $2,000. These changes are incorporated in amended
STAF project lists shown on Attachment A and Attachment B.

Another key project funded in FY 2006-07 with STAF funds is a countywide transit
ridership survey. The data collected from this survey will be critical to not only
evaluating the performance of transit routes and systems, but also in developing future
Intercity Transit Funding agreements. Should additional STAF funds become available
in FY 2006-07, staff suggests that supplementing the transit ridership survey be a
priority.

Recommendations:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
1. Approve the amended FY 2006-07 STAF project list and amended draft FY 2007-
08 STAF project list for Northern County and Regional Paratransit STAF
population-based funds.
2. Prioritize the countywide transit ridership survey for any additional FY 2006-07
STAF funding.

Attachments:
A. Draft FY 2006-07 STAF project list
B. Preliminary FY 2007-08 STAF project list
C. Benicia Transit STAF request
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DRAFT

ATTACHMENT A

State Transit Assistance Funds Program

Allocation for FY 2006-07

NORTHERN COUNTIES STAF

Revenue Estimate'
Projected FY 2005-06 Carryover2
FY 2006-07 STAF Estimate

FY 2006-07
$ 512,579
$ 662,895

Total:

Projects/Programs

STA Transit Planning & Studies
SolanoLinks Marketing

Dixon Medical Shuttle’

Dixon Area Low Income Subsidized Taxi Program4
Lifeline Program Administration
Lifeline Project Match’

Fairfield Transit Study®

Expenditure Plan/Implementation Plan
Intercity Transit Operations Assistance
Countywide Transit Ridership Survey
Countywide Transit Finance Assessment
Transit Consolidation Study

$ 1,175,474

$ 110,000
$ 113,000
$ 10,000
$ 10,000
$ 15,000
$ 54,000
$ 60,000
$ 38,000
$ 455,000
$ 100,000
$ 60,000
$ 40,000

TOTAL:

Balance:

REGIONAL PARATRANSIT

Revenue Estimates'
Projected FY 2005-06 Carryover
FY 2006-07 STAF Estimate

$ 1,065,000
$ 110,474
FY 2006-07

$ 65217
$ 183,822

Total:

Projects/Programs

Vallejo Intercity Paratransit Operations
Benicia Intercity Paratransit Operations
Solano Paratransit FY2005-06 Shortfall
Sol Paratransit Assessment Implementation
Sol Paratransit Vehicles Improvements
Paratransit Coordination, PCC

$ 249,039

88,000
15,000
10,000

35,000
40,000

TOTAL:

Balance

1 MTC Feb. 06 Estimate

$

$

$

$ 40,000
$

$ A
$ 228,000

$ 21,039

2 Includes Prop. 42 increment, interest, unclaimed projects, higher FY 2006 rev est.

3 Yr. 3 of 3 yr. Funding
37 yr_of match for MTC LIFT 3-yr. project grant

3 Includes $27,000 unclaimed, unallocated & carried over from FY 2005-06
¢ Approved in FY2005-06, unclaimed, unallocated & carried over from FY2005-06

97

V2



PRELIMINARY
State Transit Assistance Funds Program
Allocation for FY 2007-08

ATTACHMENT B

NORTHERN COUNTIES STAF

Revenue Estimates
Projected FY 2005-06 Carryover
FY 2006-07 STAF Estimate'

FY 2007-08
$ 110,474
$ 662,895

Total:

Projects/Programs

Transit Planning & Studies
SolanoLinks Marketing

Lifeline Program Administration
Lifeline Project Match

Intercity Transit Operations Assistance
Intercity Transit Capital Match Program
Intercity Operations Analysis Support

$ 773,369

$ 115,000
$ 113,000
$ 15,000
$ 30,000
$ 200,000
$ 100,000
$§ 75000

TOTAL:

Balance

REGIONAL PARATRANSIT

Revenue Estimates
Projected FY 2005-06 Carryoverl
FY 2006-07 STAF Estimate

$ 648,000

$ 125,369

FY 2007-08

$ 21,039
§ 183,822

Total:

Projects/Programs

Vallejo Paratransit Operations

Sol Paratransit Operations

Sol Paratransit Vehicles Improvement Fund
Paratransit Coordination, PCC

$ 204,861

88,000
40,000

40,000

TOTAL:

Balance:

! Assumes same STAF as FY 2006-07 without Prop. 94§ funds.

$
$
$ 35,000
$
$ 203,000

§ 1,861
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ATTACHMENT C

CITY HALL - 250 EAST L STREET - BENICIA, CA 94510 « (707) 746-4200 « FAX (707) 747-8120

RECEIVED

MAY 4 06

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION
Elizabeth Richards AUTHORITY
Director of Transit and Rideshare
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585

RE: City of Benicia State Transit Assistanéé Fund (STAF) Request
Dear Mrs. Richards:

This letter is in regard to the receiving STAF for fiscal year 2006-2007 to support
Benicia Breeze Paratransit services.

The City would like to request $20,000 or $25,000 in STAF/Regional Paratransit
funds for one year. The $20,000 or $25,000 would be split up as the following:

$25.,000:
= $2,868 match for the computer software for the 5310 application
submitted

= $22,132 for our regional ADA paratransit service

$20,000:
= $2,868 match for the computer software for the 5310 application
submitted
= $17,131 for our regional ADA paratransit service

The City is requesting this one-year funding arrangement, because of the delay in
transition activities with the City of Vallejo. The City of Vallejo is not prepared
to implement a consolidated paratransit service at this time. Their Interim City
Manager would like to wait until next fiscal year after a new Transportation
Program Manager is hired. This one-year funding will help the City of Benicia
continue to provide regional ADA paratransit service to Vallejo and Pleasant Hill
BART Station. The City desires to consolidate with Vallejo or the countywide
paratransit system in fiscal year 2007/2008.

l?}‘E‘l/;;lrMIi‘StﬁH\(I:A, Aéayor ) JIM ERICKSON, City Manager
embers of the City Council VIRGINIA SOUZA, City Treasurer
ALAN M. SCHWARTZMAN, Vice Mayor - MARK C. HUGHES - ELIZABETH PA&BERSON «BILL WHITNEY LISA WOLFE, City Clerk

Recycled @ Paper



Should you have any questions regarding our request, I can be reached at (707)
746-4300 or via email at jandoh@ci.benicia.ca.us '

John Andoh
Transit Services Manager

Thank you,
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Agenda Item VI.D

May 31, 2006
Solano Cransportation Audhotity
ATE: May 23, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: FY 2006-07 TDA Distribution for Solano County

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.

In addition to using TDA funds for member agencies’ local transit services and streets
and roads, several agencies share in the cost of various transit services (e.g., Solano
Paratransit, Route 30, Route 40, Route 85, etc.) that support more than one agency in the
county through the use of a portion of their individual TDA funds.

Discussion:

Although each agency within the county and the Solano Transportation Authority (STA)
submit individual claims for TDA Article 8 funds, STA is required to review the claims
and submit them to the Solano County Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC) for
review prior to forwarding to MTC, the state designated RTPA for the Bay Area, for
approval. Because different agencies are authorized to “claim” a portion of another
agency’s TDA for shared services (e.g., Paratransit, STA transportation planning,
Express Bus Routes, etc.), a composite TDA matrix is developed each fiscal year to assist
STA and the PCC in reviewing the member agency claims. MTC uses the STA approved
TDA matrix to give its claim approvals. TDA claims submitted to MTC must be equal to
or lower than shown on the TDA matrix.

The initial TDA estimates for FY 2006-07 have increased. Throughout the year, revenue
estimates may be modified and lowered as was the case in FY 2005-06. Because of this,
operators are encouraged to be cautious in their assumption of the full TDA amount.

At the May Consortium and TAC meetings, a draft of the FY 2006-07 TDA Matrix is
being presented. The FY 2006-07 revenue estimate and carryover are based on MTC’s
Feb 2006 estimate that has been approved by the MTC Commission. Much of this draft
matrix is driven by the parallel effort of the Intercity Transit Funding group which is
developing, for the first time, a consistent methodology for sharing costs for intercity
routes. The matrix reflects the draft amounts for each intercity route by jurisdiction
(Attachment A). Solano Paratransit contributions will be consistent with the approved
methodology outlined in the multi-year agreement.
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Some, but not all, jurisdictions have concluded their TDA estimates for FY2006-07. This
draft of the matrix includes data for the jurisdictions that have. The TDA matrix will be
updated and brought forward when other jurisdictions are prepared to submit their TDA
date. The TDA matrix is being presented for a recommendation of approval to the STA
board in June.

Recommendations:
Recommend to the STA Board to approve the TDA matrix.

Attachment:
A. Draft of TDA Article 4/8 Matrix for FY 2006-07 (to be provided under separate
cover)
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Agenda Item VLE
May 31, 2006

S51Ta

Solano Cransportation Authotity

DATE: May 22, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Dan Christians, Assistant Executive Director/ Director of Planning
RE: Bay Area Regional Rail Plan Conceptual Alternatives

Background:
STA has been an active member of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board (CCJPB) since its

early years when this intercity service was operated by the State of California and the Joint
Powers Authority was formed in 1998.

In 1995, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) and member agencies completed the
Solano Rail Facilities Plan that proposed new passenger stations along the Capitol Corridor
(Benicia, Dixon, and Fairfield/Vacaville). Since then STA has been working actively toward
evaluating, prioritizing, and funding the new rail stations and enhancing the Capitol Corridor
service for Solano County residents.

In July 2003, the Solano Napa Passenger/Freight Rail Study was completed by the STA and
Napa County Transportation Planning Agency. It examined the feasibility of potential
passenger rail service, enhanced freight service and providing new or enhanced bus service
instead of or prior to the implementation passenger rail along the two main corridors between
Solano and Napa counties (i.e. SR 12 and SR 29).

The Vision Plan for the Capitol Corridor, updated in June 2005, committed to building a
constructive working partnerships with riders, the local communities, Amtrak, the Union
Pacific Railroad and the State of California. An objective of maintaining an average 90% on-
time performance standard for Capitol Corridor trains and reducing travel time by up to 12%
by improving track infrastructure to allow for faster train travel were core objectives of the
Plan.

The recently completed Oakland-Auburn Regional Rail Study (approved by the STA Board on
June 8, 2005) supported three new train stations for Solano County (Fairfield-Vacaville, Dixon
and Benicia) and proposed that they be completed and available for passenger rail service no
later than 2010, 2015 and 2020 respectively. The Study also assumed that the necessary track
improvements for the Fairfield-Vacaville Train Station (i.e. Tolenas Industrial siding project)
and the Bahia Viaduct Track improvements (later re-scoped to a cross-over project) would be
in place as part of or before the next Capitol Corridor Station at Fairfield-Vacaville was placed
into service.
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Most of the above-described efforts to improve passenger rail services in Solano County and
other adjoining counties were intended to plan for passenger rail services in Solano County and
adjoining counties through the year 2030.

Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) passed by a majority of the Bay Area voters on March 2, 2004,
required preparation of a “Regional Rail Master Plan,” intended as a long-range plan to
integrate passenger rail systems, improve connections at intermodal hubs, expand regional
rapid transit network, coordinate investments with transit-supportive land uses, and study Bay
Area access to a high speed rail system.

Discussion:

Since mid 2005, MTC, California High-Speed Rail Authority, BART, and Caltrain, Congestion
Management Agencies (CMA’s), along with a coalition of rail passenger and freight operators,

are currently preparing a comprehensive, Regional Rail Plan to the year 2050 for the Bay Area,
as required by the voters in the RM 2.

The Regional Rail Plan will examine ways to incorporate passenger trains into existing rail
systems, improve connections to other trains and transit, expand the regional rapid transit
network, increase rail capacity and coordinate rail investment around transit-friendly
communities and businesses. The plan will also include a detailed analysis of potential high-
speed rail routes between the Bay Area and the Central Valley for the Rail Authority’s
environmental review of the proposed rail lines.

Overall, the plan will look at improvements and extensions of railroad, rapid transit, and high-
speed rail services for the near (5 to 10 years), intermediate (10 to 25 years), and long-terms
(beyond 25 years).

Staff from MTC, BART, Caltrain and the California High-Speed Rail Authority are managing
the Regional Rail Plan. As required in RM 2, a Steering Committee consisting of CMA'’s,
regional rail passenger operators, freight railroad operators, is providing direction during the
plan development. The Steering Committee is the forum for coordinated review and comment
on the plan prior to its submission to MTC for approval.

The Regional Rail Plan study effort will be divided into three phases:

= Phase 1 - Develop conceptual alternatives and screening criteria.

= Phase 2 - Rigorously screen the conceptual alternatives and identify the final study
alternatives.

* Phase 3 - Perform detailed technical evaluations of the study alternatives and
prepare a draft and final plan identifying railroad, rapid transit, and high-speed rail
extensions and services for the near (5 to 10 years), intermediate (10 to 25 years)
and long terms (beyond 25 years).

A series of public workshops were held during November and December 2005 to ask the Bay
Area and neighboring communities to share its long-range vision for rail, help us identify
evaluation criteria to assessed proposed rail ideas, and to identify issues and concerns that
should be considered in the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS to
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be prepared by the California High-Speed Rail Authority. One of the workshops was held at
Suisun City Hall on December 8, 2006.

On May 10, 2006, Technical Memorandum 3.a., the Conceptual Alternatives Task, was
completed and distributed at the Steering Committee. STA staff reviewed the twelve (12)
conceptual alternatives that were prepared in this memorandum (Attachment A). Three of the
alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) include various regional rail corridors in the Bay Area
(i.e. BART, regional rail and primarily freight corridors) without a high-speed rail option and
nine (9) of the alternatives (Alternatives 4 — 12) depict various possible regional rail services
plus high-speed rail options.

STA staff completed a preliminary review of the options and had some comments and
concerns on the portions of the alternative concept plans that run through Solano County,
mainly on Alternatives 2, 3, 6, 8, 10 and 11. Because of MTC’s submittal deadline of May 17,
2006, STA staff submitted the attached preliminary comments (Attachment B).

Alternative 1, which proposes no new high-speed rail in the Bay Area but recommends new
BART stations on I-80 north of Hercules and along I-680 in Martinez, would have significant
benefits to Solano County commuters.

STA staff generally supports further analysis and modeling of Alternatives 1, 5, 7, 9, and 12 to
provide additional regional rail and freight services along existing railroad rights-of-way, but
has questions and is concerned about some of the cost effectiveness and environmental
implications of Alternatives 2, 3,4, 6, 8, 10 and 11.

Alternatives 3, 6, and 11 propose to shift freight from the Berlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) north of Richmond and construct a new by-pass for “Freight With Long Distance
AMTRAK Service” along the former abandoned Sacramento Northern Railroad (Pittsburg-
Sacramento) through the eastern portion of Solano County. This alignment generally would
follow the State Route (SR) 113 corridor and would require a new railroad bridge over the
Carquinez Strait. STA staff is concerned that this proposed alignment, although it would
remove some freight trains along the existing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way
corridor, would be very costly, and could have some significant new impacts to the rural areas
of Solano County. It is STA staff’s opinion that those alternatives could divert resources away
from improving the existing railroad rights of way and providing three new Capitol Corridor
stations and additional commuter-oriented service along the existing UPRR as was proposed in
each of the recent rail studies that STA helped conduct (i.e. Contra Costa Regional Rail Study,
Napa Solano Passenger/Freight Rail study and Oakland- Auburn Regional Rail Study).

In addition, Alternatives 2, 4, 8, 10 each are proposing to combine standard rail equipment (i.e.
Capitol Corridor trains) with higher speed, grade separated, lightweight equipment (i.e.
Caltrain bullet trains). Although such dual systems in Solano County could theoretically have
the capacity to potentially move many more riders than the Capitol Corridor and regional rail
studies have previously proposed, the cost of buying substantial new rights-of-way, and
building grade separated structures, and additional stations and parking areas for the higher
speed trains would seem to exceed any potential local or regional funding source(s) currently
expected over the next 50 years. A new statewide High Speed Rail model is expected to be
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completed later this year and will be used to test the demand for each of these alternatives as
part of the study.

STA staff believes that fewer, more realistic alternatives should be further studied so that the
public does not have high expectations of alternatives that could never realistically be funded
and implemented in the 45-year timeframe of the study. Therefore, it is recommended that any
new and enhanced passenger and freight service (at least for Solano County) should primarily
be accommodated within existing railroad rights-of-way wherever possible. If long-term
scenarios, in new corridors are deemed critically necessary to the future of rail services in the
Bay Area, then it is recommended that the alternatives should be grouped into short, medium
and long term timeframes (i.e. 2015, 2030, 2050) and that full cost effectiveness evaluations,
preliminary environmental screenings and reasonable funding scenarios be conducted for each
one.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the attached preliminary comments
submitted to the Steering Committee on May 17, 2006, regarding comments on the Bay Area
Regional Rail Plan Conceptual Alternatives Task, Memorandum 3.a., dated April 18, 2006.

Attachments:
A. Regional Rail Plan Conceptual Alternatives identified in Technical Memorandum 3.a.
dated April 18, 2006.
B. STA staff’s preliminary comments on Bay Area Regional Rail Plan Conceptual
Alternatives.
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ATTACHMENT A

BAY AREA REGIONAL RAIL PLAN
CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES TASK

Technical Memorandum 3.a
Systemwide Study Alternatives

April 18, 2006
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STUDY ALTERNATIVE 1
Year 2050 Rail Network
(No High Speed Rail)

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 2
Year 2050 Rail Network
{No High Speed Rail)

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 3
Year 2050 Rail Network
(No High Speed Rail)

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 4
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from South
Option 1 —Merced / GEA North / Pacheco Pass / UPRR Gilroy — San Jose
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San Francisco — Oakland Transbay Tunnel

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 5
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from South
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With
San Jose — Oakland East Bay HSR Line

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 6
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from South
Option 3 — via Los Banos Henry Miller / Pacheco Pass / UPRR Gilroy — San Jose
With
San Jose — San Francisco Peninsula Line
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 7
Year 2050 Rail Network
_High Speed Rail Entry from East
Option 1 — via Tri-Valley UPRR Alignment
With
New Dumbarton High Level Bridge Bay Crossing
San Jose — San Francisco Peninsula Line

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 8
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from East
Option 2 — via Tri-Valley along I-580 Alignment
With
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line
San Francisco — Oakland Transbay Tunnel

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 9
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from East
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With
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line
San Jose — San Francisco Peninsula Line

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 10
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from East
Option 4 — via SR-84 and South of Livermore Alignment
With
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line
San Francisco — Oakland Transbay Tunnel

STUDY ALTERNATIVE 11
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from East .
Option 5 — via Tri-Valley UPRR Alignment
With
New Dumbarton Rail Tunnel Bay Crossing
Redwood City — San Francisco Peninsula Line
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line
STUDY ALTERNATIVE 12
Year 2050 Rail Network
High Speed Rail Entry from East
Option 6 — via Tri-Valley UPRR Alignment
With
New Dumbarton Mid-Level Bridge Bay Crossing
Redwood City — San Francisco Peninsula Line
San Jose — Oakland East Bay Line
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BAY AREA REGIONAL RAIL PLAN
CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES TASK

‘Technical Memorandum 2.b

Methodology for Development of -Systemwide
Study Alternatives

May 3, 2006
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Methodology for Development of Systemwide Study Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this memo is to present the proposed methodology for combining the initial list
of options assembled from the outreach and initial planning efforts into a set of systemwide
Study Alternatives. ' ‘

The Regional Rail Project Team, with representatives from the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), Caltrain, and the California High
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA), has concluded a round of public workshops throughout Northern
California to obtain input on provisions of the Regional Rail Plan.

In addition, the Earth Tech / KORVE consultant team has conducted a week-long planning
charrette which included representatives from regional transportation planning entities, transit
service providers, and a focus group of interested parties.

As a result of these outreach efforts, and with input from the Project Team and Consultant
Team, a long list of potential services options, route alignments, stations and intermodal
" facilities has been assembled.

Through this process, a wide range of thematic considerations and questions has emerged...
- 'e. Can passenger and freight continue to be served on the same system?

e How will the rail system accommodate the very large increases projected for freight
. movement?

e What type of service should BART technology be used to provide in the ultimate regional
system?

e How will High Speed Rail routes integrate in corridors with existing and proposed
- services?

In addition, comments were received regarding the study a.p'proaéh' and work plan, specifically:

e It was noted that the study provides an opportunity to look at the BART systemin a
visionary way, in the manner which was accomplished when the first system plan was
put together "

e Concern was expressed regarding how alternatives were to be fashioned given the
nearly limitless combinations of options in play in various areas of the very large study
area

e |t was recognized that land use is key factor driving transportation choices; how would
the study process address this key element?

e High Speed Rail staff indicated that they did not believe it would be appropriate to
screen down the numerous potential combinations of line segments for entry into and
service to the Bay Area into one or two options for alternatives which enter from the east

In response to these issues, concerns and considerations, it is proposed that a thematic
approach be used to formulate alternative visions for the various services and plan elements,
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‘Methodology for Development of Systemwide Study Alternatives

and that these visions be utilized to gu1de the selection of Study Alternatives incorporating the
various alignment, stations and services proposals.

- In accordance with this approach for conducting Phase 1 of the Regional Rail study, candidate
options for rail service will not be formally evaluated and screened; rather, efforts will be made
to develop an inclusive set of Study Alternatives that generally encompass the options identified
to date, using alternative vision statements to guide the formulation of the various alternatives.
STUDY THEMES
There are five major elements at the core of the Regional Rail Study:
e BART;
« Railroad-based Regional Passenger Services, e.g., Capitol Corridor, Caltrain, ACE, etc.;
o High Speed Rail;
‘e Accommodation of increased rail freight movements due to economic growth;
And,
e Long term land use including the impact of “smart growth” policies.

For each of these elements, a range of ideas has emerged, as noted below:

Regional Transit / BART

Should BART focus on Core Capacity? Should BART continue to work towards the vision
provided in the initial system plan with service to the entire Bay Area? Should BART become
more like a true mass transit operation with more frequently spaced local stops and express
trains serving selected major statlons’7

Railroad-Based Reqnonal Passenger Services
To what extent should regional rail services continue to rely upon and make capacity and

operational improvements to existing freight railroads? Should the Bay Area plan for and
develop a new railroad-based passenger system separate from freight operations and lines?

High Speed Rail

If new high speed lines are developed to connect the existing major regional centers with a
statewide service, what opportunities for “overlay services” — regional services using compatible
“equipment with additional stations, track and other facilities as necessary — to operate in
conjunction with the statewide service plan?

Freight Movements

Can the freight railroads accommodate the increases in traffic, especially those associated with
the growth in world trade, and still continue to support passenger operation? Can trains be
dispatched more efficiently to allow for expansion of passenger services? Can abandoned or
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underutilized lines be improvéd and used to provide the network capacity to serve future freight
and passenger traffic?

Land Use

Do passenger lines serve current and future population centers? Are proposed rail
improvements appropriate for current and proposed land uses? What benefits would accrue
either in terms of increased ridership or less investment to serve demands with ambitious “smart
growth” policies? A A '

STUDY PROCESS

In order to engageA the big picture, thematic concerns and considerations, while at the same
time reflecting the most inclusive range in alignment, station and services options, a planning
process that includes five major steps is proposed as outlined below:

1. Each of the separate systems (BART, High Speed Rail, Railroad-based Passenger

"~ Services and Goods Movement) will be reviewed and a series of Vision Statements will
be developed - Vision Statements are framed to provide thematic descriptions of the
range of options assembled in the outreach and initial identification of alternatives
process.

2. The Vision Statements are evaluated in relationship to each other resuiting in the
identification of compatible (vs. incompatible) themes that could be used to develop
systemwide networks from the long list of network options.

3. Principal corridors will be defined within the Northern California study area and a series
of corridor-by-corridor “Building Blocks” will be defined. The “Building Blocks” options for
each corridor identify consistent treatment of all of the systems (BART, High Speed Rail,
Railroad-based Passenger Services and Goods Movement) using compatible Vision
Statements, as identified in Step 2.

4. Study Alternatives that do not include HSR will be assembled using the “Building Block”
options that are based upon compatible Vision Statements. As presented in this
methodology, there will be three such resulting systemwide Study Alternatives, plus the
base case or “No Project” alternative that includes MTC'’s Regional Transit Expansion
Program (MTC Resolution 3434). In corridors where there are fewer than three distinctly
different Building Block options, the most appropriate Building Blocks will be assembled
consistent with the remainder of the particular Study Alternative.

5. In accordance with the request from California High Speed Rail Authority not to screen
out potentially viable HSR links at this point in the planning process, a series of HSR
alternatives which jointly encompass all of the most likely combinations of links serving
the three major centers (San Francisco, Oakland and San Jose) will be identified as the
basis for Study Alternatives with HSR. As presented in this methodology, there will be
nine such alternatives.

Using the overall approach described above, corridor-level options and alignment sub-options
will be carried forward for more detailed analysis amongst the resulting Study Alternatives (nine
HSR alternatives and three non-HSR alternatives, plus a Base Case). Refinements to the Study
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Alternatives will be accomplished based upon inputs from the Steering Committee, public
meetings, stakeholders and other interested parties.

Following full technical analysis of the Study Alternatives versus the Base Case, the study
would designate the most promising systemwide alternatives both for scenarios without High
Speed Rail as well as for scenarios which include High Speed Rail either from the East or

- South. At this point in time, detailed cost, travel time, and impact information for alignment and
stations on a corridor-by-corridor basis will be available allowing for further refinement of plan
options, including “mixing and matching” portions of the Study Alternatives to develop three
recommended alternatives for the “HSR — South Entry”, “‘HSR — East Entry” and “No HSR”
-outcomes. '

--Evaluation of the travel performance, cost and impacts of the System Alternatives at the two
outside horizon years (2030 and 2040/50) would be used to distinguish the Year 2030 plan from
the Year 2050 plan based upon corridor-level analysis and phasing considerations; The Year
2030 plan would be developed building upon the Resolution-3434 network with additional
improvements consistent with the ultimate network.

" DEFINING SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES — STEP 1: VISION STATEMENTS

- The previously-noted study themes have been distilled into sets of three alternative “Vision
Statements” for each of the principal services for which planning is proceeding, as presented
below. The Vision Statements are intended to describe significantly different thematic
approaches to development of each of the services within the Study Altemnatives.

BART

1. BART is extended and expanded beyond the Resolution 3434 base case to become a
.system providing regional service throughout the Bay Area counties similar to the
original BART plan.

2. BART is not extended but infill stations are constructed and service is concentrated to
provide mass transit service in dense areas with express service and/or skip stop
service being used to provide adequate travel times for longer length trips.

3. The BART system remains largely as is, with improvements focused on core capacity
needs; alternative technologies are used to extend coverage except where short
extensions of the BART technology would provide the most beneficial solution.

Railroad-Based Passenger Services

1. Rail is upgraded to ultimately provide 115 mph service operating throughout the region
on separate electrified grade-separated trackage along principal line segments;
passenger service is withdrawn from existing freight tracks along principal lines thereby

“improving capacity for goods movement. On selected dedicated passenger trackage, a
mix of FRA-compliant and FRA non-compliant equipment is allowed thereby providing
access to major population centers for high speed rail non-compliant equipment.

2. Appropriate capacity and operational improvements including signaling, passing tracks
and/or muiti-tracking and route realignments are constructed along shared lines to
accommodate the projected increase in combined passenger and freight demand in
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Freight
1.

shared freight / passenger corridors using FRA-compliant equipment with higher speeds.
High speed rail, if present, would be on separate trackage using non-FRA compliant
equipment.

A hybrid strategy is pursued in which the rail solution is selected on a corridor-by-
corridor basis to select the most appropriate vehicle technology and running way
treatment with consideration for adjacent corridors and other systems (e.g., BART and
High Speed Rail) so that a consistent, workable systemwide plan results.

Future freight movements are dispatched by freight railroads consistent with existing
practices and improvements are made to existing freight lines to accommodate traffic
growth. -

Future freight movements are dispatched to optimize the utilization of regional rail
infrastructure and improvements are made within existing rights of way to accommodate

traffic growth needs (consistent with the existing mdustry practice of lnter-rallroad

“haulage agreements ").

Portions of the regional rail system are consolidated under public ownership and future
freight movements are controlled from a consolidated passenger — freight dispatch
center hands off freight trains to the private railroads at selected points of connection.
Improvements are made both within existing rights of way as well as along other
available rights of way to accommodate traffic growth. Freight traffic is routed away from
major urban areas where feasible.

High Speed Rail

As noted previously, High Speed Rail staff has requested that the study provide analysis
capable of analyzing a large number of combinations line segments to service the three major
centers in the Bay Area. In addition, as the focus of the study is provision of regional passenger
services, the study needs to identify and evaluate the opportunities for overlay services along
potential High Speed Rail lines. Accordingly, the following approach will be used for study of
High Speed Rail options:

1.

Options will be developed that will provide service to all three of the major Bay Area
population centers (Oakland, San Francisco and San Jose). Combinations of links within
the inner Bay Area that serve these destinations will not be screened but will be used to
define a series of alternatives for further study based around the high speed rail
definition paired with the most consistent corridor-specific treatment for BART and
railroad services. '

There are two alignment options for entry into the Bay Area from the south, one south of
Merced (via Henry Miller Road) and one north of Merced (GEA North), both following
SR-152 through the Pacheco Pass to the Caltrain/UPRR right-of-way south of Gilroy.

Efforts accomplished to date in the present study has resulted in the identification of
three major alternatives for entry into the Bay Area from the east, one via 1-580, one via
the UPRR Oakland Subdivision right-of-way, and one via Patterson Pass to south of the
developed areas of Livermore and Pleasanton.

May 3, 2006 126 Page 5



Methodology for Development of Systemwide Study Alternatives

4. For Central Valley options, the following alignment options will be investigated — the
UPRR alignment between Sacramento and Fresno, the CCT alignment between
Sacramento and Stockton, and the BNSF alignment between Stockton and Fresno. A
new alignment bypass just east of Stockton and Lodi will also be considered for express
services.

5. - High Speed Rail planning efforts have included consideration for development of
regional “overlay” services using the high-speed statewide infrastructure with additional
investments in facilities and compatible rolling stock necessary to support all of the
proposed services. As High Speed Rail development would result in a major
infrastructure investment, the Regional Rail study will identify and evaluate options for
providing overlay services with High Speed Rail lines where such services appear to be
promising.

Land Use

Analysis of land use within the study area has identified three significantly different patterns-of
development that are prevalent. Development patterns within the various identified corridors
(which are identified further on in this methodology) exhibit traits of one or more of these
patterns and the interplay of these patterns in concert with underlying economic factors and land
use policies helps define future development potentials. These options are described as follows
(refer to the Regional Rail Economic/Land Use Outlook White Paper for specifics):

1. Urban Infill “Core” Development — Reflects concentration of growth within existing urban
. areas by focusing growth on vacant or underutilized lands. The fulfillment of this
scenario is largely contingent on the employment and land use outlooks for the Inner
Bay Area.

~ 2. Urban-Suburban “Hub and Spoke” Development — Even with policies encouraging urban
infill, future development will to some degree refiect continued suburbanization within the
overall study area. Hub and spoke development is reflected by further development of
residential-intensive communities surrounding the inner Bay Area.

3. Regional “Web” Development — Growth of outlying areas serving clusters of employment
and housing tied to local industry geography.

The intention of the transportation planning process is to develop rail solutions which are
consistent with the predominant land use patterns and current federal, regional and local transit
investment policies to maximize the linkage between land use and transportation. These
policies will provide a framework for the development of evaluation criteria, project priority
and/or selection thresholds as part of the implementation for the regional rail plan.
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DEFINING STUDY ALTERNATIVES — STEP 2: COMPATIBLE THEMES

Among the nine vision statements for the three principal passenger systems and freight, there
are a total of 27 possible combinations and the multiplicity of the High Speed Rail network -
combinations increases the complexity by an order of magnitude. However, certain theme
combinations are more internally consistent than others. For example, with no High Speed Rail
network, either BART or Railroad Services could evolve to become the principal regional carrier.
Alternatively, in corridors where a major investment is made in a High Speed Rail link,
investment in a competing railroad-based passenger service or major new BART line may not
be cost-effective compared to making an incremental mvestment to provide overlay regional
services along the High Speed Rail line.

As described on pages 4 and 5, there are three alternative visions each for BART and Railroad
services. However BART Vision #1 (BART expands to provide regional coverage) conflicts with
Rail Vision #1 (develop new separate regional passenger rail network) whereas BART Vision #2
(BART as mass transit provider) is compatible with Rail Vision #1 and vice versa. In addition,
BART Vision #3 (focus on core capacity and operations rather than expansion of coverage) is
compatible with Rail Vision #3 (use wide mix of strategies to develop new railroad-based
services) so it would makes sense for planning purposes to pair up these combinations of
strategies resulting in three Study Alternatives inclusive of the BART and Railroad visions.

itis also possible to match up the three alternative freight services visions with the above three
combinations. For example, Freight Vision #1 (continuation of existing practices) is compatible
with Rail Vision #1 (development of separate passenger lines) because with separate
passenger lines there would be no need to alter freight handling operations solely to
accommodate regional passenger rail. Likewise, pursuit of Rail Vision #2 (expansion of
passenger operations shared with freight) will most likely require changes in operating practices
at least to the extent implied in Freight Vision #2 (haulage agreements to optimize flows) in-
order to maximize the public investments in capacity and operational improvements. Finally,
Freight Vision #3 (with development of new freight by-pass lines to move traffic more efficiently
and away from the urban centers) is compatible with Rail Vision #3 in which a wide range of
strategies is adopted on a corridor-by-corridor basis to expand rail services and freight
capacity. In this context, the nine separate Vision Statements for BART, Railroad-based
Passenger Services and Freight can be combined into three consistent and distinct themes as
summarized in Table 1. :




g abed 9002 ‘c Aen

(e# UoISIA JuBlald) (Z# uoisin BIe.)
'9|qIses} aJaym seale (L# uoisin ybBialg) spaau
ueqJn Jofew woly Aeme oiyel . , UMoUB o1jjel) 812poLILLIODIR 0)
1yBiely @ynos o) padojanap ale JuawaAow spoob ajepouiiosde Aem jo syybu Bupsixe uyum apew
sauy ssed-Aq yBiaJ; ‘Buiyojedsip 0} sau| |ediound jyblayy ale sjuswanoidw ‘ainjonlisejul
pajepI|osu0d Yjim diysiaumo Bugsixe 0} apew aJe Sjusl}SsAUl [1leJ jeuoifal jo uonezin
o1ignd Japun panoidwi aie ‘seonoeld Bupsixe o} Je|iwIs 8y} azjwndo 0y payojedsip
woysAs (el jeuoibal oy} Jo suoljiod payojedsip aie sjuawarow Jybial{ e ale sjuswanow yblal4 e wbiai4
(€# UOISIA |1BY)
: (1# uoIsiA j1ey) (2# uorsiA l1ey)
sue|d Buyesado .
pue saibojouyos) oyioads smo} Jebuassed |euoibal s|puey olen N
-Jjopl1od Buisn uolyse; plugAy e 0} padojensp a.e sauj| peoJjiel Wwb1a4) yum paleys saul Buoje SN
U} papuedxs ale sadjAIes peoljiey e . JoBuassed paads Jaybiy moN e papuedxs ale saoinIos Jobuassed e peoljiey
(e# uoISIA Lyve)
(2# uaisin Lyva)
Ajaosuuod psaosduwl (L# uoIsIA 1 ¥ve)
1oy papasu asou) 0} pajwll seale BulAjno ul 8ojAles ssaidxa
aJe suoisua)xa ‘sanssi Ajoedes pue seale UBQIN Ul 90JAJ9S asusp abeianod jeuoibal apiroid
9409 Buissalppe Uo sasNd0} | Vg o alow sepiroid Wsishs 14yg e 0] popuedxa s| Wa)sAs 1Hyg e 1¥vg
€ SAlleulslly ¢ BAjjeulsllY | SAjeuls)Y

(ley peadg ybiH oN)
SUOISIA 1yblel4 pue sedjAIeg peseg-peodliey ‘1 HYE SABUISIY UlIM SeAljeuls)ly |ley [euoibsy

} 8|lgqel

saAneulsly ApniS apimus)sAS Jo Juswdojeaaq Joj ABojopoyisiy



Methodology for Development of Systemwide Alternatives

DEFINING STUDY ALTERNATIVES — STEP 3: PRINCIPAL CORRIDORS

In order to facilitate the assembly of System Alternatives the Regional Rail study area has been
divided up into corridors. Within each corridor, the intention is to develop alternative packages
or “Building Blocks” composed of consistent alignment and station options to support all of the
proposed services. The Building Blocks can then be combined at the outset of the technical
analysis in various ways to result in consistent System Alternatives and could also potentially be
“mixed and matched” based upon the results of the analysis to refine the recommended
alternatives.

Corridors have been defined as areas connecting between major population centers where a
substantial portion of the trunk travel within the corridor is longitudinally along the defined route.
To the extent possible, corridors defined in this process are geographically distinct; however,
they may overlap at major regional centers, in which case some of the corridor rail infrastructure
may be shared between services serving multiple corridors. For the purpose of this planning
process, corridors may also terminate at a junction along another corridor of greater extent.

Within the overall Northern California planning area bounded by Cloverdale and Auburn to the
northwest and northeast and by Monterey and Merced to the southwest and southeast there are
numerous distinct transportation corridors. However, given that the rail plan is centered on the
Bay Area, all of the regional services and options identified to date can be defined in terms of
ten corridors (Figure 1), as identified below:

1. US 101 North — Extends along the route of US 101 and the Northwest Pacific from
Cloverdale to San Francisco

2. I-80 — Extends along the Capitol Corridor and Interstate 80 from Auburn to Oakland

3. North Bay - Infill corridor north of San Pablo Bay and Strait connecting between the US
101 North and 1-80 corridors (cities of Petaulma-Novato-San Rafael to cities of Fairfield-
Vallejo-Richmond); includes east-west travel parallel to I-5680, Route 37 and Routes 121-
12-116 as well as north-south travel between Vallejo and Napa

4. Peninsula — Extends along Caltrain and US 101 from San Francisco to San Jose

5. South Couhties — Extends along US 101 and Route 1 south from San Jose to Monterey-
Salinas and also along the coast to Santa Cruz

6. East Bay — Extends along the Capitol Corridor and Interstate 880 from Oakland to San
-Jose

7. Transbay — Infill corridor connecting the Peninsula cities with East Bay cities across San
‘Francisco Bay; for the purpose of the study options will be separately identified in the
Oakland — San Francisco section and in the Dumbarton crossing location’

8. - Central Valley — Extends along the UPRR and BNSF central valley lines and Interstate 5
and Highway 99 from Auburn-Sacramento to Merced-Fresno

'The provision of rail service in the Highway 92 corridor was studied and ruled out as a resuit of the MTC
Bay Crossings Study 2000 and the San Mateo/Hayward bridge was subsequently widened.
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Figure 1
Corridors Map
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9. Tri-Valley — Infill corridor connecting the Central Valley corridor with the East Bay
corridor; includes the UPRR and abandoned SPRR rights of way as well as Interstate
580 and Route 84; connecting Hayward-Union City-San Jose with Tracy-Merced

10. [-680 — Extends along former San Ramon Valley branch line and Interstate 680 from
Fairfield to San Jose; also includes east-west connectors such as Route 4 and Highway
24 (but not 1-580 which is in the Tri-Valley corridor); for the purpose of this planning effort
includes service options which serve eastern Contra Costa County extending down the
UPRR Tracy Subdivision “Mococo Line”

DEFINING SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES - STEP 4: BUILDING BLOCKS WITHOUT HSR

Study Alternatives for. systemwide networks without High Speed Rail have been identified by
adapting the themes of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 as defined in Table 1 to each of the ten corridors.
The “Base Case” or “No Project” includes the existing financially-constrained Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and includes nine rail extensions as well as services improvements
to ACE, Caltrain and the Capitol Corridor identified in MTC Resolution 3434. The nine
extensions are:

“BART/Oakland Airport Connector
BART/East Contra Costa Rail (€BART)
BART/Fremont-Warm Springs Extension
BART/Warm Springs-San Jose
MUNI/Third Street Corridor & Central Subway
Caltrain/Downtown San Francisco Extension & Transbay Transit Center
VTA/Downtown-East Valley
Sonoma-Marin Rail (SMART)
Dumbarton Bridge Rail Service

NG~ WN =

Other considerations in the development of Systemwide Alternatives include consideration for
whether BART could be readily extended into the corridor (e.g., Central Valley) and whether
alternative routes suitable for development of freight bypasses would be necessary and or
desirable. For this reason, not all of the elements that provide the basis of each of the first three
systemWIde alternatives will be present in each and every corridor.

~ DEFINING STUDY ALTERNATIVES - STEP 5: HIGH SPEED RAIL OPTIONS

Figure 2 on the following page indicates all of the alignment and station options that are
currently under consideration for the purposes of the Regional Rail Plan.

There are two options for access to the Bay Area from the South paralleling SR-152 through
Pacheco Pass to Gilroy continuing on the San Jose via the Caltrain right-of-way, one via Los
Banos and the other via Merced. These options had been identified prior to the inception of the
Regional Rail study and will be further refined for evaluation in the Regional Rail process.

There are three identified options for High Speed Rail access to the Bay Area from the East.
The [-580 and UPRR right-of-way alignments cross Altamont Pass and a third option would
enter via Patterson Pass and traverse south of Livermore and Pleasanton. (There are various
sub-options for alignments across the Altamont using segments of the SPRR and UPRR rights-
of-way, 1-580 and tunnel.) The 1-580 alignment would either follow 1-580 to the Oakland and
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Niles Subdivisions of the UPRR near the Bayfair BART station (in which case the BART branch
would be upgraded to a High Speed Rail link) or the HSR line would shift over to the UPRR
right-of-way west of Livermore leaving BART intact. Both the UPRR and southern alignments
would be in tunnel through the Niles Canyon area connecting to the UPRR rights-of-way near
Niles Junction.

Figure 2 shows all possible station locations; however not all stations would be stops for
statewide service. For example, statewide stops with access from the South would be at Gilroy
and San Jose and would be at Modesto, Tracy, one Tri-Valley location and one location near
Hayward, Union City or Fremont with access from the East.

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 indicate three combinations to represent the range of options with high-
speed rail entry via San Jose. With high-speed rail entry from the east, six combinations
(shown as Alternatives 4-9) present an appropriate range of options.

As noted previously, an HSR line could also support a regional “overiay” operation which would
provide service to additional regional stops located along the high speed lines. Such local stops
would typically be developed as four-track sections with a pair of outside platforms for regional
trains and two express tracks (no platforms) in the center. The total extent of four-tracking
required would depend upon the prevailing speed of the line for statewide service as well as the
spacing and location of the overlay stops. The regional overlay services would be operated with
compatible equipment but the overall travel times would be greater than statewide trains
traveling along the route due to the additional stops as well as acceleration and deceleration.

As additional investment would be required to provide the infrastructure for such regional
overlay services, these additional regional services need to be evaluated for cost-effectiveness.
For this reason, overlay services have been indicated along various candidate links within the
study area for each of the nine study alternatives with HSR.

In corridors where HSR links and overfay services are present these new lines would comprise
the principal future rail investment in the corridor. The balance of the regional system has been
completed by combining, on a corridor-by-corridor basis compatible “building blocks” from the
three non-HSR alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 as indicted in Table 1). The resulting
Systemwide Study Alternatives therefore also indicate additional higher speed, separate
regional passenger services operating with lightweight equipment, additional development of
passenger corridors shared with freight, and additional freight by-pass lines matched up with the
HSR route system.

Travel forecasting analysis will be accomplished to discriminate the performance of each of the
twelve Systemwide Study Alternatives using a Year 2040/50 land use, in comparison to the
financially-constrained Base Network. Analysis of the overall performance versus cost of each
of the principal lines will be used to develop recommendations for lines and services which
would be included in the long range regional rail plan. At this point there would be an
opportunity to “mix and match” the best combination of services resulting in regional rail plans
compatible with HSR options entering the Bay Area from either the South or East as well as with
no HSR.
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SUMMARY

In summary, utilizing this methodology as a basis, the following twelve Systemwide Alternatives
will be developed (all alternatives will be compared against the “No Project” option prevnously
described):

Systemwide Alternatives 1 — 3
Without High Speed Rail

e One emphasizing BART Regional Expansion coupled with Railroad Services Shared
with Freight ' .

e One emphasuzmg BART Mass Transut coupled with development of Separate
Lightweight Rail Network

e One emphasizing BART Core Capacity improvements, with corridor-specific Railroad
treatments and including use of freight by-passes

Systemwide Alternatives 4 — 6
High Speed Rail Entering from South via San Jose

o Three different combinations of regional rail-and HSR rail services from San Jose to San_
Francisco & Oakland

Systemwide Alternatives 7 — 9
High Speed Rail Entering from East via Tri Valley

e One via Altamont Pass generally following existing UPRR corridor (with tunneling and
re-alignment suitable for high speed operation)

e One via Altamont Pass generally following 1-580

¢ One via Patterson Pass immediately south of developed areas of Livermore and
Pleasanton

Systemwide Alternatives 10 — 12
High Speed Rail Entering from East via Tri Valley

e Three additional combmatlons of llnkages to provide access to Oakland San Francisco
and San Jose from the east

Included among the various High Speed Rail options will be variations including either a bridge
or tunnel at the Dumbarton crossing and/or a new San Francisco — Oakland rail tunnel.
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ATTACHMENT B

STA Staff’s Preliminary Comments on Bay Area Regional Rail Plan Alternatives
5-17-06 Draft '

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) staff has reviewed the various conceptual
alternatives identified in Technical Memorandum 3.a. dated April 18, 2006 and released
at the Steering Committee meeting on May 10, 2006. Our major comments and concerns
include the following:

Alternative 1 — No High Speed Rail Options

This map identifies potential BART extensions from Richmond BART to intercept
station on I-80 north of Hercules and in Martinez, and increased service throughout the
BART counties. Along I-80, it proposes upgrading the existing 2 track freight/regional
rail lines to 3-4 tracks.

STA staff comments: STA staff is generally supportive. New BART stations north of
Hercules and in Martinez would be more convenient for Solano County residents and
would save time and cost for Solano County express bus connections.

Alternative 2 — No High Speed Rail Options

This map proposes higher speed, lighter weight (i.e. non- Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) compliant ) passenger rail service on a separate rail line in addition
to a new rail bridge across the Carquinez Strait along I-80 connecting to Sacramento. It
also proposes freight/regional passenger rail between Solano, Napa, Sonoma and Marin
counties.

STA staff comments: STA staff is concerned about the non-FRA compliant Regional
Passenger Rail service proposed along I-80 but supports the new North Bay FRA
compliant Freight/Regional rail extensions to the North Bay counties. Why are the two
types of compliant and non-compliant rail services proposed in Solano County? The non-
FRA proposal is much different from the recommendations in the recently completed
Oakland-Auburn Regional Rail Study (completed by the counties of Solano, Contra
Costa, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties in 2005) which basically proposed three
additional peak hour FRA compliant commuter trains to augment the Capitol Corridor
and included the following key elements:

o Five additional peak period commuter rail round trip trains (three in the a.m. and
two in the p.m.) running along the existing Union Pacific Right-of-way, providing
30- minute headways and augmenting the Capitol Corridor intercity trains.

o The service would utilize the same FRA compliant equipment, staff and fare
structure as the Capitol Corridor.

o New commuter stations would be provided in Benicia, Fairfield/Vacaville and
Dixon, in addition to the existing Suisun City station.

Also STA believes that augmenting and improving the Capitol Corridor service as a

feeder service to any future high- speed rail program (or in lieu of High Speed Rail), is
the best use of limited resources.
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Would this Regional Rail alternative require additional right-of-way acquisition beyond
the existing U.P. right- of way or does this alternative assume acquisition of land or air
rights from the existing U.P. r-o-w (approximately 100’ r-o-w on average).

Alternative 3 — No High Speed Rail Options

Similar to Alternative 1, it proposes upgrading the existing 2 track freight/regional rail
lines to 3-4 tracks along the I-80 corridor with connections to the other North Bay
counties. It also proposes to shift freight from the BNSF north of Richmond and construct
a new by-pass for “Freight With Long Distance AMTRAK Service” along the former
Sacramento Northern Railroad (Pittsburg- Sacramento) through the eastern portion of
Solano County.

STA staff comments: STA staff generally opposes further studying/considering the new
proposed freight by-pass line through Solano County for the following major reasons:

o Very little or no existing railroad owned right-of-way (either Union Pacific or
other publicly- owned railroad) exists anymore along that corridor, and
considering the various potential impacts as a result of the substantial amount of
right- of -way acquisition, this alternative would appear to be very difficult and
costly to implement.

o  What are the freight projections through 2030 and 2050? What about other
alternatives such as more shipping containers taken directly (such as on ships or
barges) to other ports like the Port of Sacramento and the Port of Stockton)? Why
can'’'t existing railroad right-of-ways with additional tracks and/or water
corridors be considered first to see if demand can be substantially met before
entirely new corridors are considered.

o A complete preliminary environmental screening should be conducted for any
new freight corridor through Solano County. What width, how many tracks and
what would be the frequency of service. Consistency with the proposed Draft
Solano Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), designated open space areas,
wetlands, Jepson Prairie, wildlife refuge area near the 1-80 causeway, additional
air emissions, buffer zones between the cities in Solano and Yolo counties,
impacts to agricultural resources, and noise impacts need to be considered.

o Also the need for a new railroad bridge over the Carquinez Strait, new roads
(maintenance or otherwise), and the need for new or enlarged grade separations
at SR 12, SR 113, 1-80, etc. would need to be provided.

o  This alignment would also conflict with the tourist- oriented Western Railway
Museum that acquired a major portion of the Sacramento Northern Railroad
right-of-way and operates a museum and very successful non-profit railroad and
trolley car along privately operated lines.

e Who would acquire the right of way? Does U.P. have any underlying rights to the
abandoned r-o-w. — this should be explored early in the process. Either the state
or Solano County would have to acquire the r-o-w, probably through an eminent
domain process.
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o [t seems that too much focus is on an entirely new freight corridor and STA staff
is concerned that it would take away attention, resources and time needed to
complete the infrastructure improvements needed along the existing U.P. I-80/
Capitol Corridor.

e s a preliminary cost effectiveness analysis going to be conducted for each
alternative?

Alternative 4 - High Speed Rail Southern Approach Option 1

Same basic description as for Alternative 2 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: Same comments and concerns as stated for Alternative 2

Alternative 5 - High Speed Rail Southern Approach Option 2

Same basic description as for Alternative 1 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: Generally supportive

Alternative 6 - High Speed Rail Southern Approach Option 3

Same basic description as for Alternative 3 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: STA staff generally opposes studying the new freight by-pass line
through Solano County for the same reasons stated for Alt. 3.

Alternative 7 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 1
Same basic description as for Alternative 1 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: Generally supportive

Alternative 8 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 1

This alternative has some similarity to Alternative 4, except the southern portion of the
non-FRA compliant line runs through Vallejo instead of along the U.P. Capitol Corridor.
A new railroad bridge south of Vallejo is required.

STA staff comments: Why are the two types of compliant and non-compliant rail services
proposed in Solano County along the same corridor? How would a new Carquinez
railroad bridge be accommodated? What would happen fo the future condition of the
existing railroad bridge near the Benicia Bridge? Is there enough demand to support
both regional rail and light weight (i.e. non-FRA compliant) passenger rail services in
Solano County? STA needs more information on the underlying concept for this dual
proposal.

Alternative 9 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 3
Same basic description as for Alternative 1 and 7 for Solano County.
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STA staff comments: Generally supportive.

Alternative 10 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 4
Same basic description as for Alternative 4 and 8 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: Similar to comments on Alternative 4 and 8. How would the
combination of both types of passenger service (both compliant and non-compliant) and
freight services function in Solano County?

Alternative 11 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 5
Same basic description as for Alternative 3 and 6 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: STA staff generally opposes studying the new freight by-pass line
through Solano County for the same reasons stated for Alt. 3 and 6.

Alternative 12 - High Speed Rail Eastern Approach Option 6

Same basic description as for Alternatives 1, 5, 7 for Solano County.

STA staff comments: Generally supportive.

Recommendation

STA staff believes that fewer, more realistic alternatives should be further studied. It is
recommended that passenger and freight service should try to be primarily
accommodated within existing railroad rights-of-way wherever possible. If long-term
scenarios in new corridors are deemed necessary, then it is recommended that the
alternatives be grouped and modeled into short, medium and long term timeframes (i.e.
2015, 2030, 2050) .
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Agenda Item VLF
May 31, 2006

S51Ta

Solano Cransportation Authotity

DATE: May 22, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner
RE: FY 2006-07 TDA Atrticle 3 Program

Background:
Transportation Development Act (TDA) funding is generated by a 1/4 cent tax on retail

sales collected in California's 58 counties. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) administers this funding for each of the nine Bay Area counties with assistance
from each of the county congestion management agencies (e.g. Solano Transportation
Authority). Two percent of the TDA funding generated, called TDA Article 3, is
returned to each county from which it was generated for bicycle and pedestrian projects.

The STA established a Solano Bicycle Pedestrian Program (SBPP) which includes TDA
Article 3 with Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Funds and Solano County’s portion of
MTC Bike/Ped Funds for a larger pool of funding for bike and pedestrian related
activities. The SBPP program is administered through the STA’s Bicycle Advisory
Committee and Pedestrian Advisory Committee. On March 8, 2006, the STA Board
issued a Call for SBPP Program projects for FY 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09. 18
projects were submitted and reviewed by the BAC and PAC in separate meetings on
April 20™ and April 27™, respectively (see Attachment A). The BAC and PAC
prioritized the project submittals based on previously determined criteria and made a
recommendation for TDA Article 3 funds for FY 2006-07 since that is the only SBPP
funding source available in FY 2006-07. In future fiscal years, the additional funding
sources included in the SBBP program will be available and will be allocated along with
TDA Article 3 funding.

Discussion:

Solano County jurisdictions are expected to receive approximately $302,000 in TDA
Article 3 funds for FY 2006-07. Following the STA Board adopted SBPP guidelines that
1/3 of SBPP funds should be used for pedestrian projects and 2/3 of SBPP funds should
be used for bicycle projects, the BAC recommended $202,000 for bicycle projects and
the PAC recommended $100,000 for pedestrian projects as follows:

Bike Solano Co ,

Bike/Ped | Fairfield McGary Road $25,000
Ped Fairfield Union Avenue Corridor, Phase 2 $25,000
Ped Fairfield West Texas Gateway $50,000

Total Recommended $302,000
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Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve $302,000 of FY 2006-07 TDA

Article 3 Projects as recommended by the Bicycle Advisory Committee and the
Pedestrian Advisory Committee. '

Attachment:

A. Solano Bicycle and Pedestrian Program (SBPP) FY 2006-2009 Submitted
Projects
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ATTACHMENT A

Solano Bicycle and Pedestrian Program (SBPP)
Submitted Projects

FY 2006/07 - $302,000 Available, $560,000 requested

Solano County — Abernathy Road Bridge
$100,000

Solano County — Vacaville-Dixon Bikeway, Phase I
$300,000

Suisun City — Bike Lane Striping Along Railroad Ave, Ph I
$60,000

Fairfield — Union Avenue Corridor, Phase II

$100,000

FY 2007/08 - $1,831,000 Available, $3,500,000 requested
Solano County — Suisun Valley Road Bridge

$100,000

Solano County — Vacaville-Dixon Bikeway, Phase 2
$1,000,000

Suisun City — Bike Lane Striping Along Railroad Ave, Ph Il
$90,000

Vacaville — Nob Hill Bike Path

$300,000

Vacaville - Ulatis Creek Bike Path (Ulatis to Leisure Town)
$1,000,000

Suisun City — Marina Blvd Sidewalk Gap Closure
$110,000

FY 2007/08 & FY 2008/09 - Multiple Fiscal Year Requests
Fairfield — McGary Road Regional Bike Path

FY 07/08 $200,000; FY 08/09 $650,000

Fairfield — Linear Park (Dover Ave to Claybank Rd)

FY 07/08 $400,000; FY 08/09 $50,000

Fairfield — West Texas Street Gateway Project, Phase I & 11
FY 07/08 $300,000; FY 08/09 $300,000

FY 2008/09 - $1,541,000 Available, $4,700,000 requested
Solano County — Vacaville-Dixon Bikeway, Phase 3
$1,000,000

Solano County — Old Town Cordelia Improvements
$500,000

Suisun City — McCoy Creek Trail, Phase II

$200,000

Vacaville — Ulatis Creek Bike Path (Allison to I-80)
$1,200,000

Vallejo — Vallejo Station Pedestrian & Bicycle Links
$800,000
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Agenda Item VIIL.A

May 31, 2006
Solano Cransportation Authotity
DATE: May 19, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Janet Adams, Director of Projects
RE: Update on Implementation of Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)
Program

Background:
Local agency recipients of federal funds are required to comply with all elements of Title

49, Part 26 of the CFR entitled “Participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in
Department of Transportation Financial Assistance Programs”. These provisions apply
to all federal-aid funded transportation projects.

Each local agency is required to implement a DBE Program and establish an annual
overall goal prior to submitting a “Request for Authorization” to proceed with a federal-
aid project. Federal-aid contracts refer to U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
assisted contracts, which includes funding from Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Establishment of the overall goal is currently done by a two step process. The overall
goal is segregated into race-neutral and race-conscious components. The base figure is
determined by the relative availability of DBEs that are ready, willing and able to
participate in the federal-aid contracting program. This base figure may then be adjusted
based on a required review of agencies knowledge of the contracting market. The
evidence used for this adjustment comes from disparity studies, statistical disparities or
other relevant means by the local agency.

Race-neutral DBE participation is defined by the level of DBE participation that would
be obtained through customary competitive procurement procedures that do not have a
DBE goal or a DBE obtains a contract from a prime contractor that did not consider its
DBE status in making the contract award.

Race-conscious DBE participation is the component of the overall goal that focuses on
assisting only DBEs. The use of contract goals is the primarily example of a race-
conscious measure in the DBE Program. Local agencies must establish contract goals to
meet any portion of their overall goal they do not project being able to meet using race-
neutral means. ’
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Discussion:

On May 9, 2005 the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit Court filed an
opinion on the Western States Paving Co. vs Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) and the United States of America Department of
Transportation (USDOT) Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The opinion found
that while the Federal DBE Program is constitutional on its face, judgment was made
against the State because WSDOTSs DBE goal was not separately supported with
controlled, statistical evident of discrimination for the race-conscious portion of the goal
and therefore was not based on actual evidence of discrimination in its market place.

WSDOT was expected to prove that discrimination had current effects on its market and
that such discrimination also affected all of the socially disadvantaged groups included in
the WSDOTs DBE Program.

In response to this ruling, Caltrans began a disparity study for 45 days beginning
December 30, 2005. This period has been extended an additional 45 days to March 20,
2006. Caltrans is expected to study what, if any discrimination exists to the minority
groups included in its DBE Program. This study will be the basis of determining what, if
any, changes will be made to the current DBE Program.

On February 9, 2006 Caltrans sent an e-mail to all local agencies notifying them of; 1.) A
45 day extension of the public comment period to March 20, 2006, 2.) By May 1, 2006 a
final decision would be made whether to Caltrans will continue with a race-conscious
DBE program or if it will be changed to a race-neutral DBE program, and 3.) Should a
change be made, the implications to the local agencies.

As anticipated, on May 1, 2006 Caltrans did change to a race-neutral DBE program. This
change required local agencies to:

e Immediately implement the statewide race-neutral DBE program prepared by
Caltrans, unless the local agency has a DBE program approved directly by a
federal agency. Local agencies are not be required to initiate a 45-day public
comment period to effect this change.

e No longer advertise and award contracts with federal-aid funds containing race-
conscious DBE goals. Subsequent federal-aid procurements shall contain race-
neutral DBE contract language and availability goal.

e Re-advertise with race-neutral contract language, all federal-aid contracts with
race-conscious DBE goals, which have had bids opened or proposals received but
contract award documents not yet fully executed. A contract change order or
contract amendment to change from a race-conscious to race-neutral DBE goal is
not acceptable.

¢ Federal-aid contracts that have been advertised, but for which bids have not yet
been opened or proposals received, may proceed with an addendum changing the
contract provisions from race-conscious to race-neutral.

¢ If contracts had been fully executed prior to Caltrans change to a race-neutral
program on May 1, 2006, federal-aid contracts with race-conscious DBE goals
continue unchanged and are not affected.

e Local agencies are to continue to collect and report anticipated DBE participation
at award, and final utilization at completion of all federal-aid contracts.
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Along with the change to the DBE program, Caltrans had made the documents required
to implement this change available on the Division of Local Assistance Website at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/. The documents are:

Caltrans letter dated May 1, 2006 to FHWA of notifying of the intent to change to
a race-neutral DBE program.

A Local Programs Procedures (LPP) changing the applicable guidance and
provisions in the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) from race-
conscious to race-neutral.

“Boiler Plate” race—neutral provisions for local agency federal-aid construction
contracts.

“Exhibits 10-I and 10-J” race-neutral provisions for local agency federal-aid
consultant (Architect & Engineer) contracts.

Local agency element of the “California Department of Transportation
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program Plan” for information and use by
local agencies on their federal-aid projects. This DBE Program Plan replaces
both the local agencies existing race-conscious DBE Programs and the Caltrans
existing race-conscious DBE Program.

A “DBE Race-neutral Implementation Agreement” to be used by the local
agencies acknowledging their responsibilities under Caltrans race-neutral DBE
Program. The forms must be completed and submitted to the District Local
Assistance Engineer (DLAE) by June 1, 2006 by each local agency that currently
has a DBE Program or will be receiving federal-aid funds for a local
transportation project. This agreement would need to be signed by the Public
Works Director/City Engineer or equivalent in the agency.

A “DBE Annual Submittal Form” to be completed and submitted by the local
agency to the DLAE not later than June 1, 2006.

If the Caltrans decision of to go to a race-neutral DBE Program, an interim
measure will be to use the revised version of LAPM Exhibit 12-C “PS&E
Certification. This revised “PS&E Certification” will be required for all projects,
which have not been awarded/executed before May 1, 2006. An “Authorization
to Proceed” received prior to May 1, 2006 would have been based upon a race-
conscious provision included in the PS&E documents, or consultant
advertisement documents By completing this “PS&E Certification”, the local
agency certifies that race-neutral provisions were submitted in those contracts,
prior to the bid or proposal opening or before awarding of the contract. Any
addendum, if applicable, issued by the local agency along with the race-neutral
provisions must accompany the revised “PS&E Certification” showing that race-
neutral provision were used.

By June 1, 2006 the following must be submitted to Caltrans:

Local agencies shall submit to the DLAE their completed “Race-neutral DBE
Implementation Agreement” formally acknowledging the local agencies
responsibilities under the Caltrans race-neutral DBE Program. The Agreement is
to be completed by each local agency that currently has a DBE Program or will be
receiving federal-aid funds in the FY 2006-07 for a transportation project.

Local agencies shall submit to the DLAE their “DBE Annual Submittal Form” for
FFY October 1, 2006/September 30, 2007. Authorizations to Proceed on
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subsequent projects will be suspended for any local agency not meeting this
deadline by June 15, 2006.

e Form 9-B with the attached Annual Anticipated DBE Participation Level
(AADPL) calculations will be required, by June 1st (leeway till June 15th) for all
agencies who expect E-76s in FFY 06-07.

Here are additional guidelines and implementation details that have been provided by
Caltrans:

e Caltrans will not be accepting E-76s for agencies that do not have their Race-
Neutral Implementation Agreement (Form 9-A) and PS&E Certification (Form
12-C) approved.

e Form 9-B with the attached AADPL calculations will also be required for any
agency that did not have a goal established yet this year, but still wants to get an
E-76 this year.

e Form 9-B with the attached AADPL calculations will not be required for any
agency in a year that they don't anticipate needing E-76s.

e The Annual Anticipated DBE Participation Level (AADPL) is the equivalent of
the total race-neutral/race-conscious project goal that was previously established.
The AADLP is the equivalent of the overall annual goal that was previously
established by the local agency.

e Local agencies have asked Caltrans if they can exercise option 2B instead of 2A
in the Exhibit I specifications in order to not have a DBE Availability Advisory
DAA) goal for the project. The only time an agency can exercise this option is if
they do not have DBEs available in their market areas to do the kind of work that
they have in the contract. Which, this would not be a common occurrence and
back-up justification will be required.

e Local Agencies need to get their Race-Neutral Implementation Agreement
(RNIA) in by June 1%, but they do not need to be approved, prior to submitting
their E-76s and other documents for FFY 05/06. However, two important items
that must be in-place prior to getting an E-76 is that their race-neutral PS&E
checklist must be included, and their agency goal must have been approved.

On May 26, 2006 Caltrans will hold an all day workshop at the Oakland office to provide
a forum for discussions and dissemination of information with regard to this issue.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item VIL.B

May 31, 2006
Solano L ransportation »Adhotity
DATE: May 22, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Janet Adams, Director of Projects
RE: 2006 State Highway Operations & Protection Program (SHOPP) Update

Background:
On March 16, 2006 the California Transportation Commission (CTC) approved the State

Highway Operations & Protection Program (SHOPP) FY 2006-07 through FY 2009-10.
The approved SHOPP did contain changes from the Draft 2006 SHOPP. However, of
primary importance, the I-80 $41 million rehabilitation project was programmed in FY
2009-10.

Discussion:

Overall the Solano County SHOPP funding increased from $198,023 million to $233,902
million from the Draft 2006 SHOPP. All projects that were provided for in the Draft
2006 SHOPP by Caltrans were programmed. One project was added by Caltrans, a $31.5
million I-80 Traffic Management System (TMS) in FY 2009-10. Of concern, Caltrans
has delayed 9 of the Solano County SHOPP projects into later years. Caltrans has
provided detail regarding the causes for these delays.

According to Caltrans, the majority of the schedule changes were a single year shift due
to programmatic adjustment to conform to the annual fund estimate (corresponding cost
change reflects escalation). Typically, the one fiscal year change involves projects with
4th Quarter fiscal year delivery, as such, the lag between project readiness and fund
allocation is only a few months. Caltrans continues to work towards early project
delivery for potential accelerated funding allocation. In essence Caltrans still plans to
deliver or complete the design of the projects with 4th Quarter delivery in the year
originally programmed, with the intent to capture funds in that fiscal year if they are
made available. If the funds are not made available, then the project will be funded early
in the re-programmed fiscal year.

Two projects on State Route (SR) 12 have a two-year delay due to environmental
requirements from resource agencies. These projects are in an environmentally sensitive
area with five federally listed wildlife species (3 types of shrimps, ground beetle, and
tiger salamander) and one plant species (Contra Costa Goldfields). Additional studies are
required with which may result in reduced mitigation requirements and cost. Caltrans is
proceeding with data collection, evaluation and exchanges with the resource agencies. In
addition Caltrans is exploring options to implement these improvements in phases.
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According to Caltrans, for the five newly added projects in the 2006 SHOPP, they do not
consider schedule changes from the Draft 2006 SHOPP to the adopted 2006 SHOPP as
delays, as these projects were never previously programmed. The schedule changes to
the new projects are generally due to adjustments in the SHOPP fund estimate.

The summary of these changes is as follows:

> PPNO 8085A EA 2A620 SOL-12-22.7/R23.7
SR 12 Near Rio Vista (Azevedo Rd to Liberty Rd Island) shoulder
widening; cost increase from $3.568 million to $3.905 million.
---> new project

> PPNO 5301B EA 27040 SOL-80-8.1/12.9
I-80 Near Fairfield (American Canyon Rd to Suisun Creek) rehabilitate
roadway; delayed from FY 2006/07 to FY 2007/08 and a cost increase from
$5.683 million to $5.853 million.
—-> combined with PPNO 4318 EA 24090 SOL-80-8.1/11.5, which has a 4™
Quarter delivery

> PPNO 4020B EA 0T090 SOL-12-7.9/R14.7
SR 12 Near Suisun City (Scandia Rd to Denverton OH) rehabilitate
roadway; delayed from FY 2007/08 to FY 2009/10, cost increase from
$16.907 million to $17.936 million.
---> resource agencies requirements for environmentally sensitive areas
(Same environmental document as PPNO 8095A EA 0T101)

> PPNO 8059A EA 0T101 SOL-12-R14.7/R20.6
SR 12 Near Suisun City (Denverton OH to Currie Rd) rehabilitate roadway;
delayed from FY 2007/08 to FY 2009/10, cost increase from $26.788
million to $28.419 million.
---> resource agencies requirements for environmentally sensitive areas
(Same environmental document as PPNO 4020B EA 0T090)

> PPNO 5301G EA 0T240 SOL-80-4.0/8.1
I-80 In Vallejo (Tennessee St to American Canyon Rd) rehabilitate
roadway; delayed from FY 2006/07 to FY 2007/08, cost increase from
$24.576 million to $25.313 million.
> 4™ Quarter delivery

> PPNO 4318 EA 24090 SOL-80-8.1/11.5
I-80 In Vallejo (American Canyon Rd Green Valley Creek) rehabilitate
roadway; delayed from FY 2006/07 to FY 2007/08, cost increase from
$21.209 million to $21.845 million.
—> 4™ Quarter delivery
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> PPNO 5304C EA 2A960 SOL-80-10.0/11.2
I-80 Near Cordelia (Lynch Rd to Red Top Rd) rehabilitate culverts;
delayed from FY 2008/09 to FY 2009/10, cost increase from $2.524 million
to $2.600 million.
---> new

> PPNO 8068 EA 0A040 SOL-12-1.5/2.8
SR 12 Near Red Top Rd, construct truck climbing lanes; delayed from FY
2006/07 to FY 2007/08, cost increase of from $8,118 million to $8,362
million.
---> 4th Quarter delivery

> PPNO 5301E EA 27510 SOL-80-17.2
I-80 In Fairfield (at Rockville Rd and W. Texas St) modify ramp and
signals; cost increase from $1.552 million to $1.655 million.
---> 4th Quarter delivery

> PPNO 5302C EA 0A090 SOL-80-R24.9/R25.1
I-80 In Vacaville (Alamo Creek Br. to Alamo WB on ramp) lengthen ramp
and widen Br.; delayed from FY 2007/08 to FY 2009/10, cost increase from
$1.634 million to $2.846 million.
--->new

> PPNO 0263 EA 3A220 SOL-80-VAR
I-80 Various, install TMS elements, new project FY 2009/2010 $31.514
million.
---> new

> PPNO 0787Y EA 2A231 SOL-780-1.2/3.4
I-780 In Benicia (Hospital Rd to West 7th St) Highway planting
mitigation; delayed from FY 2008/09 to FY 2009/10, cost increase from
$4.082 million to $4.270 million.
---> new

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item VII.C
May 31, 2006

— =

Solarno Cransportation >uthotity

DATE: May 19, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Janet Adams, Director of Projects
RE: Highway Projects Status Report:

1.) 1-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange

2.) North Connector

3.) I-80 HOV Project: Red Top Road to Air
Base Parkway

4.) Jepson Parkway

5.) Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon)

6.) 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Project

7.) SR 113 SHOPP (Downtown Dixon)

Background:
Highway projects in Solano County are funded from a variety of Federal, State and local

fund sources. The out look for the State FY 2006-07 budget provides continued funding
for Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) projects previously allocated funds by the
California Transportation Commission (CTC). The I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange
environmental studies, the North Connector environmental studies, and the Jameson
Canyon environmental studies have all continued to receive reimbursements from the
State through the TCRP

Discussion:
The following provides an update to major highway projects in Solano County:

1.) 1-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange
The Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA/ED) is funded with $8.1
million from the TCRP. The new traffic model is currently being used to determine
the future traffic demand that needs to be addressed by the project. Concurrently,
project alternatives are being identified that will accommodate these traffic
projections. The current schedule anticipates completion of the PA/ED phase of this
project to be in the fall 0of 2009. The STA issued a Spring 2006 newsletter
(Attachment A) that provides an update on the progress of the Interchange work and
related projects.

2.) North Connector
This project includes roadway improvements that would reduce congestion and
improve mobility for local residents north of the I-80 between Highway 12 west and
Highway 12 East at Abernathy. The PA/ED is funded with $2.7 million from the
TCRP. The project Administrative Draft Initial Study /Environmental Assessment
(IS/EA) as well as the Draft Project Report has been circulated internally to project
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3)

4.

5.)

sponsors and to Caltrans. Comments have been received and are being incorporated
into the report. The anticipated circulation of the Draft IS/EA is in the late June/July
time frame of this year and the Final IS/EA is scheduled to be approved late fall/early
winter 2006. In addition, STA has selected BKF Engineers to prepare detailed
preliminary engineering for the East Segment of the North Connector Project. The
City of Fairfield is the lead agency for implementing the Central Section of the North
Connector and design is underway. STA is working with the City of Fairfield and the
County on a Cooperative Funding Agreement for this work.

I-80 HOV Project: Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway

This project includes an additional lane in each direction on Interstate 80 (I-80) for
HOV use between the I-80/Red Top Road Interchange east to approximately 0.5
miles east of the I-80/Air Base Parkway Interchange. The lanes, approximately 8.5
miles in length, will be constructed in the median of the existing highway. Minor
outside widening may be required adjacent to the Truck Scale on ramps in order to
provide standard on ramp geometry. Draft environmental technical studies are
currently being prepared with planned submittal to Caltrans for review in the
May/June 2006. In addition, field surveys are underway and 35% plan drawings
were prepared and submitted to Caltrans for review in March 2006. Caltrans has
provided comments and the STA design consultants are currently addressing Caltrans
comments. STA staff is also working with Caltrans on the coordination of Caltrans
SHOPP projects which occur within the same project limits as this HOV Lane
project. The circulation for the Draft Environmental Document is currently planned
for late Summer or Fall 2006 with the Final Environmental Document scheduled to
be approved First Quarter of 2007.

Jepson Parkway

The Administrative Draft EIS/R is being prepared with all but one of the 21
individual chapters now complete. All of the 14 technical reports have been updated
to reflect the modified alignment of the Walters Road Extension for Alternative B.
All of the technical reports have been approved by Caltrans with the exception of two
documents that are undergoing minor revisions. The Historic Properties Survey
Report has been approved by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The
Wetlands Delineation Report has been submitted to the Corps of Engineers for
review. The Draft Biological Assessment has been submitted to the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, who responded with a recent letter requesting additional
information. Key upcoming dates on the project milestone schedule are:

o Administrative Draft EIS/R v.1 — June, 2006

o Completion of Technical Reports — July, 2006

o Public Release of Draft EIS/R — November, 2006

Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon and 12/29 Interchange)

Caltrans is currently in the PA/ED phase for the project. The environmental and
design phases of this project are funded in the TCRP and $4.1M of the $7.0M in
TCRP funds has been allocated by the CTC. In March 2006, Caltrans obtained a
TCRP re-allocation of $0.5 million to avoid 5 year funding lapse for the $4.1 million
previously allocated for the PA/ED phase. In March 2006, Caltrans indicated the
project had experienced yet another delay in completing the PA/ED phase. The issue
sighted was the biological surveys will have to be redone for the; red-legged frog,
fairy shrimp, steelhead, and rare plants. The US Fish and Wildlife Service apparently
changed sampling protocols for the red-]lég%ed frog, so the existing survey is not



6.)

8)

valid. This work will take 1 % years to complete, work started in late January 2006.
With the extended duration of the schedule, completed surveys will have to be re-
done; this includes the fairy shrimp, steelhead and the plants. This 1 % year time is
the critical path and driver of the extended delay. The current estimate estimated
completion date of the PA/ED phase is January 2008.

Another potential issue facing the project due to this environmental issue is the need
to obtain new right-to-enter permits to complete the surveys. There are 128 parcels
within the Project area (both Canyon and Interchange). Originally there were 89
right-to-enter permits obtained with a two year access provision. The remaining
property owners denied access to their properties. These original right-to-enter
permits have expired and are needed due to the need to complete additional biological
surveys. Caltrans has requested new right-to-enter permits, normally takes three
weeks to get response from property owners. Near the interchange there are new
rights-of-entry that were never requested previously. (Approximately 5 to 10)
Currently Caltrans is still waiting to see if there will be problems or delays associated
with getting these rights-to-entry.

The STA and Napa County Transportation Planning Agency (NCTPA) met in
January 2006 to confirm the plan to move forward with a joint Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans for this project prior to any further allocation of
TRCP funds. STA and NCTPA will meet with Caltrans in June to discuss the MOU.

I-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Project (SR 12 to Leisure Town OC)

The STA Board requested and Caltrans District 4 local office was successful in
obtaining a $2 million emergency repair project to replace a small portion of the
failed pavement within these project limits. This emergency work is nearly
completed. In March 2006 the $42 million SHOPP project was programmed in the
FY 2009-10. Caltrans has committed to advancing this work, but has not specified a
revised schedule. STA is working with Caltrans to have this project advanced to FY
2007-08.

Approximately 4.5 miles of this project overlaps with the I-80 HOV Project: Red Top
Road to Air Base Parkway, which is currently under design by the STA. Because of
this overlap, the STA is in discussion with Caltrans to combine the overlap portion
with the HOV Lane project to avoid conflicts during construction and re-work.

SR 113 (Downtown Dixon)

The $2.7 million reconstruction of SR 113 in Downtown Dixon project was awarded
to Ghilotti Brothers Construction. It begins construction after the May Fair. The
work will last through the Fall 2007 requiring periods of complete closure of SR 113
for the major reconstruction activities. Detours will be available and truck traffic
through Dixon will be limited.

Recommendation:

Informational.

Attachments:

A. I-80/1-680/SR 12 Newsletter dated Spring 2006
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PDATES ON THE 1-80/1-680/SR 12 INTERCHANGE PROJECT & OTHER RELATED SOLANO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT:

VOLUME 1, ISSUE3

" INTERCHANGE-
<" COMPLEX

5§ -“-E ... Working for You!  :*'INTERCHANGE COMPLEX MOVES FORWARD -----

From the Executive Director Next Steps in Alternatives Development

Fixing the 1-80/I-680/SR 12 bottleneck is a top
priority for the Solano Transportation Authority

With the completion of the traffic model and truck scales relocation
study, STA and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
staff, traffic engineers and consultants are working to identify
interchange design alternatives, building on public input provided
during previous scoping meetings. Alternatives range from different
ways to provide additional capacity and improved access for local
communities to potential relocation of portions of the roadways that
make up the interchange. These concepts will be studied and refined
as the STA seeks additional public input later this year.

(STA). Last year, we completed several important
tasks that allow development of the interchange

alternatives to proceed.

These milestones include completion of a truck
scales relocation study that recommends building
replacement scales and inspection facilities within
the 1-80/1-680 Interchange, and STA's development
of a more expansive and accountable traffic model
that uses the latest land use and road network
information and project traffic and travel
trips through 2035. The use of the traffic~
rhodel is critical in evaluating the design
and impacts of the interchange alternatives
‘under consideration and will be used by the STA

and Caltrans to finish the planning and désign for
the interchange and related projects.

Look for Upcoming Workshops

In December 2004, we also completed the 2-lane . X
STA plans to hold public workshops in the summer of 2006 to present

and solicit input on preliminary interchange alternatives. Details on
dates and locations will be mailed to everyone on the project mailing
list and posted on STA's website at www.solanoclinks.com.

connector from [-680 to I-80 and an additional
lane on eastbound [-80 from [-680 to SR 12 east.
In 2005, the STA began the first phase of a series
of interchange improvements, fast tracking the
1-80 HOV Lanes and the North Connector projects
to provide as much near-term congestion relief

Listening to Your
Comments

as possible. We are also working with Caltrans to
expedite the delivery of the SR 12 Truck Climbing
Lane project.

Development and refinement of
alternatives will continue drawing
on public input throughout the
enviranmental process.

We look forward to more progress in 2006 with your

continued interest and support of these projects.

Sincerely,

Daryl Halls
Executive Director, Solano Transportation Authority
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY PROJECTS UPDATE:---
The projects described below are part of a comprehensive effort by STA, Caltrans, local cities and Solano County to
improve local and regional mobility and safety within the county. While the projects are described separately, their
implementation and sutgsequent benefits are interconnected. Each project is being developed and implemented in context
of the entire corridor and with other short-term and long-term projects in mind. In particular, the HOV Lane and North

Connector projects are being implemented separately from the larger 1-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange project in order to bring
short-term relief to the interchange complex area.

Projects of Independent Utility and Benefit Other Project Updates

are Key to Success TRUCK SCALES RELOCATION

HOV LANES UPDATE 0BJECTIVE: Relocate and redesign the truck scales to
OeJECcTIVE: Add High O accommodate more frucks to improve congestion,

. ' ‘gh Lecupancy safety and reduce conflict between car and truck traffic.
Vehicle Lanes (HOV) — or carpool

lanes — to help relieve congestion,
particularly in concert with a number of
projects already completed or planned
that promote ridesharing and transit.

Key ELeMENTS: Build replacement scales and
inspection facilities approximately one half mile east
of their current location.

STATUS: The study is complete and final design and
construction will be determined based on available
funding.

Key ELEMENTS: Add approximately eight
miles of HOV lanes in both directions
within the median of |-80 from
approximately Red Top Road to Airbase
Parkway.

-80 WIDENING (AUXILIARY LANE)

QvEerview: Auxiliary lanes were added at 1-80/1-680

STATUS: Environmental studies and interchange to improve traffic flow.

preliminary engineering are currently
underway.

ProJecT Sponsor: STA NORTH CONNECTOR UPDATE

OsJec#Ive: Provide local motorists in
the Suisun Valley and Green Valley
areas a practical alternative to taking
1-80 for trips between SR 12 Eastand
SR 12 West and help reduce congestion
at the interchange complex by allowing
local traffic to use local roadways.

St1aTUS: Completed December 2004

ProJecT Sponser: Caltrans

Key ELeMENTS: Build approximately
four miles of new roadway parallel to

1-80 from Abernathy Road to Suisun SR 12 WEST TRUCK CLIMBING LANE

Valley Road, where it will connect 0sJecTIVE: Reduce traffic congestion on |-80 created by

with the existing Business Center - trucks waiting to exit to SR 12 West.
Drive and then extend Business

Center Drive to Red Top Road at SR
12 West. The proposed project will

KeY ELEMENTS: Construct a westbound truck climbing
lane from 1-80 to west of Red Top Road.

be built in segments. STA will build STaTUS: Currently in the final design phase and
the east segment first, followed by construction is scheduled to begin summer 2007.
the west once funding is available PROJECT SPONSOR: Caltrans

and in coordination with interchange
improvements. The City of Fairfield, in SR 12 JAMESON CANYON WIDENING
conjunction with a private developer,

. ) Overview: Reduce traffic congestion by widening
will build the central segment.

Jameson Canyon to four lanes and adding a median
S1ATUS: The Environmental Document barrier.
and preliminary engineering are

STATUS: Currently in environmental review.
currently underway.

. ProJecT Sponsor: Caltrans
ProJecT SPONSOR: STA and City of
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The following improvements will increase the interchange’s capacity,
reduce congestion and improve travel times:

1-80 HOV Lane * Add lanes to the existing highway

Project (Souther
Project Limit)

« |mprove connections between |-80 and 1-680 and between I-80
and SR 12

« Improve access to and from the freeway
San Francisco .
* Upgrade local roads, including the North Connector

« |mprove transit and connect bicycle and pedestrian pathways

* Accommodate the implementation of HOV Lanes and connectors

Walnut Creek * Relocate truck scales facility

« INTERCHANGE COMPLEX COSTS 8 FUNDING :-:ccccccccccccng
ESTIMATED €OST $885 miillion to $1.2 billion*

EXISTING FUNDING $163 million from local, state, and federal sources

including Regional Measure 2
2006 REQUESTED FUNDING $20 million from state sources
BALANCE REQUIRED $702 million to $1 billion™

* Early preliminary estimates will change as alternatives are developed.
" To address the shortfall, local matching funds are needed to leverage state and federal dollars.
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WeLcome New DIRECTOR OF PROJECTS TO THE

SoLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Janet Apawms joins STA as Director of Projects for the

interchange complex and other improvements. Janet comes

to the STA from Caltrans where she managed the East Span

Sotano TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
One Harsor Center, Surte 130
Sutsun City, CA 94585

RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED

STA Board of Directors
Mayor Len Augustine
Chair

City of Vacaville

Mayor Anthonay Intintoli
Vice-Chair

City of Vallejo

Mayor Mary Ann Courvilfe
City of Dixon

Mayor Harry Price

City of Fairfield

Mayor Steve Messina
City of Benicia

Mayor Ed Woodruff
City of Rio Vista
Supervisor John Silva
Caunty of Solano

Mayor Jim Spering
Suisun City
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San Francisco — Oakland Ba‘y‘Bridge Project.
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Agenda Item VII.D

May31, 2006
Solano Lransportation Authotity
DATE: May 23, 2006
TO: STA TAC
FROM: Janet Adams, Director of Projects
RE: Draft STA Funding Policy for Regional Interchange and Reliever Route
Projects

Background:
Solano County in currently under going or has plans to under go many highway,

interchange improvement projects, and highway reliever route projects throughout the
County. The project sponsors for these projects vary from the Solano Transportation
Authority (STA) to local cities and the County. Specifically these projects include the
North Connector, the Jepson Parkway, North Texas Interchange, Rio Vista Bridge Study,
State Route 12/Church Road Intersection and the I-80 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Lanes/Turner Overcrossing in Vallejo. Currently the STA does not have a Funding
Policy for regionally important interchange projects along the highway corridors in the
County and for reliever routes. Past regionally significant project funding contributions
were based on individual project negotiations between the local sponsor and the STA
Board. With the forecast for upcoming projects were these negotiations would again be
required, the STA staff is seeking to have a policy in place to guide these funding
contributions that will provide upfront expectations for all participants.

STA Funding Policy would provide an identification of regionally significance
interchanges that would be eligible for Solano County regionally generated funds and
identify a definition for regionally significant reliever routes that would also be eligible
for Solano County regionally generated funds. Additionally, the policy would outline the
requirements for local contributions to these projects. The intend is to provide
implementing agencies such as, STA, the seven cities, and the County uniform policy for
funding projects with regionally generated funds.

Regionally generated funds include; Regional Measure 2 (RM 2), State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) including ITIP and RTIP, Traffic Congestion Relief
Program (TCRP), Solano County Transportation Sales Tax (funds other than local return-
to-source), State Bond(s) for Infrastructure investment, Federal Funds other than
earmarks.

Discussion:

Solano County is continuously improving the highway corridors, interchanges and
providing for reliever routes. Funding investment in these improvements would vary
based on the purpose of the project and the community served by the improvement. In
some cases the improvements serve both the local community and the region. These
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projects should receive a portion of regional funds. This draft policy has three segments;
the identification of eligible projects and the funding policy for local contributions the
projects and the need to be on the adopted priority work plan adopted by the STA Board.

The schedule for the STA Board to adopt this funding policy would follow input from the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in May, a recommendation of a draft policy by the
TAC in June, discussions at the STA Board workshop in July, and STA Board adoption
in early Fall 2006.

Eligible Interchange Project Definition: The July 2004 I-80/I-680/I-780 Major
Investment & Corridor Study identified specific highway projects along the corridor as
well as listed regionally significant interchanges. The Study is the basis for the named
regionally significant interchanges that would be eligible for regional funds.

Highway Reliever Route Definition: The intent of reliever routes is to provide a local
alternative to the state highway for travel between the cities in Solano County. The
reliever routes provide regional benefit in that they alleviate congestion on the state
highway system and local benefit as they provide alternatives for local residents.
Currently the two identified reliever route projects are North Connector and the Jepson
Parkway. Both projects are on the adopted S TA priority work plan. Future currently
unidentified reliever routes would be required to provide similar benefits as these two
projects and be placed as an adopted S TA priority work plan item.

Funding Policy Proposal: Based on the funding shares from the Leisure Town
Interchange and the Walters Road improvements in Suisun City as part of the Jepson
Parkway Project, the local contribution was approximately 50% with 50% from regional
fund sources. This funding spilt aligned with the local benefit versus the regional benefit.
Similarly, the proposed funding policy is to have this local contribution at 50% for
projects that also meet regional significance and programmed by the STA Board. The
local funding contribution could be obtained by multi-city/county pooling of funds to
reach the level of 50% local funds.

Fiscal Impact:
There is not direct fiscal impact, other than the projects would be required to be on the

STA adopted work plan to insure adequate resources have been set aside for the projects.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item VILE
May 31, 2006

— =

Solano Cransportation AAudthotity

DATE: Mat 24, 2006

TO: STA TAC

FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services
RE: STAF Population-Based Funds

To be provided under separate cover.
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