
One Harbor Center, Suite 130 TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 
Suisun City, California 94585 AGENDA 

Area Code 707 
1:30 p.m., Wednesday, April 29, 2009 

424-6075 • Fax 424-6074 Solano Transportation Authority 
One Harbor Center, Suite 130 

Members. Suisun City, CA 94585 
Benicia 

ITEM	 STAFF PERSON Dixon 
Fairfield 
Rio Vista I. CALL TO ORDER Daryl Halls, Chair 
Solano County 
Suisun CitYII. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Vacaville 
Vallejo 

III.	 OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 
(l :30 -1 :35 p.m.) 

IV.	 REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, METROPOLITAN
 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC), AND STA STAFF
 
(1:35 -1 :40 p.m.) 

•	 Follow-up on STA TAC Questions Regarding the Legislative 
Platform and Legislation 

•	 Federal Earmark Rescissions 

V.	 CONSENT CALENDAR 
Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one motion. 
(l:40 - 1:45 p.m.) 

A.	 Minutes of the TAC Meeting of March 25, 2009 Johanna Masiclat 
Recommendation:
 
Approve TAC Meeting Minutes ofMarch 25,2009.
 
Pg.l 

B.	 Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 Elizabeth Richards 
Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
 

1.	 Approve the RM 2 Funding Planfor FY 2009-10 as shown 
on Attachment A; 

2.	 Approve the FY 2009-10 Cost-Sharing Intercity Transit 
Funding Agreement as shown on Attachment B; and 

Dan Schiada 
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City of 
Vacaville 

Gary Leach 

City of 
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Paul Wiese 
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3. Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a 
funding agreement with the six local funding 
partners. 

Pg.7 

C. Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 Transportation Development Act Elizabeth Richards 
(TDA) Matrix - May 2009 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 
May 2009 TDA matrixfor Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10. 
Pg.ll 

VI. ACTION FINANCIAL ITEMS 

A. Federal Economic Stimulus Update for Transportation in Sam Shelton 
Solano County 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Tier 2 as 
shown in Attachment C. 
(1:45 ­ 1:55 p.m.) 
Pg.13 

B. STA Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Radar Speed Sign Sam Shelton 
Program 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 
j()llowing: 

1. Approve funding for 28 radar speed feedback signs as 
shown in Attachment A; and 

2. Approve swapping $40,000 of Transportation 
Enhancementsfunding with $40,000 of FY 2009-10 
TDA Article 3 funding for SR2S Radar Speed Signs. 

(1:55 - 2:00 p.m.) 
Pg.21 

C. Initiation of Solano County's Priority Express Lanes Janet Adams 
Network 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to request funds 
to initiate the priority Express Lanes in Solano County as 
shown in Attachments C and D. 
(2:25 - 2:35 p.m.) 
Pg.25 

The complete STA TAC packet is available on STA's website: www.solanolinks.com 



VII. ACTION NON-FINANCIAL ITEMS 

A.	 Adoption of STA's Overall Work Plan (OWP) for Fiscal Daryl Halls 
Year (FY) 2009-10 and FY 2010-11 
Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the
 
STA's Overall Work Program for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10
 
and FY 2010-11.
 
(2:00 - 2:15 p.m.)
 
Pg.37
 

B.	 Access Improvements to the Solano County Fairgrounds Janet Adams 
Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the
 
following:
 

1.	 Authorize the STA to be the lead agency for the 
environmental document for the Access Improvements 
to the Solano County Fairgrounds; 

2.	 Authorize the Executive Director to initiate a funding 
agreement between Solano Transportation Authority, 
the City of Vallejo, and the County ofSolano for the 
environmental document for the Access Improvements 
to the Solano County Fairgrounds; and 

3.	 Authorize the Executive Director to initiate a 
cooperative agreement with Caltrans for the 
environmental document and project approval for the 
Access Improvements to the Solano County 
Fairgrounds. 

(2:15 - 2:25 p.m.)
 
Pg.65
 

C.	 Solano Paratransit Transitional Plan Liz Niedziela 
Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to:
 

1.	 Approve the Draft Summary ofPotential Service 
Strategies and Preliminary Transition Plan as shown 
in Attachment C; 

2.	 Dissolve the Solano Paratransit service and transfer 
the responsibility for the passengers served by Solano 
Paratransit to the local transit operators serving the 
communities in which they reside; 

3.	 Authorize the Executive Director to send out 
notification of the dissolution ofSolano Paratransit to 
all registered Solano Paratransit passengers providing 
contact information for each transit agency to address 
questions and for clarification. 

(2:35 - 2:50 p.m.)
 
Pg.67
 

The complete STA TAC packet is available on STA's website: www.solanolinks.com 



D.	 Legislative Update Jayne Bauer 
Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to support AB
 
1414 (Hill). 
(2:50 - 2:55 p.m.)
 
Pg.75
 

VIII. INFORMATIONAL - DISCUSSION 

A.	 Transit Consolidation Study Status Elizabeth Richards 
Informational 
(2:55 - 3:05 p.m.)
 
Pg.115
 

B.	 Update on the 1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridors Sam Shelton 
Highway Operations Implementation Study 
Informational 
(3:05 - 3:10 p.m.)
 
Pg.117
 

C.	 Development of Sustainable Communities Strategy for Robert Macaulay 
SB375 
Informational 
(3:10- 3:15 p.m.)
 
Pg.125
 

D.	 Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)/ American Robert Guerrero 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) TE Funding 
Informational 
(3:15 - 3:20p.m.)
 
Pg.143
 

E.	 Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) Elizabeth Richards 
Transition Plan Status 
Informational 
(3:20 - 3:25 p.m.)
 
Pg.149
 

NO DISCUSSION 

F.	 Highway Projects Status Report: Janet Adams 
1.) 1-80/l-680/SR 12 Interchange 
2.) 1-80 EB Cordelia Truck Scales 

Relocation
 
3.) North Connector
 
4.) 1-80 HOV Lanes: Red Top Road to
 

Air Base Parkway
 
5.) 1-80 HOV Lanes
 

VallejolFairgrounds Access
 
6.) Jepson Parkway
 
7.) State Route 12 (Jameson Canyon)
 

The complete STA TAC packet is available on STA's website: www.solanolinks.com 



8.) State Route 12 East SHOPP Project
 
9.) 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Projects
 

Informational 
Pg.167 

G.	 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update Robert Macaulay 
Informational 
Pg.173 

H.	 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) Update Robert Macaulay 
Informational 
Pg.175 

I.	 Model Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Status Robert Guerrero 
Update 
Informational 
Pg.183 

J.	 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise - Race Conscious Kenny Wan 
Informational 
Pg.205 

K.	 Project Delivery Update Kenny Wan 
Informational 
Pg.207 

L.	 Bike to Work Week May 11-15, 2009 Judy Leaks 
Informational 
Pg.214 

M.	 Funding Opportunities Summary Sara Woo 
Informational 
Pg.218 

N.	 STA Board Meeting Highlights of April 8, 2009 Johanna Masiclat 
Informational 
Pg.228 

O.	 STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule Johanna Masiclat 
for 2009 
Informational 
Pg.234 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 

The next regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee is scheduled at 1:30 p.m. on 
Wednesday, May 27, 2008. 

The complete STA TAC packet is available on STA's website: www.solanolinks.com 
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Agenda Item V.A 
April 29, 2009 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Minutes for the meeting of 

March 25, 2009 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

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

Present: 
TAC Members Present: Royce Cunningham 

Wayne Lewis 
AlysaMajer 
Rod Moresco 
Paul Wiese 

City of Dixon 
City of Fairfield 
City of Suisun City 
City of Vacaville 
County of Solano 

STA Staff Present: Robert Macaulay 
Robert Guerrero 
Sam Shelton 
Liz Niedziela 
Kenny Wan 
Sara Woo 
Karen Koelling 
Johanna Masiclat 

STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 

Others Present: (In Alphabetical Order by Last Name) 
Ed Huestis City of Vacaville 

IT. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

On a motion by Royce Cunningham, and a second by Rod Moresco, the STA TAC 
unanimously approved the agenda. 

ITI. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 
None presented. 

IV. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC AND STA STAFF 

Caltrans: 

MTC: 

None presented. 

None presented. 

STA: Robert Guerrero noted that the SR 113 Steering Committee approved the 
SR 113 Major Investment Study at their meeting on March 23, 2009. 
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V. CONSENT CALENDAR
 

On a motion by Paul Wiese, and a second by Wayne Lewis, the STATAC approved Consent 
Calendar Items A & E. 

A.	 Minutes of the TAC Meeting of February 25, 2008
 
Recommendation:
 
Approve TAC Meeting Minutes of February 25, 2008.
 

B.	 Safe Routes to School Mapping Project - Request for Qualifications 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the Executive Director to 
issue a Request for Qualifications for the STA's Safe Routes to School Mapping 
Project and enter into a contract for an amount not to exceed $60,000. 

C.	 2009 Model TAC Work Plan 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 2009 Model Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) Work Program. 

D.	 State Route (SR) 113 Major Investment and Corridor Study 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the SR 113 Major 
Investment and Corridor Study. 

E.	 Unmet Transit Needs Response for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 
Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board approve the following: 

1.	 The FY 2009-10 Unmet Transit Needs response as specified in Attachment B; 
and 

2.	 Authorize the Executive Director to submit the FY 2009-10 Unmet Transit 
Needs response to MTC. 

VI. ACTION FINANCIAL AND NON-FINANCIAL ITEMS 

A.	 Solano Rail Crossing Inventory and Improvement Plan Scope of Work 
Robert Macaulay identified STA's need to conduct a rail crossing inventory and a rail 
facilities master plan update. He indicated that the identification of all rail crossings 
and the prioritization of safety measures, up to and including grade separations, is a 
task that will not only support the update of the facilities plan, but will also assist the 
Fairfield-Vacaville and Dixon station projects and the CCJPB's Intercity Rail Service. 
He stated that the STA and the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority staff are 
working in partnership in seeking a consultant to develop a rail crossing inventory and 
improvement plan for all of Solano County. 

Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the Executive Director to
 
issue a Request for Proposals and enter into a contract to conduct the Study for an
 
amount not to exceed $75,000.
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On a motion by Wayne Lewis, and a second by Paul Wiese, the STATAC 
unanimously approved the recommendation. 

B.	 Legislative Update 
Robert Macaulay introduced Assembly Bill (AB) 277 regarding local retail transaction 
and use taxes for transportation. He stated that the bill is currently with the 
Committee on Local Government, and is still skeletal in nature. He noted that staff 
recommends a watch position on AB 277 as it develops more substance through the 
legislative process, based on Funding Platform #VII.19 of the 2009 STA Legislative 
Priorities and Platform. 

City of Fairfield's Wayne Lewis and City of Vacaville's Rod Moresco raised some
 
concerns regarding the STA's position on AB 1219 (Evans); STA direct claim of
 
TDA funds and 2% off-the-top take-off for planning activities. They commented that
 
they felt the TAC was by passed on this item and that the Board item did not disclose
 
the 2% amount. Rod Moresco asked if this would replace member contributions to
 
STA.
 

They asked that their concerns be passed on to Daryl Halls.
 

Recommendation:
 
Forward the following recommendation to the STA Board to watch AB 277
 
(Ammiano).
 

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

YIn. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

DISCUSSION 

A.	 Update on STA's Overall Work Plan 
Robert Macaulay stated that the most recently adopted STA Overall Work Plan 
(OWP) for FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 is currently being modified for the 
forthcoming two fiscal years (FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-11). He noted that once 
updated, the OWP will guide the development of the STA's budget for FY 2009-10 
and FY 2010-11. 

B.	 Federal Economic Stimulus Status of Solano Transit Projects 
Liz Niedziela noted the MTC has specified deadlines to ensure that American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds not be lost to other states. She added 
that the ¥fA Section 5311 ARRA Program of Projects application deadline has been 
set by MTC by April 10, 2009 and applications submitted to Caltrans is April 17, 
2009. 
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C.	 New State Budget Impact on Solano Transit 
Liz Niedziela reviewed the State Budget Impact on Solano Transit Operators. She 
noted that over $2 million of STAF funds for Solano were cut in FY 2008-09 as 
compared to the original State Budget approved in September 2008. She added that 
when STAF is suspended completely in FY 2009-10, nearly $3 million in critical 
transit funds will be eliminated in Solano County. 

D.	 Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) Biennial Needs Revenue and Performance 
Survey 
Kenny Wan noted that MTC is using the new performance score in the distribution 
formula for the economic stimulus funds, which MTC has asked for the performance 
part of the survey to be reviewed on an expedited schedule. He added that in 
January 2009, MTC distributed pavement survey requests to the CMAs to coordinate 
the collection of the PCI survey on behalf of MTC. He also indicated that updating 
the survey is important as a poor performance score would negatively affect the 
county's share of the regional local streets and roads fund. 

E.	 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) Update 
Robert Macaulay noted that staff is still working to complete the State of the System 
- Arterials, Highways and Freeways Report and the State of the System - Bike and 
Pedestrian facilities portion of the Alternative Modes element. He cited that the 
reports will be ready for STA TAC to review in April 2009. 

F.	 2009 Congestion Management Program (CMP) Update 
Robert Macaulay noted that with the pending adoption of the RTP, local CMPs 
will be required to reflect the goals and policies of the RTP. He added that the 
projects in the CMP Capital Improvement Program (CIP) must be consistent with 
the RTP project list. He stated that the STA staff will provide a comparison of the 
current CMP CIP with the RTP project list at the April TAC meeting. 

G.	 Transit Consolidation Study Status 
Robert Macaulay cited that the draft financial and other report sections for each of the 
operators were distributed to the transit operators for review; comments received 
would be incorporated into a larger report. He added that since some comments were 
not received on time, the revised full report will be presented to the Consortium at a 
later time. He also indicated that the analysis and evaluation of the options will be 
developed in April in preparation for review by the Transit Consolidation Steering 
Committee tentatively scheduled to meet in May. 

NO DISCUSSION 

H.	 Project Delivery Update 

I.	 Funding Opportunities Summary 

J.	 STA Board Meeting Highlights of March 18,2009 

K.	 STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 
for 2009 
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ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:25 p.m. The next meeting of the STA TAC is scheduled at 
1:30 p.m. on Wednesday, April 29, 2009. 
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Agenda Item V.B 
April 29, 2009 

S1ra
 
DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services 
RE: Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 

Background: 
In June 2006, the Solano Transportation Authority Board authorized the development of an 
Intercity Transit Funding Agreement for Fiscal Year (FY) 2006-07. This agreement was the 
result of the work of the Intercity Transit Funding (ITF) Working Group comprised of 
representatives from STA, Solano County, and each city in Solano County. 

Initially the ITF Working Group focused on development of a uniform methodology for 
shared funding of intercity transit services. However, rising costs and potential service 
changes broadened the scope of the ITF Working Group to include service coordination and 
streamlining services along parallel routes. Service changes to the intercity route structure 
and operation were agreed upon and implemented in early FY 2006-07. In the FY 2007-08 
ITF Agreement further service changes were proposed and were fully implemented in FY 
2008-09. 

The FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09 ITF agreements addressed funding for seven major 
intercity routes. Meetings have been held to work on the FY 2009-10 ITF Agreement in 
order to have it in place prior to the beginning of the fiscal year and to guide the preparation 
of Transportation Development Act (TDA) claims. 

Given the projected declining TDA funds in FY 2009-10 and the suspension of State Transit 
Assistance Funds (STAF) in FY 2009-10 which have helped support intercity routes, 
concerns were raised about how much intercity transit service the county can afford. As 
discussed at the January Consortium, service reductions have been made on intercity routes 
this fiscal year already. Some operators expressed concern about their ability to maintain 
their level of contribution. 

Discussion: 
In preparation for the FY 2009-10 Intercity Transit Funding Agreement, STA staff and the 
transit operators met in March and April 2009. The two intercity transit operators (Fairfield 
and Vallejo) prepared their Cost Allocations Models and their FY 2008-09 monitoring 
reports. These have been reviewed by the Intercity Transit Funding Working Group along 
with the FY 2007-08 year-end data that is used to reconcile that year in conjunction with FY 
2009-10. 

Overall, the seven routes covered by the agreement are projected to cost $9,750,239. 
Passenger fares are projected to cover $3.3 million of the costs. Other sources of revenue 
have typically included STAF, but this was eliminated in the February State Budget for FY 
2009-10 and resulted in a $395,000 loss of STAF for the intercity routes. Regional Measure 
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2 (RM 2) funds ($1,928,500) has remained flat from year to year. The RM 2 funds are 
recommended to be applied to the RM 2 eligible routes as they were in FY 2008-09 
(Attachment A). 

Costs increased as did ridership and fare revenue but not to the same level as the cost 
increases. The saving grace for FY 2009-10 were the new funds from the Federal ARRA 
(Americans Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for preventive maintenance (PM) received by 
the intercity transit operators. These were applied proportionally to reduce the IDA 
contributions required from all the funding partners. In total, the intercity routes benefited 
from the PM funds by the amount of $1,153,568. The group recognizes that these are short­
term, and not on-going, funds that will stabilize intercity service for now but there remains 
concern on how the current level of intercity service can be funded in the long-term. The 
STA and funding partners will continue to monitor the performance of these seven routes 
under the ITF Agreement. These intercity routes have continued to show strong performance 
with a 14% increase for the past six months. 

Despite the financial gains and losses in FY 2009-10, the local jurisdictions' contributions 
calculated by this year's cost-sharing formula are fairly equal to last year's contributions. The 
initial FY 2009-10 contributions are calculated by an agreed upon formula: 20% population 
share and 80% ridership by residence. The only exception to this is the County which is 
based on a baseline amount that is indexed by CPI each year. For FY 2009-10, the county 
contribution is $138,051. The total contributions for all jurisdictions take into account 
reconciliation of the FY 2007-08 ITF Agreement. See Attachment B for a summary of the 
proposed contributions. These have been reflected in the proposed May 2009 IDA matrix in 
a separate TAC agenda item. 

Fiscal Impact: 
The Intercity Transit Funding Agreement will identify funding for major intercity services in 
FY 2009-10. 

Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to: 

1.	 Approve the RM 2 Funding Plan for FY2009-10 as shown on Attachment A; 
2.	 Approve the FY 2009-10 Cost-Sharing Intercity Transit Funding Agreement as shown 

on Attachment B; and 
3.	 Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a funding agreement with the six local 

funding partners. 

Attachments: 
A. FY 2009-10 Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) Transit Operating Funding Plan 
B. Proposed FY 2009-10 Intercity Transit Funding Agreement Cost-Sharing 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Solano Transportation Authority 
Regional Measure 2 Operating Assistance 

FY 2009-10 

Operating Plan 
FAST Valle'o Transit Total 

Route 40 Route 90 

$ 2087941 

Total 

$ 2864 986 

Route 78 

$ 1 522306 

Route 80 

$ 2940501 

Total 

$ 
$ 
$ 

14655586 
5242592 
1,928,500 

Total Ooeratinc Cost $ 777 045 $ 4462807 
- Fare Revenue $ 235411 $ 941 885 $ 1177296 $ 304000 $ 1 140000 $ 1444000 
-­ RM 2 OperatinQ Assistance Request $ 184,072 $ 526,963 $ 711,035 $ 600,527 $ 616,938 $ 1,217,465 
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ATTACHMENT B 

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
FY 09-10 SOLANO EXPRESS COST SHARING 

Comparison of FY 08-09 and FY 09-10 Funding Contributions 

FY 08-09 FY 08-09 FY 09·10 FY 09-10 
Baseline 

$ 318,653 
$ 104,879 
$ 873,728 
$ -
$ 217,678 
$ 548,086 
$1,583,654 

Net Due With 
Reconciliation 

Baseline 

$ 242,777 
$ 100,382 
$ 768,862 
$ -
$ 193,695 
$ 540,743 
$ 967,955 
$ 138,051 

Net Due With 
Reconciliation 

$ 307,724 
$ 87,023 
$ 869,786 
$ -
$ 217,678 
$ 322,825 
$ 1,583,654 
$ 94,173 

$ (49,151) 
$ 87,571 
$ 749,861 
$ -
$ 145,323 
$ 452,870 
$ 945,209 
$ 138,051 

Benicia 
Dixon 
Fairfield 
Rio Vista 
Suisun City 
Vacaville 
Vallejo 
Balance of County $ 133,900 
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Agenda Item V. C 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services 
RE: Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 Transportation Development Act (TDA) 

Matrix - May 2009 

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, 
IDA 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 unrnet transit needs have been met. 

In addition to using TDA funds for member agencies' local transit services and streets and 
roads, most agencies share in the cost of various transit services (e.g., Solano Paratransit and 
major intercity routes) that support more than one agency in the county through the use of a 
portion of their individual TDA funds. 

Although each agency within the county and the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) 
submit individual claims for TDA Article 4/8 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 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the state designated RTPA for 
the Bay Area, for approval. Because different agencies have been 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 evaluate the claims as part of their approval process. IDA claims 
submitted to MTC must be equal to or lower than shown on the TDA matrix prepared by STA. 

Discussion: 
The first draft of the FY 2009-10 TDA Matrix is being presented. The attached matrix 
includes the initial TDA revenue estimates approved by MTC for FY 2009-10 in February. 
This includes funds estimated to be carried over from FY 2008-09 as well as the new IDA 
revenue that is expected to be generated. Combined, these create the IDA funds available for 
allocation for each jurisdiction. In total, $19.8 million is available for allocation in FY 2009­
10, $14.6 million new and $5.2 million carryover. The Cities of Fairfield and Vacaville have 
the benefit of the largest carryovers of $2.8 million and $1.5 million respectively. 

This initial IDA matrix for FY 2009-10 shows local jurisdictions contribution to the STA; the 
amounts were approved previously. Intercity transit contributions for FY 2009-10 are 
proposed for action in a separate agenda item are also included. 
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As TDA is generated from a percentage of sales tax, actual and estimates have been decreasing
 
in the recent past. STA will continue to monitor the estimates, update the matrix accordingly,
 
and bring these updates forward through the committees. Unless there is some contingency in
 
their local transit budgets, local jurisdictions are cautioned to not request an allocation for the
 
full TDA balance to avoid budget shortfalls if actual TDA revenue comes in lower than
 
estimated. As local jurisdictions prepare their TDA claims, the TDA matrix will be updated.
 

Fiscal Impact:
 
Local jurisdictions' TDA claims must be consistent with the TDA matrix to allow capacity for
 
claims by other jurisdictions for shared-cost services.
 

Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the May 2009 TDA matrix for Fiscal
 
Year (FY) 2009-10.
 

Attachment:
 
A.	 May 2009 Solano TDA Article 4/8 Matrix for FY 2009-10 (This attachment has been 

provided to the STATAC and Consortium members under separate enclosure. A copy 
may be requested by contacting the STA at (707) 424-6075). 
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Agenda Item VI.A 
April 29, 2009s,ra 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sam Shelton, Project Manager 
RE: Federal Economic Stimulus Update for Transportation in 

Solano County 

Background: 
The economy across the country has continued to decline. In reaction to this decline, the 
federal government has requested local governments, state, and regional transportation 
agencies to submit projects that would stimulate the economy by producing jobs. One of the 
sectors being solicited is infrastructure, specifically transportation, including roadway and 
transit capital projects. 

In anticipation of the passage of a federal economic stimulus bill, MTC staff has been 
guiding Congestion Management Agency (CMA) staff in selecting projects able to meet 
federal stimulus funding delivery deadlines. At the February 11,2009 STA Board meeting, 
approximately $9 M in stimulus projects was recommended to MTC for federal funding. 

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which enacted a $787 billion economic recovery package calling 
for significant new spending as well as tax cuts. It is estimated that MTC will receive 
roughly $150 M through the Surface Transportation Program's Local Streets & Roads 
program and $340 M in Federal Transit Administration formula funds for a total regional 
ARRA formula distribution of roughly $490 M. 

Local Streets & Roads Tier 1 & Tier 2 Project Selection Process 
On January 21,2009, the STA TAC reviewed the preliminary economic stimulus project list 
which was approved by the STA Board on January 14,2009. STA staff requested that the 
TAC further define these projects using the latest guidance from Caltrans and MTC. 

Tier One: 120-Day projects (all rehabilitation projects to be on Tier One) 
•	 Projects that can be awarded in 120 days (award date by June 15,2009) 
•	 Projects that are already or nearly cleared environmentally 
•	 Projects on the STA's Routes of Regional Significance list of projects that help 

maintain a PCI above 63 for these projects are encouraged. 

Tier Two: June 1,2010 Projects (Non-rehabilitation projects, these projects are expected to 
be the regional expansion/capacity projects) 

•	 Projects that can be awarded by June 1,2010 

Between February and April, local agency project sponsors have reviewed and revised their 
stimulus funded projects with the assistance of Caltrans, MTC, and STA, resulting in the 
attached recommended Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) amendment project 
listing (Attachment A). 
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__

Discussion: 

Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) Shares 
The table below compares the previously approved Tier 1 & Tier 2 funding amounts, the 
future redistribution of funding based on ARRA Tier 1 advances to Solano County, 
Vacaville, and Vallejo, and the larger $1.87 M Tier 2 program recently released by MTC 
(Attachment B). 

Agency 

25/25/ 
25/25 

Fonnula 
% 

02-23-09 04-08-09 
87% 
Feb 

Tier 1 

13% 
Feb 

Tier 2 

Future 
Funding Shift 

Formula Recommended 
+ $430k + $430k 

Tier 2 Tier 2 

Solano County 20.3 2,000,000 300,000 -20,000 380,000 365,000 
_,·'~_'_~~_'''~''_~K·  .. ~.  __ __ _ •• ....... ,_.__ •.__ __	 __' __
··_~.·,,~~~_,~  .~~.,,_.~_~_  .~_. _~_~~_~"._~_~ ~,_~~.o,~,_,  ._,_~_~~ ~~,·c· ~,, ·_~."~~,_.~.~. ~_~_a~ ~  

Benicia 4.2 400,000 60,000 10,000 79,000 90,000 
~~.n·'·~_~_~~~_""'~_'"'''''"''~~.~'~ __~'_'~_.'~'_. .,""~=,~._._.,,_~.".~"""'''~''-'~_'~~-'''~''''' __."_~" __'~~_.' ""-~_.~_~__'''	 __'_' ____''.~_.~''~'~~~''''~_~"~.~~_,~"

Dixon 3.7 300,000 50,000 60,000 69,000 130,000 
""..,=,,,=.,,,,,,,a,-=,,-,..,~~.~~,,",,.,,,,,,,,~ . ..,..•~~J.,~ ••_~ .. ",.<~.. _ ,_~."~.--'"'~_..., _-''''.... «L~4._.~.,'".-_'.'"''''~''''~'''''''''=.~~.",.,."~_--'''''''',·~, ..•~...,,,.._.=-«<''''''._, .....".,,""-._~o".;,.>".-"'='""',,~=-<"",_ ..~. ~., ...,..,..,.~ ~--"'"=......""_~_u_~~_,~..."....~ __"",.,=~"";"'...'",~-'""',_......,.", ...-"-=--"'." 

Fairfield 20.2 1,800,000 290,000 160,000 378,000 543,000 
~~·"'~·.C_"~~~~~~~"~''''·_~''_C<"·~'"_~'~~='~~··''~_.·~~"~~ ~~~'_~~'__~""'.~"'_J ~_~~"··''''~''~''~~'V''<_~;~_~_"';<>''''''''''-=-~'~'_'_~'._~~"'='_''''',""~_,._.'.~~<__ ,..".~._._~.~.,.., __~~_._.~~~.=.~ ",_<~_",-_. ~ ,.~ 

Rio Vista 1.0 0* 0* 0* 19,000 0* 
"-'.•.~""~'.~ .......~,-_~~.--""".~,.--.-.- ...~~._-'~"_~"'~'~"""'''' ~~_~'"".---'.~... ..',.,..,~._- .............._,..,..,.".__.. >=~"",_~~"",,=~,""""""'-""'~"'-"'''''--'-''''''.'''''~_''''''''----='~~ ~_~'_~''''~''''''''''''''''~'~. __. --_.
..	 __ _.

Suisun City 7.5 700,000 110,000 30,000 140,000 172,000 
.,r.'~~""C'_~"~~~~~"~'~ __~".~'_~~-~'~_._~~ ~~ ~>"""~~_~",_--",~~~~,~,~~"~_~_~, ,,,,_,,~,__~ ~ ,~'_"_b_~_-~~ ~ ~~__.	 .....__-_..

Vacaville l5.9'~d,910,OOO 240,000 -360,000 297,000 25,000* 
__,".v~_"....,~....~~.c..~".,.,--,-,~.~~~ ~-.iL"""''''''''''~'' ;"""~,,,_. ~"""~~ ~r........·~" ......_.o...'_~""""""'~""""'~_"""'~~"""'_""" __"""".'~ _~ ~ ....,.; 

Vallejo 27.2 2,650,000 390,000 30,000 508,000 545,000
.ciO·TAL-·--"--_·· ~c_-l00o/:-I-~_--9,730;oOO----·~~i44o:ooo-~_-_~······_----·--.c. ----·---··1,870:000----i~870,000-·-

*$90k of Rio Vista shares were redistributed to Vacaville through afunding swap for local funding at $0.90/$1.00 ($81,000 to Rio Vista). 
An additional $25k of Rio Vista shares is recommended for a similar funding swap ($22,500 to Rio Vista). 

The recommended Tier 2 funding amounts took into consideration previous Tier 1 funding
 
advances approved for Solano County, Vacaville, and Vallejo (as described in the "Future
 
Funding Shift column) as well as preserving Rio Vista's formula share as part of another
 
recommended funding swap with Vacaville.
 

The recommended Tier 2 funding amounts can be applied to: 
•	 Existing Tier 1 projects if sponsors are able to meet current Tier 1 ARRA obligation 

& award deadlines and delay obligation until May 15,2009 (due to TIP amendment 
timelines), or 

•	 New Tier 2 projects with an obligation deadline of November 30, 2009 and an award 
deadline of June 30,2010. The deadline to amend new Tier 2 projects into the TIP is 
May 29,2009. 

Fiscal Impact:
 
None, as this action does not affect any expenditure of funds by the STA. However, should
 
the STA be successful in being the lead for a new project funded by this pending federal
 
economic stimulus bill, it may add an additional project to STA's Overall Work Program.
 

Recommendation:
 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the American Recovery and
 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Tier 2 funding distribution for Solano local agencies as shown in
 
Attachment C.
 

Attachments:
 
A.	 April 8, 2009 Federal Economic Stimulus Solano County Project List for
 

Transportation, MTC staff recommended TIP Amendment
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B.	 Federal Economic Stimulus: Tier 1 7 Tier 2 Targets for Developing Ready-To-Go 
Local Streets and Roads Projects, 04-14-09 

C.	 Summary of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Tier 2 funding 
distribution for Solano local agencies 
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ATTACHMENT A 
MTC Resolution No. 3885, Attachment B-1 

Page 3 of3 
Revised: 03125109-C 

METROPOUTAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 04122109-e 

American Recovery and Reinvesbnent Act (ARRA) 
LS&R System Preservation Projects
 

TIER 1
 
April 22,2009 

Tier 1 ARRA 
Project Title Project Type Implementing Agency Fund Source Funding 

SOLANO 

~~fS~'-:~~~;~~~~~~~£jay,·C'i"'C '." '," ~~.~~~. ·~~t~}~; "'. ...~:~~~: ·':;<~~:~~:f1i~H1 
Dixon - Various Streets and Roads Rehabilitation Rehab City of Dixon STP-ARRA $300,000 
Fairfield - Gateway Boulevard Resurfadng Rehab Oty of Fairfield STP-ARRA $900,000 
Firfield - East Tabor Ave Fesurfadng Rehab Oty of Fairfield STP-ARRA $900,000 
Solano County - Various Streets Overlay Rehab Count of Solano STP-ARRA $2,000,000 
SUisun,my - Sunset Averue RoadRehabilitation Rehab Oty of Suisun gty STP-ARRA' "';$700~()O(F 
:s~~~h-atY~~~aiK~et:Etapbesu~'Pfl~s~Jl);~liab;"..... ' ':,.' .' :', .·.:·~.~a~) ··,"at<;efSi:ii5~\ii·Cw',· .' .S:rPJi}"'~,""""')";';'~;; 

Vil-~,Viile'",,;~ea~Q(;IYa.l)aaIMafS;liaU·Rd l?edewiailS~retv]mp!!" ..... . ..... c.•••..·,,' .. ... ',.,:.:..· __.:!,_~_·...~:09'.ff·.·v.V: 1 ..••.,..:~.·.·~·.·:.:,:.:'!f.RA· •••~.'.nRA.·.·,.·.•. .•.
~ .....•. '_ ..•.... ,.,Bi.,.'R:.k .•.'..,'. ..aa·.··.caca:v\ll·~_::e!!~ c-, •. -.n.· ... ·.~.•·;.·.:.• ·•.T.·.$;;.:'1;.·~3#.:.3~.'.·O' •.•.:..,(.1.·.:.._'e.el_:h,~Pa·'bed ..... •. '.;.;;..'.I,;·_oo:,~.oo!lO;:,'·

~y~,~~j~.;~y~rlQ!J~:,~!.i~t$:tJy~_~cty·~,·· .... ~~.:, .<:~>.~::'; .. )?:~. ~::.·:··:/~C· ~f: ....;: ;~, _ _ . ~~L ~ _ _ .:3-' ~.NV:\ . ~.c 
Vacaville - Opticom Pre-emption project Signal Oty of Vacaville STP-ARRA $320,000 
Vallejo - Downtown Vallejo Streetscape Bike/Ped Oty of Vallejo STP-ARRA $1,600,000 
Vallejo - Various Streets Overlay Rehab Oty of Vallejo STP-ARRA $1,020,000 
iliSJ3Ef1l¢1!A'$#i.1_fl~~'Jl'f.J!,Wi!I$W~~...~~*~~9j@3~ 

SONOMA 
Ooverdale - Various Streets Rehabilitation Rehab Oty of Ooverdale STP-ARRA $136,000 
Cotati - Old Redwood Highway Rehabilitation - South (Seg 1) Rehab City of Cotati STP-ARRA $136,000 
Santa Rosa - west College Ave and Summerfield Rd Overlay Rehab Oty of Santa Rosa STP-ARRA $3,138,000 
Healdsburg - Various Streets Pavement Rehabilitation Rehab Oty of Healdsburg STP-ARRA $436,000 
Petaluma - Various Streets Rehabilitation Rehab Oty of Petaluma STP-ARRA $1,109,000 
Rohnert Park - Various Streets Rehabilitation Rehab City of Rohnert Park STP-ARRA $735,000 
Sebastopol - Various Streets Overlays Rehab City of Sebastopol STP-ARRA $436,000 
Sonoma County - Roadway & Bridge Surface Preservation Program Rehab County of Sonoma STP-ARRA $5,218,000 
City of Sonoma - 5th Street west Rehabilitation Rehab City of Sonoma STP-ARRA $436,000 
Windsor - Los Amigos Road Pavement Resurfacing Rehab Town of Windsor STP-ARRA $520,000 

ARRA - LS&R System Preservation Total $122,000,000 
* NOTE: Funding amounts subject to change based on final FHWA distributions. 
J:\SECTlON\ALlSTAFF\ResolutiDn\lOMP--RES\MTC\Apnl PAC\{lmp-3B85_AtlacI>-ll-l,C-l,1l-2,C-2...CDmbined 3-27-D9.lds]Altach C-l 
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ATTACHMENTB 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
 
Federal Economic Stimulus
 

for Developing Ready-To-Go Local Streets and Roads Projects
 
April 14, 2009
 
(in actual $'s)
 

LS&R Previous ARRA Additional ARRA 
LS&R 0/0 Share Programming Programming Total ARRA 

County 100.0% $122,000,000 $23,480,410 $145,480,410 

Alameda 20.2% $24,640,000 $4,740,000 $29,380,000 
Contra Costa 14.6% $17,850,000 $3,440,000 $21,290,000 
Marin 3.9% $4,800,000 $930,410 $5,730,410 
Napa 2.6% $3,190,000 $610,000 $3,800,000 
San Francisco 9.3% $11,350,000 $2,190,000 $13,540,000 
San Mateo 9.1% $11,080,000 $2,130,000 $13,210,000 
Santa Clara 21.7% $26,460,000 $5,090,000 $31,550,000 
Solano 8.0% $9,730,000 $1,870,000 $11,600,000 
Sonoma 10.6% $12,900,000 $2,480,000 $15,380,000 

18
 



ATTACHMENT C 

Solano Transportation Authority
 

Summary of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Tier 2 funding distribution for
 

Solano local agencies
 

Agency Recommended Tier 2 Funding I 

Solano County 365,000 

Benicia 90,000 

Dixon 130,000 

Fairfield 543,000 

Rio Vista 0* 

Suisun City 172,000 

Vacaville 25,000* 

Vallejo 545,000 

TOTAL 1,870,000 

*$90k of Rio Vista shares were redistributed to Vacaville through a funding swap for local funding at 

$0.90/$1.00 ($81,000 to Rio Vista). An additional $25k of Rio Vista shares is recommended for a similar 

funding swap ($22,500 to Rio Vista). 

19
 



TIDS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
 

20
 



Agenda Item VI.B 
April 29, 2009 

S1ra
 
DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sam Shelton, Project Manager 
RE: STA Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Radar Speed Sign Program 

Background: 
In the fall of 2008, the STA was awarded a $400,000 Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) Transportation for Clean Air (TFCA) Regional Grant for the Safe 
Routes to School Program. $235,000 of this grant funding plus an additional $40,000 from 
STA Transportation Enhancements (TE) funding was dedicated to build 28 radar speed signs. 

On March 10,2009, the SR2S Advisory Committee (AC) approved the STA SR2S Radar 
Speed Sign Program Guidelines for Project Recommendations, which detailed how much 
radar speed sign funding would be allotted to the cities of Benicia, Fairfield, Suisun City, and 
Vallejo. The radar speed sign location recommendations would be made by each city's local 
SR2S working group for the STA SR2S-AC to consider as they recommend projects for 
funding to the STA Board. 

Discussion: 
The SR2S Radar Speed Sign funding comes from a BAAQMD grant ($400,000) of which the 
STA pledged $40,000 in state TE funding as a match. However, after speaking with Caltrans 
staff, TE funding cannot build radar speed signs but it can build bike and pedestrian projects. 
STA staff proposes to swap the $40,000 of TE funding intended for the SR2S Radar Speed 
signs' match with $40,000 in TDA-Article 3 funding. This proposal with regard to 
Transportation Development Act (TDA)-Article 3 funding will also require concurrence from 
the BAC and the PAC. 

At the April 9, 2009 SR2S-AC meeting, local SR2S Working Groups from Benicia, Fairfield, 
Suisun City, and Vallejo, provided radar speed feedback sign location recommendations 
(Attachment A). The SR2S-AC reviewed the recommended sign locations with project 
sponsors. 

On April 9, 2009, the STA SR2S-AC recommended that the STA Board approve funding for 
28 radar speed sign locations and approve swapping $40,000 of TE funding with $40,000 of 
FY 2009-10 TDA Article 3 funding for SR2S Radar Speed Signs. 

Fiscal Impact: 
$235,000 of BAAQMD TFCA Regional grant funding plus an additional $40,000 from FY 
2009-10 TDA Article 3 funding will be spent on 28 radar speed signs. The STA does not yet 
have a funding agreement with BAAQMD for the $400,000 TFCA Regional grant; however, 
one is expected in May 2009. 
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Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the following: 

1.	 Approve funding for 28 radar speed feedback signs as shown in Attachment A; and 
2.	 Approve swapping $40,000 of Transportation Enhancements funding with $40,000 of 

FY 2009-10 TDA Article 3 funding for SR2S Radar Speed Signs. 

Attachment: 
A.	 FY 2008-09 STA SR2S Radar Speed Feedback Sign Program, Recommended
 

Locations
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ATTACHMENT A
 

Solano Transportation Authority 
Safe Routes to School Program, Radar Speed Feedback Sign 
FY 2008-09 Recommended Project Locations 

City 

Benicia 

Benicia 

Fairfield 

School 

Robert Semple Elementary School 

Benicia Middle School 

Rolling Hills Elementary School 

Project Location 

East Second Street corridor between Tennys 
Drive and East 0 Street 

Southampton Road corridor between O'Farrell 
Drive and the Southamption Shopping Center 

Eastbound and Westbound Hilborn Road 
bracketing Fieldcrest Ave 

Fairfield Cleo Gordon Elementary School Southbound Dover Ave 

Fairfield 

Fairfield 

Bransford Elementary School 

Anna Kyle Elementary School 

Southbound Fairfield Avenue 
Westbound Travis Blvd 

Eastbound and Westbound East Travis Blvd, 
bracketing Kidder Ave. 

Fairfield David A. Weir Elementary School Southbound Pennsylvania Ave 

Fairfield Laurel Creek Elementary School 
Eastbound and Westbound Gulf Drive 
bracketing school site 

Suisun City Suisun Elementary Pintail Avenue 

Suisun City Dan O. Root Elementary Pintail Avenue 

Vallejo 

Vallejo 

Vallejo 

Vallejo 

Vallejo 

Springstowne Middle School 

Springstowne Middle School 

Wardlaw Elementary School and 
Jesse Bethel High School 

Solano Middle School and Lama 
Vista Elementary School 

St. Patrick/St. Vincent High School, 
a training route for Hogan High 
School athletics 

Springs Road between Rollingwood Dr. and 
Oakwood Dr. 

Tennessee Street between Rollingwood Dr. and 
Oakwood Dr 

Ascot Parkway between Sterling St. and Sunrise 
Way 

Fairgrounds Drive between Corcoran St. and 
Gateway Dr 

Benicia Road between Rollingwood Dr. and 
Columbus Pkwy 
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Agenda Item VI.C 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 17,2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Janet Adams, Deputy Executive DirectorlDirector of Projects 
RE: Initiation of Solano County's Priority Express Lanes Network 

Background: 
An Express Lane or High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) is a toll enacted on single-occupant 
vehicles who wish to use lanes or entire roads that are designated for the use of High­
Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs, also known as carpools). Tolls are collected either by 
manned toll booths, automatic number plate recognition, or electronic toll collection 
systems. 

Express Lanes or HOT lanes require single-occupant vehicles to pay a toll that varies 
based on demand, called congestion pricing. The tolls change throughout the day 
according to real-time traffic conditions to manage the number of cars in the lanes and 
keep them free of congestion, even during rush hour. 

The concept is an expansion of HOV lanes and an effort to maximize their efficiency in 
moving vehicles. HOV lanes are designed to promote vehicle sharing and use of public 
transport by creating areas of lower road use as an incentive, but they have been criticized 
because some are underused. The Express Lanes or HOT lanes provide a mobility option 
for single occupant vehicles to provide reliable travel at a variable price. 

Express Lanes or HOT lanes are often constructed within the existing road space and 
provide an option for commuters and non-routine drivers. The Express Lanes benefit 
drivers by providing the ability to pay to get through traffic quickly; e.g., a family 
seeking to catch a flight or a plumber wanting to get to his customer quickly may come 
out ahead financially from using the Express Lane or HOT lane Funds raised from 
Express Lanes or HOT lane tolls would be used to pay for the maintenance and 
operations of the lane(s), payment of debt for the initial construction of the lane(s) and to 
build out the Express Lanes or HOT network in the Bay Area. By policy, additional 
funds can also be used for supporting transit service in the corridors. 

Drivers who do not utilize the lane can also benefit from having it fully utilized, thus 
taking more traffic out of the mixed flow lanes, in contrast to the sometimes underutilized 
HOV lanes. By linking together disconnected HOV networks, Express Lanes can allow 
public transportation vehicles (such as buses) more reliability to get to destinations on 
time. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has proposed the regional Express 
Lanes Network concept which involves converting existing HOV lanes to Express Lanes 
and using the revenue generated to finance completion of the HOV!Express system as 
well as other improvements within the Express corridors. 
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Potential benefits of an Express Network include: 

•	 Reductions in congestion and emissions, including carbon dioxide, by making 
more efficient use of the freeway system; 

•	 Providing a reliable travel option for express bus and carpools via the HOV 
network and use of the HOT lanes for those who choose to pay the toll; 

•	 Completing the HOV/Express Network ten to forty years sooner than if relying 
upon traditional state and local funding mechanisms. 

As part of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Transportation 2035 
Plan: Change in Motion, it includes a vision for a Bay Area HOT Lane Network. In July 
2008, MTC approved a set of HOT Network Principles to mark the region's commitment 
to pursuing a regional network of HOT lanes in conjunction with the long-range 
transportation plan update. The MTC HOT lane principles (Attachment A) reflect a 
commitment by MTC, Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the county 
Congestion Management Agencies to work collaboratively to deliver a regional Express 
Lanes network. On April 22, 2009, MTC approved a revised set of Legislative Principles 
pertaining to the introduction of AB 744 which has introduced by MTC to authorize the 
establishment of a Bay Area HOT Lanes Network. 

MTC and Caltrans have been undertaking a series of technical studies of a regional 
network of Express Lanes. The Phase 1 and Phase 2 effort, completed fall 2007, found a 
regional Network is feasible financially and operationally. It estimated Network costs 
and revenues and outlined a series of technical and policy issues for further exploration. 
Further analysis by MTC suggested there may be ways to accelerate delivery of some 
portions of the HOT network and reduce costs through a "Rapid Delivery Design" 
approach that seeks to fit Express Lanes within existing right-of-way. Phase 3 of the 
study, starting summer 2008, will further explore Express Lane design trade-offs, in 
particular where a Rapid Delivery approach might be acceptable, and refine system cost 
estimates. MTC has completed a report titled "Bay Area High Occupancy Toll (HOT) 
Network Study" 

Discussion: 
On February 11, 2009, the STA Board identified the Express Lanes priority network for 
Solano County (Attachment B) along the 1-80 and 1-680 corridors. Constructing 
HOV/Express Lanes in Solano County provides an opportunity for the construction of 
segments of these lanes within 5 to 10 years. Without the availability of the financing 
that is provided by the Bay Area Express Lanes Network approach, these improvements 
will be long range, so long range they are not part of the region's 2035 transportation 
plan adopted this month by MTC, due to state and federal funding limitations. Funds 
generated would provide first for the operating and maintenance of the corridor 
HOV/Express Lanes and build out of the corridor network. 

The STA's first priority is to convert the HOV lanes currently under construction on 1-80 
between Red Top Road and Air Base Parkway which will be open by the fall 2009. An 
additional priority is to construct new Express Lanes on 1-80 between Air Base Parkway 
and 1-505. To operate HOV/Express Lanes, legislation is required. MTC has initiated 
this required legislation, with the intent to have consensus on the language during the 
current legislative session. MTC staff has been collaborating with the Congestion 
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Management Agencies (CMAs) to develop a governance model that insures counties 
have the option to participate and are part of the governance system. 

To initiate these priorities in Solano County, STA staff is recommending funding is being 
sought from MTC to complete the Project ApprovalJEnvironmental Document (PAlED) 
for the two projects. By utilizing an expedited process whereas the project initiation 
document would be the reports and studies already completed by MTC, and detailed 
preliminary engineering would proceed concurrently with the environmental document 2 
to 2 1;2 years can be gained. Attachment C and D are the estimated schedule and cost for 
the two priority segments of the proposed Express Lanes on 1-80 in Solano County. The 
attachments provide a comparison between a traditional delivery and expedited delivery 
approach. 

The request to complete the PAlED for this work is $9.75 million for the conversion of 
the new HOV lanes between Red Top Road and Air Base Parkway to Express Lanes and 
$22.23 million for the new Express Lanes between Air Base Parkway and I-50S. 

Fiscal Impact: 
This combined request of $31.98 million is to MTC to initiate the PAlED of these two 
priority projects. This request does not impact the STA budget. Should the request for 
funds be granted, the STA budget would be adjusted to include these additional funds. 

Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to request funds to initiate the priority 
Express Lanes in Solano County as shown in Attachments C and D. 

Attachments: 
A. MTC HOT Lane Principles 
B. Solano County HOVIHOT Corridor Priorities 
C. Solano Express Lanes Red Top to Airbase Parkway 
D. Solano Express Lanes Air Base Parkway to I-50S 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Date: July 23, 2008 
W.I.: Il21 

Referred by: PC 

Attachment B 
Resolution No. 3868 
Page I of3 

High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Network Implementation Principles 

OBJECTIVES 

Development and implementation ofa Bay Area Express/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Network 
has five primary objectives: 

•	 More effectively manage the region's freeways in order to provide higher vehicle and 
passenger throughput and reduce delays for those traveling within each travel corridor; 

•	 Provide an efficient, effective, consistent, and seamless system for users of the network; 
•	 Provide benefits to travelers within each corridor commensurate with the revenues 

collected in that corridor, including expanded travel options and funding to support non­
highway options that enhance effectiveness and throughput; 

•	 Implement the Express/HOT Lane Network in the Bay Area, as shown in Exhibit I and as 
amended from time to time, using a rapid delivery approach that takes advantage ofthe 
existing highway right ofway to deliver the network in an expedited time frame; and 

•	 Toll revenue collected from the HOT network will be used to operate the HOT network; 
to maintain HOT system equipment and software; to provide transit services and 
improvements in the corridors; to finance and construct the HOT network; and to provide 
other corridor improvements. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

1.	 Collaboration and Cooperation. To accomplish the objectives requires collaboration and 
cooperation by numerous agencies at several levels of government, including the 
Congestion Management Agencies (CMA), Caltrans, California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
and the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA). This collaborative process shall establish 
policies for implementation of the HOT network including, but not limited to, (a) phasing 
ofHOV conversion and HOT construction, (b) phasing of corridor investment plan 
elements, and (c) occupancy and pricing policies for HOT network operations. 

2.	 Corridor-Based Focus & Implementation. Utilize a corridor-based structure that 
recognizes commute-sheds and geographic communities of interest as the most effective 
and user-responsive models for Bay Area Express/HOT Lane facilities implementation. 
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Date: July 23, 2008 
W.I.: 1121 

Referred by: PC 

Attachment B 
Resolution No. 3868 
Page 2 of3 

3.	 Reinvestment within the Corridor. Recognize that popular, political and legislative support 
will rest on demonstrating that the revenues collected in a corridor benefit travelers­
including the toll payers - in the corridor through a variety of mechanisms, including 
additional capital improvements on the freeway and parallel arterials, providing support 
for transit capital and operations that increase throughput capacity in the corrnor, and 
providing funds for enhanced operations and management ofthe corridor. 

4.	 Corridor Investment Plans. Corridor Investment Plans, developed by stakeholder agencies 
within the corridor, will direct reinvestment of revenues to capital and operating programs 
serving the corridor, commensurate with the revenue generated by each corridor. 

5.	 Simple System. Users deserve a simple, consistent and efficient system that is easy to use 
and includes the following elements: (a) consistent geometric design; (b) consistent 
signage; (c) safe and simple operations; (d) common technology; and(e) common 
marketing, logo and terminology. 

6.	 Toll Collection. BATA shall be responsible for toll collection. 

7.	 Financing. A collaborative process will determine the best financing mechanism, which 
could include using the state owned toll bridge enterprise as a financing pledge to 
construct the network. 
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Date: July 23, 2008 
W.I.: 1121 

Referred by: PC 

Attachment B 
Resolution No. 3868 
Page 3 of3 

Exhibit 1: Bay Area HOT Network 

\ 
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Tier Highway Project Scope Status* 

Red Top Road to HOV Lane under 
1 1-80 

Air Base Parkway construction. 
Solano County Line

Air Base Parkway ... "n:n ;:1"	 ---..........\.
• (/~/.;:-~---"'""-j---'~-'--"--1 1-80 ~ /	 ......-- -1-'1 '-jto I-50S ....". ;:1"·""
 
State Route 4 to ..: u:r.
 

1 1-80 .1 
I 

....ilState Route 29 ;:1"·"'''	 l 

State Route 29 to HOV lane included in 1-80
2 1-80 

State Route 37 M IS and MTC 1-80 FPI I
HOV lane included in 1-80 •	 I 

/ 

2 1-680 1-80 to 1-780	 MIS and Draft MTC 1-680
 

FPI (not adopted)
 I 
-I 

I 
I._. -! 

... All projects are part of MTC's HOT Lanes Network \	 I 
\	 I(	 , 
,	 I 

\	 I 
r	 ! 

,------------- ~	 I 
'(	 l . .. ~ 

~j 
\,	 (00 

00 ,'---~\	 ,(
!	 i I .....-. It! 
t·) \ 
,	 I 
\	 I 
\	 ' ;	 I 
, I 

1·:)......'''~-'''-'~-- - -/
_I "	 I 

Red rp R~,!d"" -	 ". __ ,j "/_) 
\	 p", :\",,",••• ,';' ,n,~-""_,,·,,,·- '::'~:/ 

_ ~L(	 _, / 
\"C-,~~--------------.-\--.-i	 c, -,,:,or>' 

\, "e_ State Route -3~'	 "'/
\	 , ~ ~~ I 

\ c J\ ~. - /
 
\ .. ~" ,_ . __ - ~ - I
 

N\ -" ,~- -L -_- -	 I ~ \ . ; ,	 I 
\ ,,' _	 J W~E
\'.__State Route-29 :.	 ,/,,__...1 

s.--- L -,·	 "--/"', /"'"" 
! 

---~------ -----. ~ _( ......-----.........--------........... If '........... //

-~\ • ,;:~- ,1:§Wrr.;SO Interchange " ................. ---•./ '- ­

, "/ 
~-~----	 0 1.25 2,5 5 7.5 10 _ _	 Miles I

State Route 4 = 
~ High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 3 Tiers of Solano HOT Lane Priorities February 11, 2009 
SolaNJ'lm""a.baol:~ 
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Express Lanes (HOV Conversion) • Red Top Road to Airbase Parkway
 

Project Delivery Schedule Estimated Costs 
(Dollars x 1000) 

~ 

Standard Process 
YEAR 

2009 I 2010 I 2011 I 2012 2013 I 2014 I 2015 I 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Phase 1 2 3 4 5 I 6 7 8 9 10 11 

PSR (No Mapping) 1 year I 
PAlED (1.5%) 2 years 

Design (10%) ~RIW Acquisition 
Utility Relocation 
Construction (3.5% Escalation) 
Construction Mgmt (12%) 

TOTAL -
Expedited Process 

YEAR 
2009 2010 2011 I 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 I 2019 

Proiect/Phase 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 I 11 

PSR (No PSR) I 
PAlED (1.5%) • PSR/PR 
Design (10%) 2~ 
RIW Acquisition 
Utility Relocation 
Construction (3.5% Escalation) 
Construction Mgmt (12%) 

TOTAL -Notes: 
(1) Assumes no right-of-way acquisition required 
(2) Assumes escalation rate of 3.5% Recommendation: $2,250 

+ 1/2 $15,000 
$9,750 

$ 500 
$ 2,400 
$ 16,000 
$ -
$ -
$ 160,000 
$ 19,200 
$ 198,100 

$ 2,250 
$ 15,000 
$ -
$ -
$ 150,000 
$ 18,000 
$ 185,250 

~ 
~ 
('1 

~
 
'Z 
""3 
('1 



Express Lanes· Airbase Parkway to 1·505 

Project Delivery Schedule Estimated Costs 
(Dollars x 1000) 

w 
CJ'I 

Standard Process 
YEAR
 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 I 2014 I 2015 I 2016 I 2017 2018 2019
 
Phase
 1 I 2 3 I 4 5 6 I 7 8 9 I 10 I 11
 

PSR (No Mapping)
 .. t yftNlios/1 
PAlED (1.5%) I 2yrs6 mos
 
Design (10%)
 ..... 
RIW ACQuisition
 
Utility Relocation
 
Construction (3.5% Escalation)
 
Construction Mgmt (12%)
 

TOTAL ... ­
Expedited Process 

YEAR 
2009 2011 2012 I 2013 I 2014 I 2015 I 2016 I 2017 2018 20192010 

Project/Phase 1 2 3 4 I 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
 

PSR (No PSR)
 I 
PAlED (1.5%) - PSR/PR 2YrS6~ 
Design (10%)
 
RIW Acquisition
 
Utility Relocation
 
Construction (3.5% Escalation)
 
Construction Mgmt (12%)
 

TOTAL .. 
Notes: 
(1) Assumes no right-of-way acquisition required 
(2) Construction Costs based on MIS/Corridor Study (escalated to 2007 based on Caltrans cost index and 3.5% per year from 2007 to year of construction) 

Recommendation: $3,975 
+ 1/2 $26,500 

$22,230 

$ 600 
$ 4,320 
$ 28,800 
$ -
$ -
$ 288,000 
$ 34,560 
$ 356,280 

$ 3,975 
$ 26,500 
$ -
$ -
$ 265,000 
$ 31,800 
$ 327,275 

> 
~ 

~ 
Ci 

== 
~
 
Z 
~ 

~ 
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Agenda Item VII.A 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Daryl Halls, Executive Director 
RE: Adoption of STA Overall Work Plan (OWP) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 

and FY 2010-11 

Background: 
Each year, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) Board identifies and updates its 
priority projects. These projects provide the foundation for the STA's overall work plan 
for the forthcoming two fiscal years. In July 2002, the STA Board modified the adoption 
of its list of priority projects to coincide with the adoption of its two-year budget. This 
marked the first time the STA had adopted a two-year overall work plan. The most 
recently adopted STA Overall Work Plan (OWP) for FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 
included a list of 40 priority projects, plans and programs. 

On March 25, 2009, STA staff provided the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with 
a status and progress report of the current OWP and the initial draft OWP for the 
forthcoming two fiscal years. At their meeting of March 30,2009, the STA Board's 
Executive Committee reviewed the draft OWP and requested that staff reformat the OWP 
into categories of STA lead projects, co-lead projects, and projects being monitored by 
STA, rather than divided by department. This revised version of the draft OWP was 
presented to the STA Board as an informational item on April 8, 2009. 

Discussion: 
Attached is the revised draft STA Overall Work Plan for FY 2009-10 and FY 201O-1l. 
This draft OWP contains a total of 41 staff recommended projects, plans and 
programs/services that would cover the range of current and proposed activities of the 
STA for the next two fiscal years. 

SUMMARY OF THE OWP 
The draft OWP includes a total of 26 tasks in which STA serves as the lead for the 
project, program or plan, 10 tasks where STA serves as co-lead with another agency, and 
6 tasks where STA serves in a monitoring role. Several of these work tasks are a 
combination of projects, plans and/or programs and several items contain components in 
which STA serves as lead, co-lead and/or a monitoring role. In addition, the different 
work tasks have been identified as projects, plans or programs. 

STA LEAD AGENCY TASKS 
The draft OWP contains a total of 7 projects, 6 plans and 13 programs with the STA 
serving in the role of lead agency. The STA serves as lead agency for the following 
projects: 
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1. 1-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange 
2. North Connector 
3. 1-80 HOV Lane Projects 
4. Express Lanes (HOT Lanes) 
5. Jepson Parkway Project 
6. SR 12 East Projects 
7. 1-80 East Bound Cordelia Truck Scales 

The Express Lanes (Hot Lanes) project on 1-80 is a new project identified by the STA 
Board earlier this year. 

STA serves as the lead agency for the following studies: 

8. 1-80 Corridor Management Policies 
9. Regional Traffic Impact Fee (RTIF) Study 
10. SR 113 Major Investment Study Implementation 
11. Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update 
12. Countywide Transit Consolidation Study 
13. Community Based Transportation Planning (CBTP) 

The update of the STA's Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) is expected to be a 
large undertaking with a number of individual studies and plan updates grouped under the 
CTP. 

STA serves as the lead agency for the following programs: 

14. Safe Routes to School Program 
15. Abandoned Vehicle Abatement Program 
16. Congestion Management Program 
17. Countywide Traffic Model and Geographic Information System 
18. Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and T-Plus Programs 
19. Implementation of Countywide Bicycle Plan Priority Projects 
20. Countywide Pedestrian Plan and Implementation Plan 
21. Clean Air Fund Program and Monitoring 
22. STA MarketinglPublic Information Program 
23. Paratransit Coordinating Council 
24. Intercity Transit Coordination 
25. Lifeline Program Management 
26. Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) 

The STA partners with Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
and local agencies project sponsors to develop projects, plans, and funding. STA serves 
as the co-lead agency for the following projects: 

27. Travis AFB Access Improvements 
28. SR 12 Jameson Canyon 
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STA serves as the co-lead for the following plans: 

29. SR 29 Major Investment Study 
30. SR 12 Major Investment Study 
31. Ten Year Transit Capital Funding Plan 

STA serves as the co-lead for the following programs: 

32. Regional Measure (RM) 2 Implementation (Capital) 
33. Solano Climate Action Program 
34. SolanoExpress Route Management 
35. Solano Paratransit Management 

The STA serves in a monitoring role for the following projects and programs: 

Projects: 

36. Benicia-Martinez Bridge Project 
37. 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Projects 
38. Capitol Corridor Rail Stations/Service 
39. BaylinklWETA Ferry Support and Operational Funds 

Programs: 
40. Monitor Delivery of Local Projects/Allocation of Funds 
41. Federal Economic Stimulus Project Monitoring 

Once adopted, the STA's OWP will guide the development of the STA's budget for FY 
2009-10 and FY 2010-11. 

Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the STA's Overall Work 
Program for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 and FY 2010-11. 

Attachment: 
A.	 STA's Draft Overall Work Plan (Priority Projects) for FY 2009-10 and FY 2010­

11 - dated April 2, 2009 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
5o&na~~ Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35· 41 

S9.6 M for EIRJEIS 
S12 M Prelim Engineering 

SI B to 1.2 B 
(Capital Cost) 

Status: Envirorunental studies are 
Wlderway. Draft EIRIEIS to be circulated 
mid 2009. STA to identify next 
construction packet for construction. 
Detailed preliminary engineering and RIW 
activities to begin for next construction 
package. 

Estimated Completion Date (ECD): 
Draft Envimrunental Document Late 
Summer 2009 
Final Envirorunental Document Spring 
2010 

STA Lead­ North Connector 
Projects 

2. 
A. East Segment (STA) 
B. Central Segment (Fairfield) 

~ C. West Segment(STA) ...... 
Status: Advanced Construction package for
 
Chadbourne signals to be completed Spring
 
2009. Construction East End to begin
 
Summer 2009. STA to develop funding
 
plan for West End.
 

ECD:
 
Plans, Specification & Estimate (PS&E):
 
8/08 
Rieht-of-Way (RIW): 5109 

STA (East and
 
West
 

Segments)
 

City of 
Fairfield 
(Central 
Segment) 

Current Shortfall in
 
funding
 

SIB
 

S3MTCRP
 
(envirorunental)
 

S2 I.3M RM2/STIP
 
East Section
 

S20M City of
 
Fairfield
 

S2M COWlty of
 
Solano Central
 

Segment
 

Current Shortfall in
 
funding
 
S32M
 

x x ProjectsS2.7 M EIR 
Janet Adams S81.6M 

(Capital Cost) 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26· 35 

Sae-aOC __ FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11s,ra STA Monitoring: Project# 35· 41 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

STA Lead· 3. 1-80 HOV Projects STA 
Projects A. Red Top to Air Base Parkway -8.7 

miles new HOV Lanes. 
PAlED: 4/07 
PS&E: 1/08 
RIW: None 
Begin Construction: 6/08 
Open HOV Lanes: 9/09 

Ramp Metering (HOV Lane 
Componenll 
PAlED: 4/07 
PS&E: 10/09 
RIW: None 
Begin Construction: 612010 

B. WB 1·80 Carquinez Bridge to SR 
12. - This project has a completed 
PSR by Caltrans. Project is 
currently unfunded (S20M). 

C. 1-80 HOV (Vallejo). 
~ D. Redwood Interchange- l-STA 
I'.) LeadPSR completed 3/09. Next 

step to obtain funding for PAlED. 
Air Base Parkway to 1·505 - This 
project is Long-Term project #25 
and is currently unfunded. 

S9MRM2
 
S56MCMlA
 

S15.4 M Fed Earmark
 

Currenl Shortfall in
 
funding
 
S20M
 

PSR - Fed Demo (SI
 
M) 

Current Shortfall in
 
funding
 
S85 M
 

Current Shortfall in
 
funding
 
SIll M
 

x x 
S60M 

(Capital Cost) 

S20M 

Projects 
lanetAdams 

PSRSI M 
S85M 

(HOV Lanes) 

S111 M 
(Capilal Cosl) 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
.50<'-0~ ~ Lut Updated: April 2, 2009 

STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

B. 

C. 
D. 

Status: Seek funding for PAlED from 
MTCIBATA for Priority Express Laoes. 
Develop Coop with Ca/trans. 

~ 
CAl 

STA Lead­
Projects 

5. Jepson Parkway Proiett 
A. Vanden Rd. 
B. Leisure Town Rd 
C. Walters Rd 

Status: FEIR March 2009 Board, EIS by 
Caltrans Spring 2009. STA to work with 
Partners to develop corridor funding 
agreement and finalize priority 
implementation schedule. Design and RIW 
for priori ty phase. 

ECD: 
PAlED: 6/09 
PS&E: 12110 
R1W: 6/11 
Beg Con: 6/11 

STA 

Partners: 
V""aville 
Fairfield 
County 
Suisun City 

Projects 
2006 STIP Aug 

STIP x x $135M 
Janel Adams 

Fed Demo 
Local 

(Capital Costs) 

Current Shortfall in
 
funding
 

S59 Regional
 
$98 Local
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11s,ras.........~ __
 STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

State Route (SRl 12 East 
A. SR 12/Church Road PSR 

a. I -STA Lead, final 
summer 2009 

b. Initiate PAlED for SR 12/ 
Church Rd. with 2010 
SHOPP/STJP 

B. Rio Vista Bridge Study 
a. I-STA Lead, draft study 

fall 2009 
C. $46 M improvements to begin 

constroction in 2009 (Suisun City 
to SR 113) 

D. Shoulder widening near Rio Vista 
segment to begin construction in 
2010. 

I-STA Lead 

STA 

STA 

CT 

CT 

STA PSR Funds 

Rio Vista - Fed 
Earmark 

SHOPP 

SHOPP 

Potential STJP 

$ 2.5 M - (Capital Cost) 

$ TBD - Capital Cost 

$ 35 M - Capital Cost 

~ 
~ 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11 s,ra STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
5a&na~_~ Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

Caltrans 
• RIW 

Status: EIRJEA Final expected by Spring • Con 
2009. The design and RJW activities will 
be on-going. Conslniction planned to 
begin as early as 201 I. 

ECD: 
PAlED 5/09 
PS&E 12/10 
RIW 6/11 
Begin Con 6/11 
End Con 12/13 

I ISTA Lead­
1 

8 
. 11-80 Corridor Management PolicvCsl STA $250,000 SP&R X X N/A Projects 

Studies This includes, but is not limited 10 ITS $62,500 STAF Local Sam Shelton 
Ramp Metering Policy and Outreach tools, Match 
HOV Definition, and Visual Features 

I 
(landscaping and aesthetic features) 

I Status: STA to contract with consultant 
(Kimley-Hom) for study, draft scheduled 
for summer 2009. 

I I­ I 1­ l ISTA Lead­
1 

9
• IRegional Traffic Imnact Fee CRTlFl STA PPM X X $300,000 Projects 

Studies Nexus Study Sam Shelton 
Public Outreach 
Technical Study 
Options/Scenarios 

~ 
tTl 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 .soe.-'l'_~ 

STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

ECD: May 2009 

STA 

STAlDixon Joint STAlDixon 
funding needed 

x 

x x 

.Jlo 
m 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
So&no~ ~__ Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

~ 
........
 

STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35· 41 

Compreheosive Transportation Plan 
(CTPl Update STIP/STP fund swap X 
Arterials, Highways and Freeways and TDA fund swap X 

Develop State ofthe System report X 
Update Routes of Regional Significance 

IDevelop implementing policies, project I Robert Guerrero 
priority list and performance measures 

Alternative Mod.s 
Alt Fuels Strategy I X I Sara Woo 
Safe Roules to Transit plan X 
Update TLC Plan X 
Incorporate Safe Routes to School Plan X 
Develop State of the System report X 
Develop implementing policies, project I I Robert Macaulay 
priority list and performance measures 

Transit 
Develop Transit Facilities of Regional 
Significance Criteria and List X 
Develop State of the System report 
LifelinelCefftlBWlily Basetl X 
Update Senier and Di.ailletl Plan 
Intercity Transit Operations Plan I X 
Solano Water Passenger Service Study X 

I Safe Routes to Transit X 
Railroad Crossings Study X 

Countywide Crossing Survey 
Dixon Rail Crossing Plan 
Fairfield/Suisun City 
UnioolMain Street Connection 
Study 

Emergency Responders, Disaster 
Preparedness.. Response and Recovery I I X 

Develop implementing policies, project 
priority list and performance measures 

Status: 
Update approximately 50% complete. 



SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 2S 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 3S 

5a&na~ __ FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11s,ra STA Monitoring: Project# 3S - 41 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

Phase n, Recommend option(s); 
Implementation of recommended 

STA Lead­ 13. 
Studies 

STA Lead­ 14. 
Programs 

~ 
CD 

option. 

ECD: Phase II Recommendation: Summer 
2009; Implementation of option - ongoing 

TransitlRideshareMTC/CBTPCommunity Based Transportation STAlMTC 
Liz NiedzieJaPlanning ICBTP) STAF SI20,OOO 

A. Vacaville FY 2009-10 x 
B. East FairfieldffAFB FY 2009-10 X 

X 
Status; . Vacaville and East Fairfield study X 
to be completed in FY 2009-10. 

Solano Conntywide Safe Routes 10 STA 
Schools ISmS) Program 
Status; 

I. Education 
2. Enforcement 
3. Encouragement 
4. Engineering 
S. Funding of Program 
6. Update of Plan 

Status: Programs being initiated. Over SI 
million obtained to date. Three-Year Work 
Plan approved. STA to continue to seek 
additional grant funds. SR2S coordinators 
to be hired. 

STP Planning Projects 
Gas Tax 

X X 
Sam Shelton 

ECMAQ 
Total cost S32 M Engineering 

SI Mlyear Encouragement, 
TFCA (pending) Education and Enforcement 

Yolo/Solano 
(pending) 

BAAQMD (pending) (29 schools out of 100 schools 
in Plan) 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORlTY
 
PRlORlTY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2016-11
s,ra
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 Sa<'-o'Z"_~ 

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

Status: Ongoing - 739 vehicles abated in 
the frrst6 months ofFY 2008-09. 

STA Lead­ 16. Congestion Management Program Planning 
Programs (CMP) Robert Macaulay 

A. 2009 CMf bi-annual update STA STP Planning x 

~ 
CO 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Projeet# 26 - 35 

Sa&.oo£, __	 FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11s,ra STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

model-
B.	 Update 2000 and 2030 land uses 

and create 20 I0 projected 
increment 

C.	 Develop 2035 network, land uses 
and projections 

D.	 Maintenance of Model, including 
formalizing Model TAC and 
creation of Land use subcommittee 

E.	 Develop in-house modeling 
capacity 

Status (Model): New model adopted; 
existing and 2030 land use review 
completed; Model TAC MOU drafted and 
being reviewed by users. Modeling 
software and hardware acquired. 

ECD: On-going 

en Status: Funded; county consultant preparing 
o aerial photos 

ECD: May 2009 

Countywide Tramc Model and 
Geographic Information System 

A. Development of new (2030) 
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STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
Last Updated: April 2. 2009 Sao'-o'Z"--.~ 

Development ofSTA's Transportation 
for Livable Communities InC) Program 
and MTC's Transportation Planning for 
Land Use Solutions IT-PLUS) Program 

A. TLC Corridor Studies x 
I. North Connector - adopted 
2. Update Jepson Parkway TLC 

Plan. 
3. Rio Vista SR 12 Design T-PLUS x 

Concept Waterfront plan ­
adopted by City of Rio Vista. 
STA funded design for FY 
2008·09 and FY 2009-10 

B. County TLC Plan Update - Update Robert Macaulayl 
and integrate Prinrity Development T-PLUS x x Robert Guerrero 
Area implementatinn plan 

C. TLC Capital & Planning Grant 3­
Monitoring 

Robert Guerrerol Sara 
Woo 

CJ1 
.......
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 Saeona ~-.-.--""",,-

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

Implementation of Countywide Bicycle TDA-Art3 
Plan Priority Projects TLC 

A. Solano Bikeway Phase 2 McGary City of STIP 
Fairfield CMAQ I I $2-$3 M 

Regional BikelPed. 
Vacaville! Prognun 
Fairfield, 

County, STA I I $3.2M 

City of Benicia SR2S 
City ofSuisun X 

I 
X 

City 
I $543,000 

Solano County TDA Art 31 
STA Bay Ridge Trail X 

(TBD) 

Road (Vallejo- Hiddenbrook to 
Fairfield) - funding agreement 
complete, constnlction in FY 09. 

B.	 Jepson Parlcway Bikeway (next 
phase) - Roadway design to 
include TLC components. 

C.	 Benicia Bike Route: State Park! 
1-780 - Funding plan complete, 
constnlction in FY 09 

D.	 Central County Bikeway gap 
closure (Marina Blvd.-Amtrak 
Station on SR 12 in Suisun City) 
Constnlction underway 

U1 
I".) I I 

E. Vacaville - Dixon Bike Route 
Phase 2 - Ongoing 

F. Jameson Canyon palhltrail study; 
funded and consultant selected; 
work pending slate bond funds 

G. North Connector TLC elements; 
Plan adopted, elements 
incorporated in plans as 
opportunity arises 

County/STAlFa 
irfield 

STAlNCTPAI I 
Ridge Trail 

I STAI Fairfield 

T-PLUS 

I 

I 

X 

X I X 

X 

Update Solano Bicycle Master Plan 

Status: A and C securing funding; E 
building in segments; G part of North 
Connector 

ISTA 
I X 

ECD: Ongoing 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11 
So"'->£,_~ La.t Updated: April 2, 2009 
s,ra STA Lead: Project# I - 25 

STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

A. Vacaville Creekwalk Extension 
B. Union-Main Street Pedestrian 

Enhancement - Funded, Fairfield 
ready to build. 

C. Fairfield Linear Park East 
D. SR 12 Jameson Canyon Trail 

Study 
E. Old Town Cordelia Ped Plan 
F. Develop Ped Project 

Implementation Plan 

Status: Update of Ped plan, including PDA 
and SR2T, planned for end ofCY 09. 

ECD: Vacaville Creekwalk construction in 
2009 

Ongoing-

STA La, - IU. ~....,,~.~m,."
Programs Monitoring 

U1 I A. BAAQMDffFCA 
CJ.) B. YSAQMD 

Five year funding plan and project 3­
Monitoring completed for BAAQMD; 
pending for YSAQMD 

Status: allocated annually 

Vacaville 
Fairfield 

Fairfield 

STA Couoty 
County 

Regional BikelPed 
Program 

RM 2 Safe Routes to 
Transit 

I 
Bay Ridge Trail 

I
Grant (pending) 

X 

I 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 

, 

51 million 

5100,000 
Bay and Delta Trail Planning 

Grants 
IDA-Art3 

STA 
YSAQMD 

TFCA 
Clean Air Funds 

X X 
5300,000 Annually 

(TFCA) 
5420,000 CY2008 

(ySAQMD Clean Air) 

I 
Planning 

Robert Macaulay 
Robert Guerrero 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORITY 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR 

s.e......~ __ FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

s,ra STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

E. 
F. 

G. 

Stalus: SR 12 STATUS and STA STATUS 
Newsletter; individual project sheets 
published;; 2008aIUlUai awards held in 
Rio Vista; state and federallegislalive 
books prepared and delivered; 2009 
lobbying trips conducted;. Production 
of most materials moved in-house. 
Annual report modified to bi-aIUlUai 
time period 

en 
~ 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11s,ra STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
s..e-",'l'_~ Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

Paratransit Coordinating Council 
B. Manage committee & update 

CJ1 
CJ1 

materialsMaintain membership 
C. Follow up to Senior Summit 

focused on transportation 
D. Assist with implementation of 
Senior and Disabled 
Transportation Plan update 

Statys: PCC Work Plan was updated and 
includes making recommendations for 5310 
funding, TDA claim review, additional 
outreach, and other items. 

STA Lead-
1 

24 
.Program. 

1 Intercity Transit Coordination IDA X I X I I TransitlRideshare 
A. MUlti-year intercity funding Elizabeth Richards 

agreement 
B. IDA Fund Coordination A-FSTA X X 
C. RM2 Transit Operating Fund X X 

Coordinatioo X X 

I I E. Manage Intercity Transit 

D. Solano Express Intercity Transit 
Marketing X X 

Consortium X X 
F. Countywide Ridership Study 
G. Uomet Transit Needs Coordination X X 

& Phase-out plan 
X X 

Status: Annually update funding X 
agreements and Uomet Transit Needs. G:MTC/STA 
Developed Working with transit 
operators to update Intercity Transit 
Funding agreement 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11 s,ra5oI!ono'Z' __ STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
Lut Updated: April 2, 2009 

Status: Monitor projects selected in first 
and second call for projects I'aII-~ 

lmpl.....ftlillieft eegiftftiftg 8priftg 2009. 

STA Lead­
Programs 

26. Solano Napa Commuter lnrormation 
(SNell Program 

A. Marketing SNCI Program 
B. Full Incentives Program 
C. Emergency Ride Home (ERR) 

Program 
D. Employer Commute Challenge 
E. Vanpool Program 
F. HOV Opening Incentives 
G. Coordination with Napa 
H. CampaignslEvents 

STA MTCIRRP 
TFCA 

ECMAQ 

x x $500,000 Transit/Rideshare 
Judy Leaks 

~: Second year of Employer Commute 
Challenge implemented. Staffed 23 events 
in six months. Marketing and Incentives 
implemented. Updated Bileelinks, 
Commuter Guide, and other materials. 

U'1 
C') 
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__ 

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORIlY
 
PRiORIlY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra
SoO!ona~~ Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

South Gate Access (priority) 
North Gate Access 

County 
Implementing 

North Gate $7.6 M 

STA Co-Lead I 28. 
Projects 

CJ1 
.....,J 

Status: Travis AFB identified the South 
Gate as the priority gate for improvements. 
County lead working with STA, City of 
Suisun City, and Travis AFB for South Gate 
implementation. Funding agreement 
pending w/County/STA1Suisun City for 
South Gate. STA to seek additional federal 
funds for North Gate Improvements. 

EDC (South Gate): 
PAlED: 6110 
PS&E: 6/10 
R/W: 12/11 
Beg Can: 4112 

SR 12 West (Jameson Canyon)
 
Build 4-1ane hwy with concrete median
 
barrier from SR 29 to 1·80.
 

Status: I-STA Lead for PS&E. 65% PS&E
 
submitted to CT,
 

ECD:
 
PAlED: 1/08
 
PS&E: 6/10
 
R/W: 9/10
 
Begin Can 9/10
 

lead 

Caltrans
 
STA
 

NCTPA
 

South Gate Fully
 
Funded
 

North Gate Funding
 
Short Fall $5 M
 

$7MTCRP Projects 
$74 M CMIA 

$139M 
Janet Adams 

$35.5 M RTIP NCTPA 
$12 M!TIP Caltrans 
$2.5 M STP 

$6.4 M Fed Earmark 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11 
5.0&..0~_""",,- Last Updated: April 2, 2009 
S1ra STA Lead: Project# I - 25 

STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35· 41 

STA Co-Lead 
Plans 

30. SR 12 MIS 
Develop MIS for SR 12 corridor 11-80 to 1­

5)- create Corridor Advisory 
Committee to steer MIS and 
implementation 

Coordinate MIS with Rio Vista bridge stud 

STA 

SICOG, 
SACOG,MTC, 

Caltrans 

STP Planning 
Partnership Planning 

Grant (SICOG 
applicant) 

Callrans HQ funds 

x x SJ.O to SU million Planning 
Robert Macaulay 

STA Co-Lead 
Plans 

31. Ten-Year Tran";! CaDi!al Funding Plan 
Status: 10-Year Transit Capital Plan and 
process for Major, Minor and fleet under 
development Over S900,OOO in Prop_ IB 
Transit Capital funds obtained from MTC as 
match for 30 bus replacements. Received 
federal earmark for additional alternative 

STA Prop IB Transit 
Capital 

Federal Earmarks 
FedARRA 

S60m 
funding shortfall 

TransiURideshare 
Elizabeth Richards 

fuel bus, Economic Stimulus/ARRA funds 
secured as well. Update and prioritize plan. 

(J1 

CO 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 So&n.o"'_~ 

STA Lead: Project# I - 2S 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 3S 
STA Monitoring: Project# 3S - 41 

Regional Measure 2 (RM 21 
Implementation (Capital) 

A. Vallejo Station 
B. Solano Intermodal Facilities 

(Fairfield Transit Center, Vacaville 
Intermodal Station (Phase I), 
Curtola Park & Ride and Benicia 
Intermodal) 

C. Rail Improvements 
I.CapitaJ Corridor 
2.Fairfield Vacaville Rail Station 

D. Develop implementation plans 
with spopson (Schedule and 
funding plan) FY 08/09. 

STA 
Fairfield 
Vallejo 

Vacaville 
Benicia CCIPA 

MTC 

C11 
CO 

STA Co-Lead I 33. 
ProgralJlll 

Solano Climate Action Program 
A. Conduct county-wide greenhouse 

gas emission inventory 
B. Develop STA-specific GHG 

emission inventory 
C. Develop and implement county­

wide and agency-specific GHG 
reduction programs and projects 
with 4Cs guidance 

STA Planning 
BAAQMDTFCA 

YSAQMD x $60,000 to initiate x 
Robert Macaulay 

Program Manager 
Funds 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECfS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
s,ra 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 So&.oo~---.~ 

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

B. 

C. 

STA 
Monitoring 
Projects 

36. 

STA Co-Lead 135. 
Programs 

m 
o 

Status: STA will work with FAST on 
proposed service changes for RI. 30/90 and 
Valleio Transit Rt. 78. 
Solano Par.transit Management IDA TransitJRideshareSTA x x 

Elizabeth Richards 
service models 

A.	 Identify and Implement Alternative 
Liz Niedziela 

B.	 Performance 3-Monitoring 
C.	 Funding and Service Agreements 
D.	 Vehicle Purchase Grant
 

Administration
 

Status: Solano Paratransit funding 
agreements to be updated. Work with 
intercity paratransit service providers to 
resoond to customer service issues. 
Benicia-Martinez Bridge Project Caltrans RMI x Projectsx Sl.2B 
Status: New Bridge opened. Caltrans RM2 Caltrans 
under design of landscaping atl-78011-680 
Interchange. 

ECD: Existing bridge deck rehabilitation 
work underway. Existing bridge with new 
bike/pedestrian access exp ected to be 
opened late 2009. 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 

FY 2009-10 II< IT 2010-11s,raSo&no~ __ STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009 

1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Projects 
A. In Vallejo - Tennessee Street to 

American Canyon - Rehab Rdwy 
(Completed) 

B.	 Near Vallejo - American Canyon 
to Green Valley Road - Rehab 
Rdwy (construction) 

C.	 Air Base to Leisure ToW!! OC­
Rehab Rdwy (construction) 

D.	 SR 12 Easlto Air Base - Rehab 
Rdwy (start 2009) 

E.	 Leisure Town OC to Pedrick 
Pursue 2010 SHOPP funds for 
segment. 

(7) 

-" 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORIlY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
S1ra
.s.&....~ ~ Lut Updated: April 2, 2009 

STA Lead: Project# 1 - 25 
STA Co Lead: Project# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 

CJ) 

'" 

Capitol Corridor Rail Stations/Service 
Status: 
Individual Station Status: 

A. FairfieldlVacaville Train Station: 
approved by Capital Corridor 
Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) 
on 11-16-05. FF developing 
station specific plan. S25M 
included in RM 2 for project. 

B. Dixon: station building and first 
phase parking lot completed; 
Dixon, CCJPB and UPRR 
working to resolve rail/street 
issues. Dixon proceeding with 
pedestrian undercrossing. 

C. Update Solano Passenger Rail 
Station Plan; identify ultimate 
number and locations of rail 
stations. 

D. Conduct Napa/Solano Rail 
Feasibility Study: 

Identify right-of-way 
preservation needs 
Implement action plan 

ECD: Ongoing 

City of 
Fairfield 

City of Dixon 

City of Benicia 

STAJNCTPA 

RM2 
ADPE-STIP 

ITIP 
Local 
RTlP 

E.CMAQ 
YSAQMD Clean Air 

Funds 

MTCRailRoW 
Program 

x x 

x 

x 

S42 M FFNV Station 
(Preliminary estimates 

for required track access and 
platfona improvements. 

Planning 
Robert Macaulay 
Robert Guerrero 
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
 
Last Updated: April 2, 2009
 

s,ra.sae-...~ __ 

STA Lead: Project# I - 2S 
STACo Lead: Project# 26 - 3S 
STA Monitoring: Project# 3S - 41 

Vallejo Station 
Maintenance Facility 
Ferry Service 
O. Transition Plan 

STA 41. Federal Eeonomie Stimulus 3-Monitoring Federal x ProjectslTransitSTA 
Monitoring Monitor delivery of committed projects. Kenny Wan 
Programs Prepare for Tier 2 Implementation for both Liz Niedziela 

roads and transi l. 

STA 40. 
Monitoring ­
Programs 

m 
(.0) 

Status: Monitor project schedule and 
phasing plan for Vallej 0 Station. Funding Plan TBO 
Phases I and II of the Maintenance 
Facility are funded. Former Mayor 
Intintoli has been appointed to the new 
WETA Board. STA is supporting 
Vallejo's efforts on WETA Transit 
Plan and implementation issues. 
Support Rt. 200 ferry complementary 
serviceandNCTPA VINE's new 
Ferry Feeder service. 

Projects 
ProjetlslAllocation orFunds 

STlP-PPM xMonitor Delivery or Local STA x N/A 
Kenny Wan 
Sam Shelton 

Status: Ongoing activity, STA developed 
tracking system for these projects and holds 
POWG monthly meetings with local 
sponsors. 

STP/STIP Swap 

ECO: Ongoing activity. 
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s,ra
Sa6ono'Z" __ 

Completed Work FY 2008-09: 

SR 12 West Truck Climbing Lanes Projects - Open to public December 2009 

1-80 Red Top Slide Repair - Completed 2008 

en 
~ 

SOLANO TRANSPORTAnON AUTHORITY
 
PRIORITY PROJECTS FOR
 

FY 2009-10 & FY 2010-11
 
La.t Updated: April 2, 2009
 

STA Lead: Project# I - 25 
STA Co Lead: Projecl# 26 - 35 
STA Monitoring: Project# 35 - 41 
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Agenda Item VII.B 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20,2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Janet Adams, Deputy Executive DirectorlDirector of Projects 
RE: Access Improvements to the Solano County Fairgrounds 

Background: 
In July 2004, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) completed the 1-801I-6801I-780 Major 
Investment and Corridor Study. This Study identified several improvements along 1-80 between 
the Carquinez Bridge and State Route (SR) 37. Specifically, the Study identified a westbound and 
eastbound High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane between SR 37 and the Carquinez Bridge, 
improvements to the Redwood ParkwaylI-80 Interchange, a new Turner Parkway Extension 
Overcrossing, direct HOV Lane connections from a new Turner Parkway Overcrossing and an 
adjacent park-and-ride lot. 

In September 2006 the STA Board approved a funding agreement between the County of Solano, 
the City of Vallejo, and STA to complete a Project Study Report (PSR) to study the 1-80 HOV 
Lanes and access to the Solano County Fairgrounds. A PSR is an engineering report, the purpose 
of which is to document agreement on the scope, schedule, and estimated cost of a project so that 
the project can be included in a future State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) requires a completed PSR for projects before being 
added into the STIP. The CTC intends that the process and requirements for PSR's be as simple, 
timely, and workable as practical, given that a PSR must be prepared at the front end of the project 
development process, before environmental evaluation and detailed design, and that it must 
provide a sound basis for commitment of future state funding. A PSR also provides a key 
opportunity to achieve consensus on project scope, schedule, and proposed cost among Caltrans 
and involved regional and local agencies. 

In March 2009, this PSR was signed by Caltrans. The PSR recommended improvements to the 
Redwood ParkwaylI-80 Interchange, widening of Fairgrounds Drive and improvements to 
Fairgrounds Drive/State Route (SR) 37 as an independent component as a result of the potential 
development of the Solano County Fairgrounds. These major street improvements are necessary 
to move projected traffic to and from the highway system to and from the Solano County 
Fairgrounds. 

Discussion: 
With the completion of the PSR, the next step is to begin the environmental document for the 
HOV Lanes and for the access improvements to the Solano County Fairgrounds. Prior to initiating 
the environmental document work, a funding agreement between the agencies will be required, 
including identification of matching funds to the federal earmark, a cooperative agreement with 
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Caltrans has to be signed, and obtaining an authorization from Caltrans for the federal money is 
also required. 

At the County Fairgrounds Visioning Committee Meeting on April 2, 2009, STA made a 
presentation on the results on the PSR with specific focus on the recommendations for improving 
access to the Fairgrounds, should the property be developed. At that meeting, discussion on the 
next steps occurred, of which STA being the lead agency for the environmental document was 
considered, as STA is an independent agency with strong familiarity to Caltrans procedures. For 
STA to be the lead agency for this work, approval from the Board to enter into discussions with 
the County Fairgrounds Visioning Committee is being sought. 

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act, A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) transportation bill into law on August 10, 2005 included a $2.8 million federal 
earmark entitled "1-80 HOV Lanes/lnterchange Construction in Vallejo." The remaining amount 
of this earmark will be the primary source of funding for the environmental document, along with 
a required 20% local match funds. The PSR utilized $960,000 of the earmark, which leaves an 
estimated $1,560,000 of the earmark for the next phase of work. 

While approval by the STA Board is sought for this STA to be the lead agency on the 
environmental document some other critical steps are needed. These include initiating a 
cooperative agreement with Caltrans and initiate a funding agreement with the City of Vallejo and 
the County of Solano. Follow-up actions by the City of Vallejo and County of Solano will still be 
required prior to the STA proceeding with the project 

Fiscal Impact: 
While the requested action does not impact the STA budget as it is seeking to gain authorization to 
be the lead agency for the environmental document, the 20% local match source remains to be 
resolved with the three agencies. At such point as this is resolved, a follow-up action by the STA 
Board would be required should STA program manger funds be recommended to be used as part 
of this local match requirement. Previously, the local match has been split equally between STA, 
the County and the city. 

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

1.	 Authorize the STA to be the lead agency for the environmental document for the Access 
Improvements to the Solano County Fairgrounds; 

2.	 Authorize the Executive Director to initiate a funding agreement between Solano 
Transportation Authority, the City of Vallejo, and the County of Solano for the 
environmental document for the Access Improvements to the Solano County Fairgrounds; 
and 

3.	 Authorize the Executive Director to initiate a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for the 
environmental document and project approval for the Access Improvements to the Solano 
County Fairgrounds. 
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Agenda Item VII. C 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 17,2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager/Analyst 
RE: Solano Paratransit Transition Plan 

Background: 
The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) provides oversight and Fairfield and Suisun Transit 
(FAST) operates Solano Paratransit through an agreement with STA. This has been the 
operating arrangement since the mid-1990s. The Americans for Disabilities Act (ADA) was 
approved in 1990 and set basic standards on how transit services would accommodate the 
disabled. In the beginning, countywide intercity paratransit services for the elderly and disabled 
were operated by a non-profit organization - Solano County Economic Opportunity Council 
(SCEOC). SCEOC operated this service under contract with the County of Solano when the 
STA was part of the County. In 1995, SCEOC was suddenly unable to provide the service. The 
County of Solano/STA maintained the Solano Paratransit service through a contract with 
Fairfield and Suisun Transit. That same year, Vallejo decided to operate a similar service 
directly with the City of Benicia and thus Solano Paratransit became a north county intercity 
paratransit service. 

Solano Paratransit is the ADA-Plus (exceeds the service area required by ADA) paratransit 
service that serves intercity connectivity and the unincorporated areas in the central and eastern 
portion of Solano County. It currently operates Monday - Saturday providing seamless intercity 
paratransit service for the disabled between the cities of Dixon, Fairfield, Suisun City, Vacaville 
and the unincorporated areas. Paratransit has been primarily funded by Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) funds from the cities of Dixon, Fairfield, Suisun City, Vacaville and 
the County of Solano as well as Rio Vista until FY 2008-09. 

As the countywide transportation agency for Solano County, STA is focused on intercity 
services. Working with FAST and the funding partners, STA has coordinated the operating and 
capital funding for Solano Paratransit. Solano Paratransit is operated in conjunction with 
Fairfield's local paratransit service (DART). STA owns the paratransit vehicles but they are 
maintained and operated as part of the DART fleet. STA developed the current funding 
methodology and updates the cost-sharing subsidies annually and monitors the service. Day-to­
day operations such as eligibility determinations, dispatching, and vehicle usage are integrated 
with DART. 

The total cost for Solano Paratransit service in FY 2008-09 was budgeted at $792,849. This was 
an annual total cost increase of 31 % as compared to FY 2007-08 total cost of $605,397. The 
increase in cost was a result of a new operator contract and increased fuel and maintenance costs. 
The higher cost of operating Solano Paratransit has been a concern for the funding partners. The 
STA Board approved a one-year allocation of $192,000 of State Transit Assistance Funds 
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(STAF) towards Solano Paratransit to bring the cost down to the FY 2007-08 level so the 
funding partners would not be significantly impacted by the substantial increase. With the Solano 
Paratransit funding partners' concern that costs are increasing at a significant rate (this was the 
second double digit increase in the past five years), it is becoming increasingly difficult to fund 
this service within the transit budgets of the local agencies. In July 2008, the STA Board agreed 
to fund a study to review how Solano Paratransit delivers service and to look at alternative 
options to provide Solano Paratransit service. 

The study was to review options of modifying or reducing service and/or the service area and the 
consequential impact on ADA passengers, review the option for each city to provide their own 
paratransit service similar to Solano Paratransit but with transfers of passengers between cities, 
and review policies and the practice of how services are delivered that may also impact the 
increasing cost of paratransit service. The funding partners expressed the need for this study to 
take place as soon as possible to allow time to review the study in order to plan and prepare to 
make budget adjustments and/or implement a different service before FY 2009-10. The STA 
Board authorized the selection of a consultant to complete this study. 

The primary purpose for this Solano Paratransit Review and Service Delivery Alternatives Study 
is to review how service is being delivered and evaluate alternative methods of delivery to 
control or reduce costs while meeting ADA requirements and maximizing mobility for ADA­
eligible individuals. It is anticipated that a new delivery model is needed to deliver consistent, 
sustainable service to ADA-eligible individuals. 

HDR was selected to conduct the study. The STA staff provided the consultant with numerous 
reports and documents concerning Solano Paratransit in November. In December 2008, HDR 
met with Solano Paratransit staff to gather information on how the system works and what types 
of reports may be accessed. HDR also interviewed Dixon, Fairfield, and Vacaville transit 
managers to discuss the study's objectives and Solano Paratransit's strengths, and shortcomings, 
as well as to gather suggestions on policy and operational comments and insights. 

Discussion: 
An important part of this assessment is to gather current passengers' profile to assess their needs 
for this type of service. HDR distributed a passenger survey on Solano Paratransit buses in 
January. A driver survey guide designed specifically to gather first hand insight on how Solano 
Paratransit works was completed last month. Stakeholder interviews were also completed. The 
outreach element, existing conditions and demand forecast have been drafted. The profile and 
cost were in the draft stage when STA received a letter from the City of Fairfield notifying the 
STA that FY 2008-09 is the last year that City of Fairfield will operate and participate in Solano 
Paratransit due to financial constraints for their transit operations (Attachment A). 

The STA staff and the consultant met with the remaining Solano Paratransit participants (City of 
Dixon, City of Vacaville, and the County of Solano) to discuss a transitional plan during the first 
week of April. The consultant developed a draft Solano Paratransit Alternatives Summary 
Report and Initial Transition Plan based upon the discussions in the meeting. 

Staff from Fairfield, Vacaville, Dixon, and Vallejo met to discuss transfer of passengers between 
cities. The agreement among the transit operators is a proposal to deliver required ADA services 
in their own service area and to discontinue Solano Paratransit. This is consistent 
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with Alternative 4 in the Transition Plan. This decentralization would mean the end of Solano 
Paratransit as currently configured. Solano Paratransit's intercity seamless travel will be 
replaced with each transit agency establishing transfer locations to transfer the ADA passenger 
from one paratransit system to the next paratransit system. Dixon Readi-Ride will provide 
service to Vacaville for their residents. Dixon Readi-Ride's new service will be beyond what is 
required by ADA. Fairfield and Vacaville will continue with the complementary paratransit 
service servicing only the residents in the ADA required % mile radius of the fixed route system. 
At the time of this staff report, no affirmative decision has been made of what will transpire with 
the ADA passengers currently using Solano Paratransit that reside in the unincorporated areas 
which all appear to be located in, and travel primarily within, the vicinity of Vacaville. 
Fairfield's ADA residents living outside the % mile service area will not be served. 

STA's current Solano Paratransit agreement with FAST expires June 30,2009. The new 
arrangement of paratransit services will begin July 1, 2009. STA holds title and is responsible 
for nine of the vehicles FAST uses for the Solano ParatransitIDART operation. STA will work 
with the operators to reassign the vehicles to maximize their usage in Solano County 

The STA will continue to seek funding opportunities for paratransit services in Solano County, 
continue to staff the Paratransit Coordinating Council and update the Solano County Senior and 
Disabled Transit Study. 

Fiscal Impact: 
This Solano Paratransit Review and Service Delivery Alternatives Study was funded with State 
Transit Assistance Funds for $60,000 provided by the STA. 

Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to: 

1.	 Approve the Draft Summary of Potential Service Strategies and Preliminary Transition 
Plan as shown in Attachment C; 

2.	 Dissolve the Solano Paratransit service and transfer the responsibility for the passengers 
served by Solano Paratransit to the local transit operators serving the communities in 
which they reside; 

3.	 Authorize the Executive Director to send out notification of the dissolution of Solano 
Paratransit to all registered Solano Paratransit passengers providing contact information 
for each transit agency to address questions and for clarification. 

Attachments: 
A.	 Scope of Work 
B.	 Letter from the City of Fairfield received March 25,2009 
C.	 Draft of the Summary of Potential Solano Paratransit Service Strategies and Preliminary 

Transition Plan (To be provided under separate cover.) 
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ATTACHMENT A SCOPE OF WORK 

INTRODUCTION 

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) is a joint powers authority with members including the 
cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, and Vallejo and the County of 
Solano. The STA serves as the Congestion Man~gement Agency for Solano County and is responsible 
for countywide transportation planning and programming of State and Federal funding for transportation 
projects within the county and through its SolanoExpress Intercity Transit Consortium, coordinates the 
SolanoExpress intercity routes and Solano Paratransit services. 

BACKGROUND 

Public entities that operate fixed route transportation services for the general public are required by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations implementing the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990 (ADA) to provide ADA Complementary Paratransit service for persons who, because of 
their disability, are unable to use the fixed route system. These regulations (49 CFR Parts 27,37, and 
38) include six service criteria, which must be met by ADA Complementary Paratransit service 
programs. 

The intercity paratransit service in northern Solano County is provided by the Solano Transportation 
Authority through an agreement with Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST). STA owns nine whee1chair­
lift equipped accessible vans that it leases to FAST to operate the service. This service is known as 
Solano Paratransit. These vehicles are part of an integrated fleet that also delivers DART (local 
paratransit service serving Fairfield and Suisun City). The DART fleet consists of five (5) vehicles. 
FAST contracts with MV Transportation to deliver both DART and Solano Paratransit service. 

Solano Paratransit is an intercity origin to destination transportation service for residents of Dixon, 
Fairfield, Suisun City, Vacaville and the unincorporated county areas surrounding these cities. Until 
July 2008, Solano Paratransit served Rio Vista residents as well and may in the future if Rio Vista 
chooses to participate in Solano Paratransit again. Service is provided Monday through Friday from 
7:00 am to 7:30 pm and on Saturday from 8:00am to 5:00pm. Service is currently not restricted by the 
distance of a pick-up relative to fixed-route service. Fixed-route service is provided by FAST in 
Fairfield and Suisun City, and by Vacaville City Coach in Vacaville. Vacaville City Coach also 
operates ADA paratransit service (Special Services) for trips within Vacaville. Dixon Readi-Ride is a 
general public dial-a-ride service that operates only within the city limits of Dixon. All three transit 
services are housed within the local City government. Solano Paratransit annual ridership is 
approximately 8,500. 

The cost of operating Solano Paratransit has increased significantly in the past several years. The 
primary purpose for this Solano Paratransit Review and Service Delivery Alternatives Study is to 
review how service is being delivered and evaluate alternative methods of delivery to control or reduce 
costs while meeting ADA requirements and maximizing mobility for ADA-eligible individuals. It is 
anticipated that a new delivery model is needed to deliver consistent, sustainable service to ADA­
eligible individuals. 
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WORK TASKS 

The purpose of the review is to clarify for the STA and Solano Paratransit funding partners how Solano 
Paratransit ADA complementary paratransit services meet and exceed requirements and to identify 
alternative service models to delivery ADA complementary paratransit service. The review shall 
examine service standards, policies, and practices related to ADA compliance such as geographic area 
served, paratransit eligibility standards and process, denials, no shows, and other issues associated with 
ADA requirements. 

The work shall be conducted in close coordination with STA and FAST staff. Initial findings will be 
reviewed with STA staff prior to release of draft documents. 

Specifically, the work tasks may include but are not limited to: 

1. Finalize Scope of Services and Work Plan 

Meet with STA to finalize the scope of services and work plan. Identify data needs, interview 
requirements, meetings, draft deliverables, and final deliverables. Establish the project schedule and 
communications protocols. 

2. Identify ADA Complementary Paratransit Requirements 

Summarize the key requirements that Solano Paratransit must meet under 49 CFR Parts 27,37, and 38. 
Identify the standards Solano Paratransit has adopted relative to the ADA requirements. Identify and 
summarize where Solano Paratransit services meet or exceed the ADA Complementary Paratransit 
requirements. 

3. Collect Data and Conduct Interviews 

Determine how many people live beyond the ADA corridor, where they travel, how often, ifthere are 
any other transit alternatives for them. Service data showing trips provided, destinations, service hours, 
and miles. 

This information may include but is not limited to: 

• Copies of the contract with the service provider 
• Interviews with FAST and contractor staff 
• Information provided to riders 
• Operator handbooks 
• Written Policies and Procedures 
• Drivers manifests 
• Revenue Hours/ Miles Reports 
• Service Area Map 
• Information about fixed route services in the area 
• Passenger Surveys 
• Denial and No Show Records and Procedures 
• Eligibility List and Procedures 
• Solano Paratransit Assessment Study 
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ATTACHMENTB 

CITY OF FAIRFIELD 
FOIJnded 1856 

IncorPQ<aled December 12, 1903 

Home of
 
Travis Air Force Base
 

COUNCIL 

Mayor 
~T. Price 
7D7.428.7395 

Vil:e-Mayo, 
Jam M,IIZ 
707.429.6298 

CoonciImembers 
707.429.6298 

Ch"ckTmm 

Calha.ineMoy 

Rick Vaccaro 

CityManag&r 

Sean 0 .."" 
707.428.740D 

Cily Marney 
Grog Slepanlclctt 

707.428.7419 

CilyClerk 
Arlena Conrighl 
707.428.7384 

CilyTreasumr 
Oscar G. Reyes, J,. 
707.428.7496 

DEPARTMENTS 

Community SeNices 
707.428.7485 

F'1tIIU1C8 

707.428.7496 

Fire 
707.428.7375 

Human Resources 
707.•28.7394 

Community 
Development 
707.0428.7461 

Police 

707.428.7551 

Publ"ocWoJ1<5 
707.428.7485 

MAR 25 2009
 

March 19,2009 

Daryl Halls 
Solano Transportation Authority 
1 Harbor Center, Ste 130 
Suisun City, CA 94585 

Subject: Paratransit Operating Agreement for FY 2008-2009 

Please find enclosed one signed copy of the fiscal year (FY) 2008-2009 
"Agreement Between the Solano Transportation Authority and the City of Fairfield 
Concerning Operation of Paratransit SeNices in Northern Solano County and the 
Provision of Paratransit Buses and Other Equipmenf including the Exhibit A as 
submitted. Also enclosed are updated versions of Exhibit B and Exhibit C, which 
are referenced but not attached to the agreements sent over for signature. 

At this time, the City of Fairfield is notifying the Solano Transportation Authority 
(STA) that FY 08-09 is the last year the City of Fairfield will operate' and 
participate in this saNiee. Reduced State support for transit operations has 
forced us to reconsider what level of transit operations are sustainable in an 
economic environment that is not expected to improve significantly for several 
years. 

Solano Paratransit is one of the most expensive and least efficient transit 
programs in Solano County. Solano Paratransit currently seNes only those trips 
that are outside the legally' required Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
complementary requirement Because of the extraordinary service area which is 
above the ADA legal requirement, Solano Paratransit is characterized as °ADA_ 
Plus" seNiee. Unfortunately, the largely rural character of the seNice area and 
long, dispersed trips results in a grossly inefficient and expensive seNice. 
Current FY 08-09 estimates place the taxpayer SUbsidy per trip (one way) at 
$100.92 or, if expressed as a cost per seNice hour, $137.94. 

The City of Fairfield' transit operating dollars have been reduced by the State 
budget that eliminates State Transit Assistance 50% this FY and eliminates the 
program for the foreseeable future. In addition, the contracting economy has 
reduced Transportation Development Act funds as well. The City of Fairfield 
simply cannot afford to dedicate scarce transit operating funds to operate and/or 
participate in an optional serviee that costs $201.84 for a single person to make a 
single round trip. 

~,- . 

CITY OF FAIRFIELD 1000 WEBSTER STREET000 73"'IRFIELD. CALIFORNIA 94533-4883 www.ci.fairfieJd.ca.us000 000 



To: Solano Transportation Authority March 19,2009 
Subject: Paratransit Operating Agreement for FY 2008-2009 Page 2 

The City of Fairfield would continue to operate our legally required ADA 
complement paratransit service - DART. The City will also pursue coordinated 
transfers and transfer agreements with our neighbors to facilitate basic intercity 
travel. 

The City Will also continue to support reduced fare taxi service and a voJunteer 
driver program. Both of these services provide more cost effective transportation 
options for older residents that need assistance when regular fIXed route buses 
cannot meet their needs for mobility and access. 

The decision to withdraw tonn Solano Paratransit i$ probably only the first of 
many difficult transportation related decisions jurisdictions in Solano County will 
have to confront in the near term. Even though federal stimulus funding will 
provide a needed capital boost for both transit and roads, that funding can not be 
used for transit operations. State cuts and the poor economy have reduced 
funding for transit operations and we are faced with these difficult decisions. 

Enclosures 

c:	 Suzanne Bragdon, City Manager, City of Suisun City 
Joseph Tanner, City Manager, City of Vallejo 
Laura Kuhn, Interim City Manager, City of Vacaville 
Michael Johnson, County Administrator, Solano County 
Jim Erickson, City Manager, City of Benicia 
Nancy Houston, City Manager, City of Dixon ..{ 
Hector De La Rosa, City Manager, City of Rio Vista 
Gene Cortright. Public Works Director, City of Fairfield 
Wayne Lewis, Assistant Public Works Director, City of Fairfield 
George Fink, Transit Manager, City of Fairfield 
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Agenda Item VII.D 
April 29, 2009 s,ra


soeano 'ltanspottation tUtthotibj 

DATE: April 21, 2009
 
TO: STA TAC
 
FROM: Jayne Bauer, Marketing and Legislative Program Manager
 
RE: Legislative Update
 

Background:
 
STA staff monitors state and federal legislation pertaining to transportation and related issues.
 
The STA Board-approved 2009 Legislative Priorities and Platform provides policy guidance on
 
transportation legislation and activities during 2009. Attachment A is an updated STA
 
legislative bill matrix.
 

Discussion:
 
State:
 
Assembly Member Hill introduced Assembly Bill (AB) 1414 (Attachment B), which would
 
reform the current process (established by Senate Bill (SB) 45 in 1997) for programming
 
transportation funds through the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), including
 
more decision-making control by regional agencies. A more detailed description of the reforms
 
is outlined in a white paper prepared by staff of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
 
(Attachment C). The bill is scheduled to be heard by the Assembly Transportation Committee
 
on April 27, 2009. Staff recommends a support position on AB 1414, based on Funding
 
Platform #VII.3 of the 2009 STA Legislative Priorities and Platform:
 

Protect State transportation Improvement Program (STIP)fundsfrom use for purposes 
other than those covered in SB 45 of 1997 (Chapter 622) reforming transportation 
planning and programming, and support timely allocation ofnew STIP funds. 

Senator Wolk introduced Senate Bill (SB) 716, which would authorize transportation planning
 
agencies to allocate funds from the 1/4% local sales and use tax for vanpool service operation
 
expenditures and capital improvement expenditures, including for vanpool services for purposes
 
of farmworker transportation to and from work. The text of the bill (Attachment D), the bill
 
analysis by the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee staff (Attachment E) and a letter
 
of opposition from the California Transit Association (Attachment F) are included for
 
information.
 

Federal:
 
STA staff has submitted requests to Solano County's congressional delegates for new
 
transportation reauthorization. The project submittals are as follows:
 

• I-801I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project - $45 M 
• Travis Air Force Base (AFB) North Gate Access Improvements - $5 M 
• Alternative Fuel SolanoExpress Bus Replacement - $2 M 
• Vacaville Intermodal Station Phase 2 - $1.5 M 
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The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee is drafting its surface transportation bill 
with the intention of marking it up in Committee in May and considering it on the House in June. 
Chairman Oberstar has stated that he wants to draft a bill that provided around $450-500 billion 
over six years for highway and transit programs. He has not stated how the bill will be financed, 
but indicated that fuel taxes and a fee on vehicle miles travel (VMT) should be considered. 

Recommendation: 
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to support AB 1414 (Hill). 

Attachments: 
A. STA Legislative Bill Matrix 
B. Assembly Bill (AB) 1414 - Hill 
C. AB 1414 White Paper 
D. Senate Bill (SB) 716 - Wolk 
E. SB 716 Bill Analysis 
F. CTA Letter re SB 716 Opposition 
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LEGISLATIVE MATRIX 
2009-2010 State and Federal Legislative Session 

April 21, 2009 

Solano Transportation Authority 
One Harbor Center, Suite 130 

Suisun City CA 94585-2427 
Telephone: 707-424-6075 

Fax: 707-424-6074 
http://www.solanolinks.com/proQrams.html#lp 

STATE Legislation:
 
Bill NumberlTopic Location Summary
 

AB277 Committee on Local !The Bay Area County Traffic and Transportation Funding Act establishes a process for each of 
Ammiano (D) Government !the 9 counties in the San Francisco Bay Area to impose a retail transactions and use tax for . 

05/0612009 ,transportation purposes subject to voter approval. Existing law provides for a county 
Transportation: local transportation expenditure plan to be developed in that regard, with expenditures from tax 
retail transaction and 'revenues to be administered by a county transportation authority, or, alternatively, by the 
use taxes: Bay Area. ;Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Existing law requires the membership of a county 

.transportation authority to be specified either in the county transportation expenditure plan or 
:in the retail transactions and use tax ordinance. This bill would delete the option of specifying 
the membership of the authority in the retail transactions and use tax ordinance. 

....,J 

....,J 

AB744 ASSEMBLY TRANS ,This bill would authorize the Bay Area Toll Authority to acquire, construct, administer, and 
Torrico (D) :Hearing scheduled .operate a value pricing high-occupancy vehicle network program on state highways within the 

i 04127/09 geographic jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, as specified. The bill 
would authorize capital expenditures for this program to be funded from program revenues, Transportation: Bay 

Area high-occupancy .revenue bonds, and revenue derived from tolls on state-owned toll bridges within the 

vehicle network. geographic jurisdiction of MTC. 

AB 1219 ASSEMBLY TRANS The Transportation Development Act, also known as the Mills-Alquist-Deddeh Act, provides 
Evans (D) Hearing 04120109 for the allocation of local transportation funds in each county from 1/4 of 1% of the sales tax to 

.passed 10-1. various transportation purposes, including transportation planning, transit operations, and in 
Public transportation: some cases, local streets and roads. The act is administered by the transportation planning 
Solano Transportation 'agency having jurisdiction and specifies the sequence of allocations to be made by that agency 
Authority. to eligible claimants. This bill would authorize the Solano Transportation Authority, ajoint 

powers agency, to file a claim with the transportation planning agency for up to 2% of local 
;transportation funds available to the county and city members ofthe authority for countywide 
.transit planning and coordination relative to Solano County. Bill contains other related 
provisions and existing laws. 

Position 

Support 

Sponsor and 
support 

~ 
~ 
('1 

~ 
Z 
~ 

> 
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Bill Numberffopic 

AB 1414 
Hill (0) 

Transportation 
planning. 

ACA9 
Huffman (0) 

Local government 
bonds: special taxes: 
voter approval. 

SB 20S 
Hancock (0) 

......... Traffic congestion: 
00 motor vehicle 

registration fees. 

SB716 
Wolk (0) 

Local transportation 
funds. 

Location 

Assembly 
Transportation Com 
04/27/2009 

ASM Local Govt 
Com 05/06/09 

SEN Approps Com 
04/27/09 

SEN Transp Com 
04/21/09 

Summary 

·Existing law provides for apportionment of federal funding to the state for allocation to 
metropolitan planning organizations for the purpose of transportation planning activities. This 
bill would make a nonsubstantive change to these provisions. 

'The California Constitution prohibits the ad valorem tax rate on real property from exceeding 
1% of the full cash value of the property, subject to certain exceptions. This measure would 
create an additional exception to the 1% limit for a rate imposed by a city, county, or city and 
'county to service bonded indebtedness, incurred to fund specified public improvements, 
,facilities, and housing, and related costs, that is approved by 55% of the voters of the city, 
county, or city and county, as applicable. This additional exception would apply only ifthe 
;proposition approved by the voters results in bonded indebtedness that includes specified 
:accountability requirements. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws. 

Existing law provides for the imposition by certain districts and local agencies of fees on the 
'registration of motor vehicles in certain areas of the state that are in addition to the basic 
vehicle registration fee collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles for specific limited 
purposes. The bill would authorize a countywide transportation planning agency, by a majority 
vote ofthe agency's board, to impose an annual fee of up to $10 on motor vehicles registered 
·within the county for programs and projects for certain purposes. The bill would require voter 
approval of the measure. The bill would require the department, if requested, to collect the 
:additional fee and distribute the net revenues to the agency, after deduction of specified costs, 
and would limit the agency's administrative costs to not more than 5% of the distributed fees. 

;The bill would require that the fees collected may only be used to pay for programs and 
'projects bearing a relationship or benefit to the owners of motor vehicles paying the fee, and 
i would require the agency's board to make a specified finding of fact in that regard. The bill 
·would require the governing board of the countywide transportation planning agency to adopt 
a specified expenditure plan. 

'Existing law requires that 1/4% of the local sales and use tax be transferred to the local 
·transportation fund of the county and be allocated, as directed by the transportation planning 
agency, for various transportation purposes. This bill would authorize a county, city, county 
transportation commission, or transit operator to file a claim for an allocation of funds for 
vanpool service operation expenditures and capital improvement expenditures, including for 
vanpool services for purposes of farmworker transportation to and from work. 

Position 

Support 

Support 

STA Legislative Bill Matrix 4/21/2009 Page 2 of3 



FEDERAL Legislation:. 
Bill NumberlTopic Location Summary Position 

HR 1571 Referred to HOUSE 
Tauscher (D) SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON HWYS& 
Private investment in TRANSIT 03/18/09 
Commuter Vanpooling 
Act of 2009 

This bill would amend title 49, United States Code, to permit certain revenues of private 
providers of public transportation by vanpool received from providing public transportation to be 
.used for the purpose of acquiring rolling stock, and to permit certain expenditures of private 
vanpool contractors to be credited toward the local matching share of the costs of public 
transportation projects. 

-...J 
co 
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ATTACHMENT B 

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 2, 2009 

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE-2009-10 REGULAR SESSION 

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 1414 

Introduced by Assembly Member Hill 

February 27, 2009 

An aet to amend Seetion 2231 of the Streets and Highways Code, 
relating to transportation. An act to amend Sections 14524, 14525, 
14526, 14527, 14529, 14530.1, and 65082 of, and to add Sections 
14529.5 and 14529.13 to, the Government Code, and to amendSections 
188 and 188.8 of, and to add Section 182.10 to, the Streets and 
Highways Code, relating to transportation. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

AB 1414, as amended, Hill. Transportation planning. 
Existing 1ftV\>· prOF/ides i6r apportionment of federal funding to the 

state i6r alloeation to metropolitan plMlfiing organizations i6r the 
ptlfPose of transportation planning aetivities. 

(1) Existing law generally provides for programming of 
transportation capital improvement projects pursuant to the state 
transportation improvement program process administered by the 
California Transportation Commission. Under that process, the 
commission, on a biennial basis, adopts a 5-yearfund estimate ofstate 
andfederalfunds reasonably expected to be availablefor programming. 
Based on thefund estimate, the Department ofTransportation prepares 
an interregional transportation improvement program, and regional 
transportation planning agencies each prepare a regional transportation 
improvement program, for the 5-year period These programs are 
submitted to the commission for review, which subsequently adopts a 
5-year state transportation improvementprogram that lists theprojects 

98 
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AB 1414 -2­

in the year that they are expected to be undertaken. Existing law 
specifies various fair-share formulas for allocation of available 
transportationfunds, including the north-south split, which is applicable 
to all available funds, including the 25% of funds available for 
programming for interregional projects, and county shares, which 
provides a share offunds to each county, but applies only to the 75% 
of funds available for programming to regional projects. The 
commission is required to adopt the state transportation improvement 
program consistent with the county shareformula over a 4-year period 
basis. 

This bill would instead provide for programming ofprojects in the 
interregional and regional transportation improvement programs, and 
in the subsequently adoptedstate transportation improvementprogram, 
on a 6-year basis. The bill would require the fund estimate and the 
county share formula estimates to also be prepared and usedfor that 
same 6-yearperiod. The bill would requireprojectsfunded by the Traffic 
Congestion Relief Act to be included in the state transportation 
improvement program. 

(2) Existing law restricts the authority of the California 
Transportation Commission to reject a regional agency's regional 
transportation improvement program by requiring the commission to 
reject the entire program on grounds that the program is not consistent 
with commission guidelines or is not cost effective, rather than rejecting 
individual projects in the program. 

This bill would preclude the commission from adding or deleting 
projects from a regional transportation improvement program without 
the concurrence ofthe regional agency. The bill wouldprovide that the 
commission may reject the entire program if it finds that the program 
is not consistent with the region's long-range regional transportation 
plan and would delete as a grounds for rejection that the program is 
not cost effective. 

This bill would also require the commission to adopt an allocation 
capacity estimate, as specified, for the state transportation improvement 
program each fiscal year after the enactment of the Budget Act. The 
bill wouldprovide for regional agencies and the department to submit 
allocation plans for the funds that will be available during the fiscal 
year, and would require the commission to amend the state 
transportation improvement program accordingly. 

(3) Existing law authorizes transportation projects to be funded 
through short-term notes, known as GARVEE bonds, backed by 
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anticipated federal transportation funds that will be received in the 
future. 

This bill would authorize projects in the state transportation 
improvement program to be advanced to an earlierfiscal year through 
issuance ofnotes backed by future funds made available to the state 
transportation program. The bill would require an annual report from 
the commission to the Legislature in that regard. 

This bill would also make a ft6ftsttbstafttive ehaftge nonsubstantive 
and technical changes to these provisions. 

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: mryes. 
State-mandated local program: no. 

The people ofthe State ofCalifornia do enact as follows: 

1 SECTION J. Section 14524 of the Government Code is 
2 amended to read: 
3 14524. (a) Not later than July l5,-we+ 2011, and July 15 of 
4 each odd-numbered year thereafter, the department shall submit 
5 to the commission a fir,e year six-year estimate pursuant to Section 
6 164 of the Streets and Highways Code, in annual increments, of 
7 all federal and state funds reasonably expected to be available 
8 during the following-five six fiscal years. 
9 (b) The estimate shall specify the amount that may be 

10 programmed in each county for regional transportation 
11 improvement programs pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision 
12 (a) of Section 164 of the Streets and Highways Code and shall 
13 identify any statutory restriction on the use of particular funds. 
14 (c) For the purpose ofestimating revenues, the department shall 
15 assume that there will be no changes in existing state and federal 
16 statutes. Federal funds available for demonstration projects that 
17 are not subject to federal obligational authority, or are accompanied 
18 with their own dedicated obligational authority, shall not be 
19 considered funds that would otherwise be available to the state 
20 and shall not be included in the fund estimate. 
21 (d) The method by which the estimate is determined shall be 
22 determined by the commission, in consultation with the department, 
23 transportation planning agencies, and county transportation 
24 commissions. 
25 SEC. 2. Section 14525 ofthe Government Code is amended to 
26 read: 
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1 14525. (a) Not later than August 15,--we+ 2011, and August 
2 15 of each odd-numbered year thereafter, the commission shall 
3 adopt a five year six-year estimate pursuant to Section 164 ofthe 
4 Streets and Highways Code, in annual increments, of all state and 

federal funds reasonably expected to be available during the 
6 following-4ive six fiscal years. 
7 (b) The estimate shall specify the amount that may be 
8 programmed in each county for regional transportation 
9 improvement programs under paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of 

Section 164 of the Streets and Highways Code and shall identify 
11 any statutory restriction on the use ofparticular funds. 
12 (c) For the purpose of estimating revenues, the commission 
13 shall assume that there will be no change in existing state and 
14 federal statutes. Federal funds available for demonstration projects 

that are not subject to federal obligational authority, or are 
16 accompanied with their own dedicated obligational authority, shall 
17 not be considered funds that would otherwise be available to the 
18 state and shall not be included in the fund estimate. 
19 (d) If the commission finds that legislation pending before the 

Legislature or the United States Congress may have a significant 
21 impact on the fund estimate, the commission may postpone the 
22 adoption of the fund estimate for no more than 90 days. Prior to 
23 March 1 ofeach even-numbered year, the commission may amend 
24 the estimate following consultation with the department, 

transportation planning agencies, and county transportation 
26 commissions to account for unexpected revenues or other 
27 unforeseen circumstances. In the event the fund estimate is 
28 amended, the commission shall extend the dates for the submittal 
29 of transportation improvement programs as specified in Sections 

14526 and 14527 and for the adoption of the state transportation 
31 improvement program pursuant to Section 14529. 
32 SEC. 3. Section 14526 ofthe Government Code is amended to 
33 read: 
34 14526. (a) Not later than December 15,~ 2011, and 

December 15 of each odd-numbered year thereafter, and after 
36 consulting with the transportation planning agencies, county 
37 transportation commissions, and transportation authorities, the 
38 department shall submit to the commission its five year six-year 
39 interregional transportation improvement program consisting of 

all of the following: 
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1 (1) Projects to improve state highways, pursuant to subdivision 
2 (b) of Section 164 of the Streets and Highways Code. 
3 (2) Projects to improve the intercity passenger rail system. 
4 (3) Projects to improve interregional movement of people, 

vehicles, and goods. 
6 (b) Projects may not be included in the interregional 
7 transportation improvement program without a complete project 
8 study report or project study report equivalent, or a major 
9 investment study. 

(c) Major projects shall include current costs updated as of 
11 November 1 of the year of submittal and escalated to the 
12 appropriate year, and shall be consistent with, and provide the 
13 information required in, subdivision (b) of Section 14529. 
14 (d) Projects included in the interregional transportation 

improvement program shall be consistent with the adopted regional 
16 transportation plan. 
17 SEC. 4. Section 14527 ofthe Government Code is amended to 
18 read: 
19 14527. (a) After consulting with the department, the regional 

transportation planning agencies and county transportation 
21 commissions shall adopt and submit to the commission and the 
22 department, not later than December l5,-we+ 2011, and December 
23 15 of each odd-numbered year thereafter, a five year six-year 
24 regional transportation improvement program in conformance with 

Section 65082. In counties where a county transportation 
26 commission has been created pursuant to Chapter 2 (commencing 
27 with Section 130050) of Division 12 ofthe Public Utilities Code, 
28 that commission shall adopt and submit the county transportation 
29 improvement program, in conformance with Sections 130303 and 

130304 of that code, to the ffltlltieotlftty clesigftatecl multicounty 
31 designated transportation planning agency. Other information, 
32 including a program for expenditure oflocal or federal funds, may 
33 be submitted for information purposes with the program, but only 
34 at the discretion of the transportation planning agencies or the 

county transportation commissions. As used in this section, "county 
36 transportation commission" includes a transportation authority 
37 created pursuant to Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 130050) 
38 of Division 12 of the Public Utilities Code. 
39 (b) The regional transportation improvement program shall 

include all projects to be funded with the county share under 
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1 paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 164 of the Streets and 
2 Highways Code. The regional programs shall be limited to projects 
3 to be funded in whole or in part with the county share that shall 
4 include all projects to receive allocations by the commission during 

the following-five six fiscal years. For each project, the total 
6 expenditure for each project component and the total amount of 
7 commission allocation and the year of allocation shall be stated. 
8 The total cost ofprojects to be funded with the county share shall 
9 not exceed the amount specified in the fund estimate made by the 

commission pursuant to Section 14525. 
11 (c) The regional transportation planning agencies and county 
12 transportation commissions may recommend projects to improve 
13 state highways with the interregional share pursuant to subdivision 
14 (b) of Section 164 of the Streets and Highways Code. The 

recommendations shall be separate and distinct from the regional 
16 transportation improvement program. A project recommended for 
17 funding pursuant to this subdivision shall constitute a usable 
18 segment and shall not be a condition for inclusion ofother projects 
19 in the regional transportation improvement program. 

(d) The department may nominate or recommend the inclusion 
21 ofprojects in the regional transportation improvement program to 
22 improve state highways with the county share pursuant to 
23 paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) and subdivision (e) ofSection 164 
24 of the Streets and Highways Code. A regional transportation 

planning agency and a county transportation commission shall 
26 have sole authority for determining whether any of the project 
27 nominations or recommendations are accepted and included in the 
28 regional transportation improvement program adopted and 
29 submitted pursuant to this section. This authority provided to a 

regional transportation planning agency or to a county 
31 transportation commission extends only to a project located within 
32 its jurisdiction. 
33 (e) Major projects shall include current costs updated as of 
34 November 1 of the year of submittal and escalated to the 

appropriate year ofexpenditure, and shall be consistent with, and 
36 provide the information required in, subdivision (b) of Section 
37 14529. 
38 (f) The regional transportation improvement program may not 
39 change the project delivery milestone date ofany project as shown 

in the prior adopted state transportation improvement program 
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1 without the consent ofthe department or other agency responsible 
2 for the project's delivery. 
3 (g) Projects may not be included in the regional transportation 
4 improvement program without a complete project study report or; 

for a prfljeet that is not on a state highway, a project smdy report 
6 equivalent a project study report equivalent, or a major investment 
7 study. 
8 (h) Each transportation planning agency and county 
9 transportation commission may request and receive an amount not 

to exceed 5 percent of its county share for the purposes of project 
11 planning, programming, and monitoring. 
12 SEC. 5. Section 14529 ofthe Government Code is amended to 
13 read: 
14 14529. (a) The state transportation improvement program shall 

include a listing of all capital improvement projects that are 
16 expected to receive an allocation ofstate transportation funds-tmtler 
17 Section 164 ofthe Streets and Highways Code, including revenues 
18 from transportation bond acts, pursuant to subdivision (e) from 
19 the commission during the following-five six fiscal years. It shall 

include, and be limited to, the projeets to be funded with the 
21 following: 
22 (1) Interregional improvement funds. 
23 (2) Regional improvement funds. 
24 (b) For each project, the program shall specify the allocation or 

expenditure amount and the allocation or expenditure year for each 
26 of the following project components: 
27 (1) Completion of all permits and environmental studies. 
28 (2) Preparation of plans, specifications, and estimates. 
29 (3) The acquisition of rights-of-way, including, but not limited 

to, support activities. 
31 (4) Construction and construction management and engineering, 
32 including surveys and inspection. 
33 (c) Funding for right-of-way acquisition and construction for a 
34 project may be included in the program only if the commission 

makes a finding that the sponsoring agency will complete the 
36 environmental process and can proceed with right-of-way 
37 acquisition or construction within the nve year six-year period. 
38 No allocation for right-of-way acquisition or construction shall be 
39 made until the completion of the environmental studies and the 

selection of a preferred alternative. 
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1 (d) The commission shall adopt and submit to the Legislature 
2 and the Governor, not later than April 1 of each even-numbered 
3 year thereafter, a state transportation improvement program. The 
4 program shall cover a period of-five six years, beginning July 1 of 

the year it is adopted, and shall be a statement of intent by the 
6 commission for the allocation or expenditure of funds during those 
7 ftve six years. The program shall include projects wfiieh that are 
8 expected to receive funds prior to July 1 of the year of adoption, 
9 but for which the commission has not yet allocated funds. 

(e) The projects included in the adopted state transportation 
11 improvement program shall be limited to-tfi6se the following: 
12 (1) Those projects receiving funds pursuant to Section 164 of 
13 the Streets andHighways Code that are submitted or recommended 
14 pursuant to Sections 14526 and 14527. The total amount 

programmed in each fiscal year for each program category shall 
16 not exceed the amount specified in the fund estimate adopted under 
17 Section 14525. 
18 (2) Those projects programmed by the commission pursuant to 
19 Section 8879.23 or any other state transportation bond act. 

(3) Those projects receiving state funding pursuant to Section 
21 14556.40. 
22 (f) The state transportation improvement program is a resource 
23 management document to assist the state and local entities to plan 
24 and implement transportation improvements and to utilize available 

resources in a cost-effective manner. It is a document for each 
26 county and each region to declare their intent to use available state 
27 and federal funds in a timely and cost-effective manner. 
28 (g) Prior to the adoption ofthe state transportation improvement 
29 program, the commission shall hold not less than one hearing in 

northern California and one hearing in southern California to 
31 reconcile any objections by any county or regional agency to the 
32 department's interregional transportation improvement program 
33 or the department's objections to any regional transportation 
34 improvement program. 

(h) The commission shall incorporate projects that are included 
36 in the regional transportation improvement program and are to be 
37 funded with regional transportation improvement program funds, 
38 unless the commission finds that the regional transportation 
39 improvement program is not consistent with the guidelines adopted 

by the commission or is not a e6st effeetive expenditttre 6f state 
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1 ftmds consistent with the region's long-range regional 
2 transportation plan, in which case the commission may reject the 
3 regional transportation improvement program in its entirety. The 
4 finding shall be based on an objective analysis, including, but not 

limited to, travel forecast, cost, and air quality. The commission 
6 shall hold a public hearing in the affected county or region prior 
7 to rejecting the program, or not later than 60 days after rejecting 
8 the program. When a regional transportation improvement program 
9 is rejected, the regional entity may submit a new regional 

transportation improvement program for inclusion in the state 
11 transportation improvement program. The commission shall not 
12 reject a regional transportation improvement program unless, not 
13 later than 60 days after the date it received the program, it provided 
14 notice to the affected agency that specified the factual basis for its 

proposed action. The commission may not addprojects to, ordelete 
16 projects from, a regional transportation improvement program 
17 without the concurrence of the affected regional transportation 
18 planning agency or the county transportation commission 
19 responsible for preparing and submitting the regional 

transportation improvement program. 
21 (i) A project may be funded with more than one ofthe program 
22 categories listed in Section 164 ofthe Streets and Highways Code. 
23 (j) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no local or 
24 regional matching funds shall be required for projects that are 

included in the state transportation improvement programpursuant 
26 to paragraph (1) ofsubdivision (e). 
27 (k) The commission may include a project recommended by a 
28 regional transportation planning agency or county transportation 
29 commission pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 14527, if the 

commission makes a finding, based on an objective analysis, that 
31 the recommended project is more cost-effective than a project 
32 submitted by the department pursuant to Section 14526. 
33 SEC 6. Section 14529.5 is added to the Government Code, to 
34 read: 

14529.5. (a) Not later than 30 days after the enactment ofthe 
36 annual BudgetAct, the department shall submit to the commission 
37 an estimate of allocation capacity for the state transportation 
38 improvement program for the entire fiscal year. 
39 (b) Not later than 60 days after the enactment of the annual 

Budget Act, the commission shall adopt an allocation capacity 
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1 estimate for the entire fiscal year. Seventy-five percent of the 
2 allocation capacity shall be made available for regional 
3 transportation improvement program funds and 25 percent shall 
4 be made available for interregional transportation improvement 

program funds. 
6 (1) The estimate shall specifY the amount availablefor allocation 
7 in each region for regional transportation improvements under 
8 paragraph (2) ofsubdivision (a) ofSection 164 ofthe Streets and 
9 Highways Code, and shall identifY any statutory restrictions on 

the use ofparticular funds. 
11 (2) Priority for available allocation capacity shall be given to 
12 the following projects in the following order: 
13 (A) Projects with programming commitments under Section 
14 14529.7. 

(B) Projects where funding was deferredfrom prior years. 
16 (C) Projects with previously approved allocation extensions. 
17 (D) Projects programmed in the current year of the state 
18 transportation improvement program. 
19 (c) Any additional allocation capacity beyond the commitments 

under paragraph (2) ofsubdivision (b) shall be made available to 
21 the regions based on the formula distribution to the regions for 
22 the regional transportation improvement program programming 
23 shares. 
24 (d) Any shortfall in allocation capacity that results in the 

inability to fund the commitments under paragraph (2) of 
26 subdivision (b) shall be distributed among the regions based on 
27 the formula distribution to the regions for the regional 
28 transportation improvement program programming shares. 
29 (e) Not later than 90 days after the enactment of the annual 

Budget Act, after consulting with the department, the regional 
31 transportation planning agencies and the county transportation 
32 commissions shall submit to the commission and the department 
33 their annual allocation plan for the regional transportation 
34 improvement program for that fiscal year, including any previous 

allocations in thatyear. The regional allocation plans may advance 
36 programmed projects from later years, and defer programmed 
37 projects in the current year, without penalty. 
38 (f) Not later than 120 days after the enactment of the annual 
39 Budget Act, the commission shall adopt a statewide allocation 

plan. The commission shall adopt a region's allocation plan in its 
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1 entirety, unless the region's allocation plan exceeds the target 
2 allocation capacityfor that region pursuant to the estimate adopted 
3 pursuant to subdivision (b), in which case the commission may 
4 reduce a region's allocation plan by the amount that is 
5 oversubscribed. The commission may not make any changes to a 
6 region's allocation plan that is within its allocation capacity 
7 amount without the concurrence ofthe regional agency. 
8 (g) Thereafter, the commission shall process any state 
9 transportation improvement program amendments necessary to 

10 implement the allocation plan. 
11 SEC. 7. Section 14529.13 is added to the Government Code, 
12 to read: 
13 14529.13. (a) For purposes of this section, "transportation 
14 agency" means any ofthe following: 
15 (1) A transportation planning agency designated pursuant to 
16 Section 29532 or 29532.1. 
17 (2) A county transportation commission created pursuant to 
18 Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 130050) ofDivision 12 of 
19 the Public Utilities Code. 
20 (3) An agency designatedpursuant to Section 66531 to submit 
21 the county transportation plan, with the consent ofa transportation 
22 planning agency or a county transportation commission for the 
23 jurisdiction in which the transportation project will be developed. 
24 (4) Any other local or regional transportation agency that is 
25 designated by statute as a regional transportation agency or a 
26 joint exercise of powers authority as defined in Chapter 5 
27 (commencing with Section 6500) ofDivision 7 ofTitle 1. 
28 (b) The department or a transportation agency may request the 
29 commission to advance a project included in the state 
30 
31 

transportation improvementprogram to an earlierfiscal yearfrom 
the proceeds ofnotes issuedpursuant to this section. Ifa project 

32 is advanced pursuant to this section, the state transportation 
33 improvement program shall be revised at the time ofadoption or 
34 by amendment to show the project in the earlierfiscal year. 
35 (c) (1) The commission may from time to time select and 
36 
37 

designate eligible projects to befundedfrom the proceeds ofnotes, 
iffinancing of the project from the proceeds of notes has been 

38 approved by the transportation agency and the project has 
39 completed environmental clearance andproject design. 
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1 (2) On or before April 1 of each year, the commission, in 
2 c01ifunction with the Treasurer, shall prepare an annual analysis 
3 of the bonding capacity of the state transportation improvement 
4 program. 

(d) The commission, in cooperation with the department and 
6 transportation agencies, shall establish guidelines for eligibility 
7 for fUnding allocations under this section. The guidelines shall 
8 establish a limit on the total number of state transportation 
9 improvement program funds that may be pledged, as well as a 

maximum amount that a transportation agency may pledge from 
11 its county share. The guidelines shall be nondiscriminatory and 
12 shall be designed to allow as many counties as possible to establish 
13 eligibility for funding allocations under this section, regardless of 
14 the population or geographic location ofthe county. 

(e) Funds allocated to a project under this section, including 
16 cost overruns and financing costs, shall be counted against the 
17 interregional improvement program share in the case ofa project 
18 in the interregional transportation improvement program and the 
19 county share for the county in which the project is located in the 

case of a project in a regional transportation improvement 
21 program. 
22 (f) In order to provide security for repayment ofthe notes, the 
23 commission shall adopt a resolution dedicating andpledging any 
24 future funds in the state transportation improvement program to 

the payment ofprincipal of, and interest and premium on, the 
26 notes, for as long as any notes remain outstanding. That action 
27 shall constitute a pledge or receipt of those moneys as collateral 
28 within the meaning ofsubdivision (d) ofSection 5450. The pledge 
29 shall be governed by Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section 5450) 

ofDivision 6 ofTitle 1. The commission shall be deemed a "public 
31 body"for purposes ofSection 5451, as defined in subdivision (e) 
32 ofSection 5450. 
33 (g) (1) Upon taking the actions authorized by this section, the 
34 commission may request the Treasurer to issue notes to provide 

fUnds for the eligible projects. 
36 (2) On or before April 1 of each year, the commission shall 
37 prepare and submit an annual report to the Governor and the 
38 Legislature. Each report shall compile and detail the total amount 
39 ofoutstanding debt issuedpursuant to this section and the projects 

funded by that debt in the preceding calendar year. 
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1 SEC. 8. Section 14530.1 ofthe Government Code is amended 
2 to read: 
3 14530.1. (a) The department, in cooperation with the 
4 commIssIon, transportation planning agencies, and county 

transportation commissions and local governments, shall develop 
6 guidelines for the development of the state transportation 
7 improvement program and the incorporation of projects into the 
8 state transportation improvement program. 
9 (b) The guidelines shall include, but not be limited to, all of the 

following: 
11 (1) Standards for project deliverability. 
12 (2) Standards for identifying projects and project components. 
13 (3) Standards for cost estimating. 
14 (4) Programming methods for increases and schedule changes. 

(5) Objective criteria for measuring system performance and 
16 cost-effectiveness of candidate projects. 
17 (e) The guidelines shall be sttbmitted to the eommission by 
18 Febmary 1, 1999. After eondueting at least one heaflng in northem 
19 Califumia and one in southem Califomia, the eommission shall 

adopt the guidelines by May 1, 1999. 
21 (6) The criteria to be used by the commission to determine 
22 whether to accept or reject a regional transportation improvement 
23 program pursuant to subdivision (h) ofSection 14529. 
24 tdt 

(c) The guidelines shall be the complete and full statement of 
26 the policy, standards, and criteria that the commission intends to 
27 use in selecting projects to be included in the state transportation 
28 improvement program. 
29 W 

(d) The commission may amend the adopted guidelines after 
31 conducting at least one public hearing. The commission shall make 
32 a reasonable effort to adopt the amended guidelines prior to its 
33 adoption of the fund estimate pursuant to Section 14525. In no 
34 event shall the adopted guidelines be amended, or otherwise 

revised, modified, or altered during the period commencing 30 
36 days after the adoption of the fund estimate pursuant to Section 
37 14525 and before the adoption of the state transportation 
38 improvement program pursuant to Section 14529. 
39 SEC. 9. Section 65082 ofthe Government Code is amended to 

read: 
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1 65082. (a) (1) A five year six-year regional transportation 
2 improvement program shall be prepared, adopted, and submitted 
3 to the California Transportation Commission on or before 
4 December 15 ofeach odd-numbered year thereafter, updated every 

two years, pursuant to Sections 65080 and 65080.5 and the 
6 guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 14530.1, to include regional 
7 transportation improvement projects and programs proposed to be 
8 funded, in whole or in part, in the state transportation improvement 
9 program. 

(2) Major projects shall include current costs updated as of 
11 November 1 of the year of submittal and escalated to the 
12 appropriate year ofexpenditure, and be listed by relative priority, 
13 taking into account need, delivery milestone dates, and the 
14 availability of funding. 

(b) Except for those counties that do not prepare a congestion 
16 management program pursuant to Section 65088.3, congestion 
17 management programs adopted pursuant to Section 65089 shall 
18 be incorporated into the regional transportation improvement 
19 program submitted to the commission by December 15 of each 

odd-numbered year. 
21 (c) Local projects not included in a congestion management 
22 program shall not be included in the regional transportation 
23 improvement program. Projects and programs adopted pursuant 
24 to subdivision (a) shall be consistent with the capital improvement 

program adopted pursuant to paragraph (5) of subdivision (b) of 
26 Section 65089, and the guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 
27 14530.1. 
28 (d) Other projects may be included in the regional transportation 
29 improvement program if listed separately. 

(e) Unless a county not containing urbanized areas of over 
31 50,000 population notifies the Department of Transportation by 
32 July 1 that it intends to prepare a regional transportation 
33 improvement program for that county, the department shall, in 
34 consultation with the affected local agencies, prepare the program 

for all counties for which it prepares a regional transportation plan. 
36 (f) The requirements for incorporating a congestion management 
37 program into a regional transportation improvement program 
38 specified in this section do not apply in those counties that do not 
39 prepare a congestion management program in accordance with 

Section 65088.3. 
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1 (g) The regional transportation improvement program may 
2 include a reserve of county shares for providing funds in order to 
3 match federal funds. 
4 SEC. 10. Section 182.10 is added to the Streets and Highways 

Code, to read: 
6 182.10. (a) Notwithstanding Sections 182 and 182.5, Sections 
7 188, 188.8, and825 shall not apply to the expenditure ofan amount 
8 offederal funds equal to the amount offederal funds apportioned 
9 to the state pursuant to thatportion ofsubsection (b)(3) ofSection 

104, subsection (c) ofSection 157, and subsection (d) ofSection 
11 160, ofTitle 23 ofthe United States Code, that is allocated within 
12 the state subject to subsection (d)(2) ofSection 133 ofTitle 23 of 
13 the United States Code. Thesefunds shall be known as the regional 
14 transportation enhancement funds. The department, the 

transportation planning agencies, the county transportation 
16 commissions, and the metropolitan planning organizations may 
17 do all things necessary in their jurisdictions to secure and expend 
18 those federal funds in accordance with the intent offederal law. 
19 (b) The regional transportation enhancement funds shall be 

apportioned by the department to metropolitan planning 
21 organizations designated pursuant to Section 134 of Title 23 of 
22 the United States Code, and, in areas where none has been 
23 designated, to the transportation planning agency designated 
24 pursuant to Section 29532 or 29532.1 of the Government Code. 

The funds shall be apportioned in the manner and in accordance 
26 with theformula setforth in subsection (d) ofSection 160 ofTitle 
27 23 ofthe United States Code, except that the apportionment shall 
28 be among all areas of the state. Funds apportioned under this 
29 subdivision shall remain available for three federal fiscal years, 

including the federal fiscal year in which the apportionment 
31 occurred. 
32 SEC. 11. Section 188 of the Streets and Highways Code is 
33 amended to read: 
34 188. (a) All federal and state funds to be allocated by the 

commission, or expended by the department, for transportation 
36 improvements under Section 164, except for purposes of 
37 subdivisions (b) and (c) ofthat section, shall be programmed duftng 
38 the period eommeneing on Jtlly 1, 1997, tlfld ending on Jtme 30, 
39 2004, ftfld EM eaeh four yel:lf period thereafter, 40 percent in County 

Group No.1 and 60 percent in County Group No.2. 
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1 (b) This section shall be known and may be cited as the 
2 Bames-Mills-Walsh formula. 
3 SEC. 12. Section 188.8 ofthe Streets and Highways Code is 
4 amended to read: 
5 188.8. (a) From the funds programmed pursuant to Section 
6 188 for regional improvement projects, the commission shall 
7 approve programs and program amendments, so that funding is 
8 distributed to each county of County Group No.1 and in each 
9 county of County Group No.2 during the eotJ:ftty shMe periods 

10 eommeneing July 1, 1997, and ending June 30, 2004, and eaeh 
11 period of fotlr yeMs thereafter. The amotlftt shall be eompmed as 
12 follows: 
13 (1) The commission shall compute, for the eotlftty shMe periods 
14 all of the money to be expended for regional transportation 
15 improvement projects in County Groups Nos. 1 and 2, respectively, 
16 based on the fund estimate adopted under Section 14524 of the 
17 Government Code and as provided in Section 188. 
18 (2) From the amount computed for County Group No.1 in 
19 paragraph (1) for the eotmry shMe periods programming period 
20 the commission shall determine the amount of programming for 
21 each county in the group based on a formula that is based 75 
22 percent on the population of the county to the total population of 
23 County Group No.1 and 25 percent on state highway miles in the 
24 county to the total state highway miles in County Group No.1. 
25 (3) From the amount computed for County Group No.2 in 
26 paragraph (1) for the eotlftty share periods programming period 
27 the commission shall determine the amount of programming for 
28 each county in the group based on a formula that is based 75 
29 percent on the population of the county to the total population of 
30 County Group No.2 and 25 percent on state highway miles in the 
31 county to the total state highway miles in County Group No.2. 
32 (b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), that portion of the county 
33 population and state highway mileage in EI Dorado and Placer 
34 Counties that is included within the jurisdiction of the Tahoe 
35 Regional Planning Agency shall be counted separately toward the 
36 area under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Transportation 
37 Agency and may not be included in El Dorado and Placer Counties. 
38 The commission shall approve programs, program amendments, 
39 and fund reservations for the area under the jurisdiction of the 
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1 Tahoe Regional Transportation Agency that shall be calculated 
2 using the fonnula described in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a). 
3 (c) A transportation planning agency designated pursuant to 
4 Section 29532 or 29532.1 of the Government Code, or a county 
5 transportation commission created by Division 12 (commencing 
6 with Section 130000) of the Public Utilities Code, may adopt a 
7 resolution to pool its county share programming with any county 
8 or counties adopting similar resolutions to consolidate its county 
9 shares for two consecutive eotlfl:fy share programming periods into 

lOa single share covering both periods. A multicounty transportation 
11 planning agency with a population of less than three million may 
12 also adopt a resolution to pool the share of any county or counties 
13 within its region. The resolution shall provide for pooling the 
14 county share programming in any of the pooling counties for the 
15 new single share period and shall be submitted to the commission 
16 not later than May 1 immediately preceding the commencement 
17 of the eotlfl:fy share programming period. 
18 (d) For the purposes of this section, funds programmed shall 
19 include the following costs pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
20 14529 of the Government Code: 
21 (1) The amounts programmed or budgeted for both components 
22 of project development in the original programmed year. 
23 (2) The amount programmed for right-of-way in the year 
24 programmed in the most recent state transportation improvement 
25 program. If the final estimate is greater than 120 percent or less 
26 than 80 percent ofthe amount originally programmed, the amount 
27 shall be adjusted for final expenditure estimates at the time of 
28 right-of-way certification. 
29 (3) The engineer's final estimate of project costs, including 
30 construction engineering, presented to the commission for approval 
31 pursuant to Section 14533 of the Government Code in the year 
32 programmed in the most recent state transportation improvement 
33 program. If the construction contract award amount is less than 
34 80 percent ofthe engineer's final estimate, excluding construction 
35 engineering, the department shall notify the commission and the 
36 commission may adjust its project allocation accordingly. 
37 (4) Project costs shown in the program, as amended, where 
38 project allocations have not yet been approved by the commission, 
39 escalated to the date of scheduled project delivery. 
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1 (e) Project costs may not be changed to reflect any of the 
2 following: 
3 (1) Differences that are within 20 percent of the amount 
4 programmed for actual project development cost. 

(2) Actual right-of-way purchase costs. 
6 (3) Construction contract award amounts, except when those 
7 amounts are less than 80 percent of the engineer's final estimate, 
8 excluding construction engineering, and the commission has 
9 adjusted the project construction allocation. 

(4) Changes in construction expenditures, except for 
11 supplemental project allocations made by the commission. 
12 (f) For the purposes of this section, the population in each county 
13 is that determined by the last preceding federal census, or a 
14 subsequent census validated by the Population Research Unit of 

the Department of Finance, at the beginning of each county share 
16 period. 
17 (g) For the purposes ofthis section, "state highway miles" means 
18 the miles of state highways open to vehicular traffic at the 
19 beginning of each eOtlnry share programming period. 

(h) It is the intent of the Legislature that there is to be flexibility 
21 in programming under this section and Section 188 so that, while 
22 ensuring that each county will receive an equitable share of state 
23 transportation improvement program funding, the types ofprojects 
24 selected and the programs from which they are funded may vary 

from county to county. 
26 (i) Commeneing vv'ith the ft>tlr year period eommencing on Jttly 
27 1,2004, indiviooalIndividual county share shortfalls andsurpluses 
28 at the end of each fum year programming period, if any, shall be 
29 carried forward and credited or debited to the following fom years 

programming period. 
31 (j) The commission, with the consent of the department, may 
32 consider programming projects in the state transportation 
33 improvement program in a county with a population of not more 
34 than 1,000,000 at a level higher or lower than the county share, 

when the regional agency either asks to reserve part or all of the 
36 county's share until a future programming year, to build up a larger 
37 share for a higher cost project, or asks to advance an amount of 
38 the share, in an amount not to exceed 200 percent of the county's 
39 current share, for a larger project, to be deducted from shares for 

future programming years. After consulting with the department, 
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1 the commission may adjust the level of programming in the 
2 regional program in the affected region against the level of 
3 interregional programming in the improvement program to 
4 accomplish the reservation or advancement, for the current state 
5 transportation improvement program. The commission shall keep 
6 track of any resulting shortfalls or surpluses in county shares. 
7 (k) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), in a region defined by 
8 Section 66502 ofthe Government Code, the transportation planning 
9 agency may adopt a resolution to pool the county share of any 

10 county or counties within the region, if each county receives-fl6 
11 not less than 85 percent and not more than 115 percent ofits county 
12 share for a single county share programming period and 100 
13 percent of its county share over two consecutive county share 
14 programming periods. The resolution shall be submitted to the 
15 commission not later than May 1, immediately preceding the 
16 commencement ofthe county share programming period with the 
17 submittal ofthe regional transportation improvement program. 
18 (I) Federal funds used for federal demonstration projects that 
19 use federal obligational authority otherwise available for other 
20 projects shall be subtracted from the county share of the county 
21 where the project is located. 
22 SECTION 1. Seetifln 2231 of the Streets and Highways Cflde 
23 is amended tfl read: 
24 2231. The federal government has !it1thori:z:ed al'l'rfll'riatiflns 
25 wr eXl'enditure within tlfb!iftized Meas wr eflmprehensive 
26 tt'anS!'flrtatifln I'l!iflfting l'ffiff'flses. The l'UfJ'flse flf this ehal'ter is 
27 to implement this I'rflgfam in this state. The eflmmission, the 
28 del'artment, !iJ'l'fOl'riate regional and lfleal I'lltflfling ageneies, 
29 bMrds flf stlJ'e",'iSflrs, and eity eflttfteils Me !it1thflrized to do all 
30 things neeessary in their resl'eetive jurisdietions tfl seeure these 
31 federal funds in aeeordanee v/ith the intent flf federalltYvV and this 
32 eh!iJ'ter. 

o 
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ATTACHMENT C 

AB 1414 (HILL): 
STIPREFORM 

BACKGROUND 

SB 45 (Kopp), which was enacted into law in 1997, brought about various changes to the 
process for programming transportation dollars through the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). In general, this legislation simplified the programming 
process by consolidating numerous transportation funding pots into two broad categories: 
(a) the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP); and (b) the Interregional 
Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). 

SB 45 also devolved a significant amount of programming responsibility from the state to 
the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs). The argument made at the 
time was that the regions and counties were in a much better position to determine how to 
best meet their unique transportation needs. Under the provisions of SB 45, the RTPAs 
have programming responsibility for 75 percent of available STIP dollars through their 
RTIPs. Projects eligible to be programmed at the regional level include: 

• State highways. 
• Local streets and roads. 
• Rail and other public transit capital improvements. 
• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
• Grade separations. 
• Transportation system management activities. 
• Soundwalls. 
• Intermodal facilities. 

Under the provisions of SB 45, the regional agencies must submit their RTIPs to the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) for inclusion in the STIP. The CTC cannot 
modify the RTIPs; the commission can only accept or reject them in their entirety. 

The ITIP, which captures the remaining 25 percent of available STIP dollars, consists of 
the following: (a) projects that facilitate the interregional movement of people and 
goods; (b) projects that are considered to be of statewide significance; (c) projects on the 
interregional roadway system that are outside the boundaries of urban areas; and (d) 
intercity rail capital improvements. These projects are nominated by Caltrans with input 
from the RTPAs, and are programmed in the STIP by the CTC. 

The following chart illustrates the current STIP programming process: 
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RTPAs present their RTIPs to the CTC. 

'--- ------./
-----~ 

Nominated by Caltrans with input from RTPAs and 
CTC approves or disapproves RTIPs in programmed by the CTC 
their entirety. 

RTPAs = Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 
RTIPs = Regional Transportation Improvement Programs 
CTC = California Transportation Commission 

California now has had more than 10 years of experience with the programming structure 
that was put into place by SB 45. While this structure has worked well for the most part, 
lessons have been learned. Based on this experience, there may be a need to fine-tune SB 
45 to more closely align the actual implementation of the STIP process with the 
legislation's original intent, as well as to address a handful of issues that were not 
contemplated or anticipated when SB 45 was enacted back in 1997. 

COUNTY SHARES 

One such issue involves the length of the STIP and county share period. SB 45 shortened 
the STIP from a seven-year program to a four-year program, beginning with the 2000 
STIP. However, subsequent legislation changed the STIP to five years in order to 
provide some level of new programming capacity in the 2000 STIP, which was the first 
STIP to be developed during former Gov. Gray Davis' tenure in office. However, the 
county share period remained unchanged at four years. As a result, the county share 
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period and the STIP period rarely synch up, meaning that a particular STIP is always 
"bridging" two county share periods. The following chart illustrates this phenomenon. 

STIP and County Share Periods 
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This "mismatch" between the county share and STIP periods provides less predictability 
and more complexity for RTPAs and congestion management agencies (CMAs) with 
regard to their county shares. It also shifts a certain amount of programming control over 
the RTIPs to the CTC that arguably was not intended by SB 45. 

One manifestation of this mismatch occurred during the programming of the 2008 STIP. 
Four counties in California-Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, and Santa Clara­
previously entered into agreements with the CTC to have Grant Anticipation Revenue 
Vehicle (GARVEE) bonds issued to expedite the delivery of certain STIP projects within 
their jurisdictions. These bonds were being repaid through each jurisdiction's future 
STIP county shares according to schedules previously worked out with the CTC. 
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The 2008 STIP departed from these schedules in the following manner. The 2008 STIP 
period ends in FY 2013. However, the 2008 STIP Fund Estimate subtracted bond debt 
service payments for FY 2014, FY 2015 and FY 20 16---three years that are outside of the 
five-year period of the 2008 STIP-from the 2008 STIP programming capacity for each 
of the four counties. While this action was justified by the CTC based on the fact that FY 
2014, FY 2015 and FY 2016 fall within the second county share period that was being 
"bridged" by the 2008 STIP, it left Los Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, and Santa Clara 
with significantly less programming capacity to add new projects to the 2008 STIP. 

It is difficult for regional agencies to develop and manage their RTIPs as intended by SB 
45 if they are not in a position to make decisions with regard to their county shares. 
Therefore, AB 1414 would make certain changes to state statutes to provide more 
predictability, certainty, simplicity, and decision-making control to the regional agencies 
with regard to their county shares and the development of their RTIPs. The legislation 
would accomplish this objective by doing the following: 

1.	 Retains county shares, but eliminates the four-year county share period. As a 
result, county shares would be calculated during each STIP programming cycle 
pursuant to the Fund Estimate. Counties would be provided with both their total 
county share for the entire STIP programming period, as well as with their share 
for each fiscal year within the STIP period. A county would have the ability to 
program its entire share within that STIP programming period, if it elects to do so. 
Under today's set of circumstances, the door is open for the CTC to not allow that 
to occur. 

2.	 Retains provisions in existing law that allow a county to elect not to program its 
entire share during a particular STIP programming cycle. The amount 
"underprogrammed" would carryover and be added to that county's share 
balance in the next STIP programming cycle. 

3.	 Retains provisions in current law that allow a county to advance up to two years 
of its county share during a particular STIP programming cycle, subject to CTC 
approval. The amount "overprogrammed" would be subtracted from that 
county's share balance in subsequent STIP cycle(s). 

RTIPs 

Under the provisions of SB 45, regional agencies must submit their RTIPs to the CTC for 
inclusion in the STIP. The CTC cannot modify an RTIP, but rather can only accept or 
reject it in its entirety. AB 1414 contains the following provisions that are designed to 
clarify this role to ensure that the STIP process is implemented in a manner that aligns 
with the original intent of SB 45: 

1.	 Requires the CTC in its STIP guidelines to indicate the criteria that it would use 
to determine whether to accept or reject an RTIP in its entirety. This change to 
current law would provide important guidance to the regional agencies with 
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regard to how the CTC intends to go about making its decision about whether to 
accept or reject their RTIPs in their entirety. 

2.	 Clarifies that the CTC must include RTIP projects in the STIP unless it finds that 
the RTIP as a whole is not consistent with the commission's STIP guidelines or is 
not consistent with the region's long-range transportation plan. 

3.	 Clarifies that the CTC may not add projects to or delete projects from an RTIP 
without the concurrence of the affected regional agency. This provision and the 
previous one are intended to strengthen the language in existing law to ensure that 
the CTC cannot "cherry-pick" projects in a region's RTIP, which was the original 
intent of SB 45. 

BONDING AGAINST STIP COUNTY SHARES 

In 1999, SB 928 (Burton) was enacted to authorize the state Treasurer's Office to issue 
GARVEE bonds to accelerate the funding for projects programmed in the STIP. Under 
the provisions of this legislation, any GARVEE bond funds allocated to a project would 
be repaid by the STIP county share for the county in which the project is located. Los 
Angeles, Riverside, San Diego, and Santa Clara Counties have all taken advantage of 
GARVEE bonds to expedite the delivery of a number of their projects that were 
programmed in the STIP. 

GARVEE bonds are tax-exempt financial instruments that are backed by a state's future 
federal transportation appropriations. However, since all federal gas tax revenues 
appropriated to California are now going to fund projects under the State Highway 
Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)-meaning the STIP is supported entirely by 
state revenues-GARVEE bonds can no longer be used for STIP projects. AB 1414 
addresses this problem by putting back in place a financial mechanism to allow project 
sponsors to bond against their future STIP county shares if they want to try to accelerate 
the delivery of one or more of their STIP projects. The bill mirrors the process that is 
used with respect to GARVEE bonds, meaning: (a) the CTC would have to approve the 
issuance of the bonds for certain projects currently programmed in the STIP; and (b) the 
project sponsor would have to enter into an agreement/repayment schedule with the CTC, 
which would indicate the amount to be deducted from the appropriate STIP county share 
per fiscal year until the bonds are repaid. 

ALLOCATION PLANS 

An Allocation Plan occurs when actual revenues in a given fiscal year fall short of the 
amount of money that was projected to be available in the STIP Fund Estimate. Under 
this set of circumstances, since there is not enough resources to support allocation 
requests for all of the projects that were programmed in the STIP in that fiscal year, the 
CTC is put in the position of having to adopt an Allocation Plan. The purpose of such a 
plan is to prioritize those allocation requests that would be honored by the CTC and to 
indicate which STIP projects will have to be delayed. 
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When SB 45 was enacted, Allocation Plans were not a common occurrence and, 
therefore, the legislation did not address them. However, during this decade, Allocation 
Plans have become practically an annual event. Given that SB 45 provided no statutory 
guidance for how Allocation Plans should be developed, the CTC has been handling them 
on a year-by-year basis. 

AB 1414 defines a process for developing Allocation Plans. The intent is to provide 
predictability and consistency to the process in light of the fact that Allocation Plans 
occur more frequently today than they did when SB 45 was crafted. Furthermore, given 
that 75 percent of available STIP programming capacity is embedded in the RTIPs that 
are prepared by the regional agencies, AB 1414 defines a role for the regional agencies to 
play in the development of Allocation Plans. If actual revenues are going to fall short of 
the projections contained in the STIP Fund Estimate in a given fiscal year, the regional 
agencies should be able to make the decisions with regard to how their RTIPs should be 
adjusted to address this situation. 

THE BIG PICTURE 

In addition to the STIP, the CTC is responsible for administering a number of other state­
funded transportation programs. The most notable are the Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program (TCRP) under Proposition 42; and the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account 
(CMIA), the Trade Corridors Investment Fund (TCIF) and the State Route 99 Program, 
all of which are funded through Proposition IB transportation infrastructure bonds. 
Oftentimes, these programs are treated as silos, even though many projects are receiving 
funding through more than one program, and even though decisions regarding one 
program have significant ramifications for the others. 

Unlike at the federal level, which has the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), 
there is no document at the state level that provides the "big picture," showing all of the 
projects that are proposed to be funded with state dollars through the programs that are 
administered by the CTC. Compiling the projects funded through the STIP, TCRP, 
CMIA, TCIF, and other CTC-administered programs into one document would provide 
policymakers with a valuable, comprehensive view of the totality of the state's 
transportation program. As currently written, AB 1414 would have the STIP serve as that 
document, though there may be other ideas that are worth considering to accomplish this 
objective. 

SIX-YEAR STIP 

AB 1414 changes the STIP period from five to six years in order to add one more year of 
programming capacity. Since the enactment of SB 45, the resources flowing into the 
STIP have become somewhat constrained, thereby limiting the ability of the regional 
agencies and Caltrans to program projects in the STIP. Adding one more year to the 
STIP period would provide an opportunity for more projects to be included during a 
given programming cycle. 

6 
106 



ATTACHMENTD 

SENATE BILL No. 716 

Introduced by Senator Wolk
 

February 27,2009
 

An act to add Section 99233.6 to the Public Utilities Code, relating 
to transportation. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 716, as introduced, Wolle Local transportation funds. 
Existing law requires that ~ % of the local sales and use tax be 

transferred to the local transportation fund of the county and be 
allocated, as directed by the transportation planning agency, for various 
transportation purposes. 

This bill would authorize a county, city, county transportation 
commission, or transit operator to file a claim for an allocation offunds 
for vanpool service operation expenditures and capital improvement 
expenditures, including for vanpool services for purposes offarmworker 
transportation to and from work. 

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. 
State-mandated local program: no. 

The people ofthe State ofCalifornia do enact as follows: 

1 SECTION 1. Section 99233.6 is added to the Public Utilities 
2 Code, to read: 
3 99233.6. Any county, city, county transportation commission, 
4 or operator may file claims with the transportation planning agency 
5 for vanpool service operation expenditures and capital 
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1 improvement expenditures, including for vanpool services for 
2 purposes of fannworker transportation to and from work. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

SENATE TRANSPORTATION & HOUSING COMMITTEE BILL NO: SB 716 
SENATOR ALAN LOWENTHAL, CHAIRMAN AUTHOR: WOLK 

VERSION: 2/27/09 
Analysis by: Art Bauer FISCAL: NO 
Hearing date: April 21, 2009 

SUBJECT: 

Local transportation funds 

DESCRIPTION: 

This bill would authorize the use of Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds to acquire 
vans for farm worker vanpools and to subsidize the operations of such vanpools. 

ANALYSIS: 

The Legislature enacted the Transportation Development Act (TDA), Senate Bill 325, Chapter 
1400, Statutes of 1971, in order to ensure "the efficient and orderly movement of people and 
goods in the urban areas of the state." The TDA authorized the boards of supervisors in each 
county to impose a lA-percent local sales tax for transportation purposes. All counties imposed 
the tax in 1972, because if they had not, the state, under the state's uniform tax law would not 
have collected the one-percent local sales that supports the general funds of cities and counties. 
Although the focus of the law is the provision of transit services in urban areas, it recognizes that 
rural areas have a different mix of transportation needs. To this end, general revenues from the 
tax must be used for public transit purposes in counties with a population greater than 500,000 as 
of the 1970 census. Counties with a population under 500,000 as of 1970 may use the revenues 
for transit and for local streets and roads. 

TDA funds are allocated by regional transportation planning agencies, which in the urban areas 
are often multicounty entities, but in rural areas are generally single counties. Before funds can 
be used for local streets and roads, the regional transportation planning agency in a rural county 
must hold public hearings and make a finding that all reasonable unmet transit needs have been 
met. This process determines the split between funds for transit and streets and roads. In 2007, 
$1.4 billion was generated by the statewide local lA-percent sales tax for transportation. About 11 
percent of the funds were used for local street and road purposes. California's TDA program is 
the only permanent, statewide transit funding program in the country. 

This bill authorizes a county, city, county transportation commission, or transit operator to file a 
claim with a transportation planning agency to use TDA revenues to purchase vans and to 
subsidize the operations of vanpools used to transport agricultural workers to and from work. 
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COMMENTS: 

1.	 Purpose. The purpose of this bill is to provide safe and reliable vanpool services to 
agricultural workers employed in the fields and in food processing plants. 

2.	 Background. In 1999, a van transporting agricultural workers collided with a tractor 
semi-trailer at Five Points, a rural community in Fresno County, resulting in the loss of 
13 lives. Several reforms were enacted almost immediately after the accident regarding 
the process for inspecting farm worker vans. In addition, in 2000 a federal demonstration 
program was established to underwrite farm worker transportation projects. The most 
significant program was established in 2006 with the enactment of SB 1135 (Budget and 
Fiscal Review Committee Bill), Chapter 516. 

SB 1135 established the Agricultural Worker Transportation Program (AWTP) to be 
administered by the Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The program was funded 
by an appropriation of $20 million from the Public Transit Account (PTA). The funds 
had to be encumbered by June 30,2009 and expended by January 1,2011, when the 
AWTP sunsets. According to Caltrans, the intent of the AWTP "is to provide safe, 
efficient, reliable and affordable transportation services, utilizing vans and buses, to 
agricultural workers commuting to/from worksites in rural areas statewide." 

After three rounds of AWTP funding, $605,552 has been awarded for planning grant and 
$19 million for in-service implementation grants to 10 agencies. Among the 10 agencies 
are the Kings County Area Public Transit Agency, the City of Greenfield, the Santa 
Barbara County Department of Public Works, the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments, the Napa County Transportation Planning Agency, the Ventura County 
Transportation Commission, and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 

The AWTP is modeled on the Agricultural Industries Transportation Services (AITS) 
program operated by the Kings Area Rural Transit, the transit provider for Kings County. 
The AITS is a vanpool program for agricultural workers. This program was established 
using federal, state, and local funds in 2002 when 123 fifteen-passenger vans were 
deployed. The program now operates approximately 200 vans throughout the southern 
San Joaquin Valley and is widely considered a success. 

3.	 Why are the vanpools being organized by public agencies? Vans used in providing 
vanpool services may not have more than fifteen seats; otherwise they would come under 
the regulatory jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission. In urban settings, vanpools 
are usually organized by one of two national firms that market this service across the 
country. The vehicles are leased, a member of the vanpool drives the vehicle, and the 
charge to the riders covers the leasing cost, insurance, fuel, and other costs. Public 
agencies or large employers may provide services that find riders who live in close 
proximity that desire to participate in a vanpool. 

Agricultural vanpools operate in a different environment where market rate services 
appear to be difficult to provide. To begin with, the vans are purchased and maintained 
by public agencies. Because the workers are very low paid, they are charged only for the 
cost of fuel and maintenance. The cost of vehicle acquisition or lease is not included in 
the charge to users. The driver is a volunteer and is legally an independent contractor who 
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collects the weekly payments from the riders. (All drivers must have a good driving 
record and pass an alcohol and drug test.) In the case of AITS, the drivers do not have to 
pay for using the van and can use the van for incidental trips such as taking their children 
to and from child care. The use of the van is monitored via a GPS system. AITS 
establishes a fee schedule based on miles traveled during the week. For example, under 
300 miles, the fee to the rider is $25 per week. Between 601 and 700 miles, the weekly 
fee is $40. Its top fee for weekly miles of between 901 and 1,000 miles is $55. According 
to the general manager of the service, there is no operating subsidy for the service, as the 
fee revenues cover the operating cost. The only direct public cost is for the vans. 

4.	 TDA is stable and predictable/state transit assistance is exactly the opposite. The IDA 
program has been a stable program over its nearly forty years of existence. It is the 
foundation of all transit funding in the state. Because the revenue is derived from the 
sales tax, the growth of funds mirrors the performance of the economy. While the 
Legislature has amended the law to adjust to changing circumstances, it has not tampered 
with the funds, or redirected them to other local purposes. With the expenditure of the 
$20 million in the state grant program for farm worker vanpools, the TDA program is a 
potential source of revenue to continue funding the program. 

Over many years the state has endeavored to create its own transit assistance program to 
complement the TDA by using sales tax related to gasoline sales. The state's efforts have 
been unreliable from the perspective of the public transit sector. For example, over the 
last three fiscal years, approximately $4.3 billion have been diverted to the General Fund 
from the state programs that assist public transit. In fiscal year 2008, public transit 
received $306 million for operations and in fiscal year 2009, the amount of state 
assistance was reduced to $150 million. In the next fiscal year, no state funds are 
available for transit and under existing law no funds may be made available until after 
2013. 

5.	 Farm worker vanpools and the TDA program. To date, the farm worker transportation 
program has been operating as a pilot program and relying on the $20 million dedicated 
stream of revenue established in the 2006 budget process. The purpose of this bill is to 
take advantage of the TDA program to continue the services created by the demonstration 
efforts. The TDA funds, though, are fully subscribed. In the urban counties, the allocation 
of the revenues is essentially done by formula to well-established transit providers, and 
serves as their baseline revenue. In rural counties, if the revenues are not entirely 
committed to public transit services, there is competition between transit and local street 
and road needs, which is resolved through the unmet needs process. 

6.	 Possible amendments. Should this bill be enacted, the farm worker program would 
become another claimant for TDA revenue, without any reference to the process for 
allocating the revenues to claimants. It would have a claim to the revenues ahead of any 
other claimant. This could dislocate long-term existing programs. The committee may 
wish to consider three amendments that integrate the farm worker vanpool program into 
the existing TDA process. 

a.	 Limit the farm work vanpool program to counties under 500,000 as of the 1970 
census. This essentially captures the rural counties of the state. A large county, such 
as Ventura, with a large agriculture industry, today that had a population under 
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500,000 persons in 1970, but well above that today, would be eligible to receive 
funding. Other counties well above the 1970 threshold, but with a large agricultural 
sector such as San Diego and Riverside, would be unable to take advantage of this 
program. In both counties, however, local sales tax revenues may be available to 
provide a farm worker vanpool program. This, of course, would depend on the needs 
of existing public transit, which are substantial during the current recession. 

b.	 Limit the farm worker vanpool program to the acquisition or lease of vans and 
related equipment. According to the largest provider of farm worker vanpools, 
AITS in Kings County, the operating cost of the program is covered by the user fees 
collected from the riders. Because there is no driver cost as there is with the typical 
public transit service or with the usual paratransit service for the elderly and 
handicapped, the single largest unit of operating cost is removed from the ledger, 
and providing the service without operating subsidy appears reasonable. Farm 
worker vanpool programs would be ineligible for transit operating subsidies. 

c.	 Require that the decision by a regional transportation planning agency to fund 
farm worker vanpool services be an outcome of the unmet needs process. The 
unmet needs process is a means in counties below the 500,000 threshold to resolve 
competing claims for TDA revenues. To circumvent this process would create a 
special class of claimant, and bypass its public outreach and public hearing 
processes. 

POSITIONS: (Communicated to the committee before noon on Wednesday, 
April 15, 2009) 

SUPPORT:	 California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation (Sponsor)
 
Environmental Defense Fund
 

OPPOSED:	 None received. 
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ATTACHMENT F 

CALIFORNIA 
TRANSIT 
ASSOCIATION 

1415 L Street. Suite 200 • Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone (916) 446-4656 • FAX (916) 446-4318 

E-Mail: info@caltransit.org 

www.caltransit.org 

April 16, 2009 

The Honorable Alan Lowenthal 
Chair, Senate Transportation & Housing Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2209 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SB 716 (Wolk) Transportation Development Act Expenditures- OPPOSE 

Dear Chairman Lowenthal, 

On behalf of the California Transit Association, I write to inform you of our OPPOSITION to SB 716 (Wolk), which 
would authorize a county, city, county transportation commission, or transit operator to file a claim for an allocation of 
funds for vanpool service operation expenditures and capital improvement expenditures, including for vanpool services 
for purposes of farm worker transportation to and from work under the Transportation Development Act (TDA). 

The TDA was established in 1971 as a local revenue stream to support public transportation statewide. State law 
specifies that these dollars are to be used for transportation planning and transit services, financial assistance for public 
transportation, including transit planning, operations and capital acquisition projects. This bill sets up a dangerous 
precedent of diluting the last remaining source of funding for public transportation. 

Furthermore, this bill is being proposed on the heels of the last two budget cycles that have diverted more than $3.3 
billion in funding-without repayment- and eliminated state funding for public transportation through 2013. Transit 
operators statewide have already instituted fare increases, cut routes, and have cut jobs as a result of the legislature's 
actions. This proposal will severely compromise existing service to seniors, the disabled, and children in communities 
statewide. 

For these reason, we urge you to OPPOSE SB 716 (Wolk). Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

d~~ 
Joshua W. Shaw
 
Executive Director
 

Cc:	 The Honorable Lois Wolk
 
Members of the Senate Transportation & Housing Committee
 
Art Bauer, Staff Director, Senate Transportation & Housing Committee
 
Ted Morley, Transportation Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus
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Agenda Item VIlLA 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services 
RE: Transit Consolidation Study Status 

Background: 
In Solano County, each City and the County fund and/or operate transit services. This 
includes local and intercity transit services as well as general public and American with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit services. A subsidized taxi program and other special 
transportation services are also funded with local transit funds and operated through local 
jurisdictions. 

Over the past several years, the issue of consolidating some or all of the services has been 
discussed and proposed for evaluation. This topic was discussed by STA Board members 
at the February 2005 Board retreat and the participants expressed interest and support for 
transit service becoming more convenient through a seamless system, that there should be 
a reasonable level of service throughout the county, and that local transit issues and needs 
would have to be considered and addressed. In 2005, the STA Board directed STA staff 
to initiate a countywide Transit Consolidation Study and approved goals, objectives and 
evaluation criteria to be incorporated in the scope of work for this study. After funding 
was secured, DKS Associates was selected to lead the Transit Consolidation Study. 

Work began in early 2007. The first major endeavor was to conduct an extensive 
outreach involving interviews with transit operator staff, other city staff, public officials, 
and others. To gain a broad perspective of issues and concerns, nearly sixty (60) 
interviews were conducted as well as outreach to transit users. 

In May 2007, the consultants presented to the STA Board a summary of their findings 
from the interviews. The summary represented a set of commonalities, key issues and 
potential challenges. Board feedback included extending the schedule for the study, 
completing the interviews, collecting user input, and analyzing the issues associated with 
preliminary consolidation alternatives prior to the return to the Board. 

A preliminary analysis of alternatives was presented to the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) and Consortium in June 2007. It included five (5) potential transit 
consolidation alternatives. During discussion at the TAC meeting, a sixth (6th

) alternative 
was requested. This alternative suggested consideration of consolidating all intercity 
fixed-route service and local and intercity American for Disabilities (ADA) paratransit 
service. 
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At the July 2007 STA Board meeting, staff presented the six (6) transit consolidation 
alternatives to the STA Board along with the Executive Committee's recommendation 
and a recommendation to release the Findings Report and the Options Report once the 
TAC and Consortium had additional time to review. After discussion, the STA Board 
modified and approved the membership of the Transit Consolidation Steering Committee 
to include all eight (8) jurisdictions with individual Board members and City Managers 
and the County Administrator. 

The Transit Consolidation Steering Committee first met in October 2007 and provided 
guidance to Phase II. Phase II is a detailed assessment of the existing transit operators 
including an analysis of not only their operations but also their financial accounting 
methodology and forecasting. In addition, several potential consolidation options were to 
be further analyzed. One of the first consolidation options to be evaluated was a 
BeniciaIVallejo consolidation. 

Separate from the Transit Consolidation Study, the consultant team recently completed an 
assessment of the Benicia Breeze and the Vallejo Transit systems. Although the Benicia 
study was primarily conducted for other purposes, this effort assisted with the transit 
consolidation study. 

The STA Board's Transit Consolidation Steering Committee held a second meeting on 
December 11, 2008. At this meeting, several elements of Phase II Transit Consolidation 
study were presented for discussion as well as items requested at the last Transit 
Consolidation Working Committee. The meeting was well attended and there was 
significant discussion of several items. The Committee directed staff to add Option 2 
(Vallejo/BenicialFairfieldlSuisun City consolidation) to the list of options to evaluate. 
Direction was also given to review the financial data with operators individually before 
moving into the evaluation phase. 

The consultants and STA staff finished meeting with all of the transit operators 
individually to review their agency's financial data. Most of those meetings were held 
January 12, 2009 and the balance was completed by January 29th

. Draft financial and 
other report sections for each of the operators were distributed to the transit operators the 
last week of February for review and the comments would be incorporated into a larger 
report. Although most comments have been received, more were expected the week of 
March 16th which was the mail-out week for the March TAC and Consortium. 

Discussion: 
The revised full set of transit operator reports were a March TAC and Consortium agenda 
item; the reports themselves were sent following the meeting. Analysis and evaluation 
of the Consolidation Options are in development to prepare for review by the Transit 
Consolidation Steering Committee. The next Transit Consolidation Steering Committee 
is scheduled for Monday, May 4,2009. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment: 
A. Transit Consolidation Steering Committee Agenda (under separate cover) 
B. Transit Consolidation Options Evaluation Matrix (under separate cover) 
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Agenda Item VIII.B 
April 29, 2009 

S1ra
 
DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sam Shelton, Project Manager 
RE: Update on the 1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridors Highway Operations 

Implementation Study 

Background: 
Caltrans annually provides grant opportunities through the State Transportation Planning 
Grant Program for several categories including a Partnership Planning Grant program 
where corridor studies are eligible. In October 2006, STA staff, in partnership with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), submitted a Partnership Planning Grant 
for a "1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridors Study Highway Operations Plan" to follow up on the 
STA's previous "1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridor Major Investment and Corridor Study" and 
MTC's "Freeway Performance Initiative (FPI)." In the Spring of 2007, the Caltrans 
awarded $250,000 for this grant project. 

On January 9,2008, the STA Board Authorized the Executive Director to: 
1.	 Issue a Request for Proposals for consultant services for the 1-80/1-680/1-780 

Corridors Highway Operations Implementation Study; and 
2.	 Execute a consultant contract for an amount not to exceed $300,000 for the 

1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridors Highway Operations Implementation Study. 

Discussion: 
To develop the "1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridors Highway Operations Implementation Study" 
the STA and MTC created the Solano Highway Partnership (SoHIP) with the cities of 
Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Vacaville and Vallejo, and Caltrans Districts 3 & 4 to develop 
operational improvements and policy recommendations relating to a long range Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS), ramp metering, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
networkllane extensions, and hardscape improvements that visually link corridor segments 
to areas of Solano County. 

The scope of work tasks focus on the "Operational Improvement Analysis", "Landscape 
and Hardscape Recommendations" and "Public Outreach" tasks. 

1.	 The Operations Improvement Analysis task requires analyzing recurrent 
(bottlenecks, poor operations infrastructure, etc.) and non-recurrent (Traffic 
Incidents, Special Events, etc.) causes of current and future corridor performance 
through the use ofMTC's FPI recommendations, accident statistics, and the Napa­
Solano Travel Demand Model results. 

2.	 The Landscape and Hardscape Recommendations task require reviewing current!y 
installed visual elements along the highway corridors, drafting concept drawings of 
potential visual elements, and recommending additional policies for landscape and 
hardscape improvements that promote a sense of place and quality of life as 
travelers drive through Solano County. 
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3.	 The Public Outreach task requires conducting at least two public meetings and the 
development of a multimedia "Operations Improvement Toolbox" to help educate 
the public about the recommended operations improvements (e.g, Ramp Metering 
educational website materials and pamphlets, ITS explanations, etc.). 

On April 8,2009, the STA Board received the attached powerpoint presentation, 
describing each section of the study and the next steps for public release and adoption. 

Fiscal Impact: 
None. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment: 
A.	 Solano Highways Operation Study Powerpoint, 04-08-09 
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Public Outreach Toolbox
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Next Steps
 
•	 April 161 SoHIP Final Review of Draft Materials and 

Implementation Strategy. 

•	 April 291 TAC recommends STA Board to release for 
...... public comment."".J::o. 

•	 May 131 STA Board released study for public 
comment. 

•	 May 27 1 TAC recommends STA Board approval. 

•	 June 1-51 public meetings in Fairfield & Vallejo. 

•	 June 101 STA Board approves final study. 



Agenda Item VIII. C 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning 
RE: Development of Sustainable Communities Strategy for 

SB 375 

Background:
 
SB 375 (Steinberg) was passed at the end of the last legislative session and signed into
 
law by Governor Schwarzenegger. SB 375 is one of the most comprehensive land
 
use/transportation bills in the last 20 years, and attempts to tie together land use planning,
 
transportation planning and funding, and the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
 
(RHNA). SB 375 is in part a follow-up to the 2006 passage of AB 32, the California
 
Global Warming Solutions Act. Where AB 32 attempts to deal broadly with emissions of
 
greenhouse gasses (GHG), SB 375 only deals with transportation related emissions.
 

In the Bay Area, SB 375 gives primary responsibility for implementation of SB 375 in
 
the Bay Area Region to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the
 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). MTC and ABAG work together with
 
the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and the Bay Area Air
 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) as the Joint Policy Committee (JPC). ABAG
 
and MTC are recommending that all Bay Area decisions on SB 375 be vetted through the
 
JPc.
 

Discussion:
 
SB 375's requirements can be grouped into 5 broad goals:
 

1.	 Create regional targets for GHG emissions reduction tied to transportation and 
land use. 

2.	 Require regional planning such as MTC and ABAG create a plan to meet those 
targets, even if that plan is in conflict with local plans. 

3.	 Require regional transportation funding decisions, such as the adoption of the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) be consistent with this new plan. 

4.	 Tie the RHNA and RTP processes together. 

5.	 Provide for additional CEQA exemptions and streamlining for projects
 
conforming to the new regional plan.
 

SB 375 requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the 
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 
2035. This process is being guided by the Regional Targets Advisory Committee 
(RTAC), which must provide recommendations on factors to be considered and 
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methodologies to be used in the ARB target setting process, as required under SB 375. 
The Committee must provide its recommendations in a report to ARB by September 30, 
2009). RTAC membership includes 6 northern California representatives from 
government and advocacy groups. 

Once the regional goals are established, the next major goal is the development of a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). In January 2009, the JPC published a memo 
outlining proposed steps for implementation of SB 375, including the development of an 
SCS for the Bay Area. STA and the other CMAs are concerned that MTC and ABAG 
will do much of this work in a vacuum, asking for local engagement but not creating a 
true partnership. In response to the January JPC memo, STA sent a letter to the staff of 
the JPC and other agencies expressing initial concerns and recommended changes in the 
implementing policies. The JPC memo and the STA letter in response are both attached 
to this staff report (Attachments A and B). 

Once a SCS is adopted, the next RTP must be consistent with the SCS; in short, the SCS 
will provide the land use and development assumptions that the RTP investment strategy 
is based upon. This will provide one of the most critical links between transportation 
funding and land use. However, given the large proportion of transportation funding that 
goes to operations and maintenance, and the local control over self-help sales tax 
measures, and the fact that the SCS focuses on new development rather than existing land 
uses, it is unclear how much impact implementation of SB 375 will actually have on 
travel demand. 

Finally, the RHNA process will occur immediately after adoption of the new RTP, and 
cities and the county will receive their allocation of the region's anticipated housing 
growth. Cities and the county must then adopt new General Plan Housing Elements to 
show the capacity to build their share of the RHNA allocation. 

STA and the other Bay Area CMAs are working with the JPC member agencies to 
develop an effective plan for implementation of SB 375, including meaningful local 
participation in the development of the SCS. Members of the TAC and he STA Board 
will be briefed as major milestones are reached. In addition, the county Planning 
directors have been involved in ABAG's periodic development of Projections documents 
and the RHNA, and will be involved in tracking SB 375 implementation. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment: 
A. Draft JPC Implementing Policies for SB 375 
B. STA Letter to JPC on Draft Implementing Policies 
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ATTACHMENT A
 

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter Association of Bay Area Governments 101 Eighth Street 
P.O. Box 2050Bay Area Air Quality Management District Oakland, CA 94607-4756 

(510) 464-7942Bay Conservation and Development Commission fax: (510) 433-5542 
tedd@abag.ca.govMetropolitan Transportation Commission www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy 

JOINT POLICY COMMITTEE - REGIONAL PLANNING PROGRAM 

Date: January 23, 2009 

To: Joint Policy Committee 

From: Ted Droettboom, Regional Planning Program Director 

Subject: Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 

Attached is a draft set of policies to guide the process through which the Bay Area's regional 
agencies will implement SB 375 (Steinberg). These policies will be on the agenda for the JPC's 
meeting on March 20th

. They are being distributed well in advance of that meeting so that JPC 
members and interested stakeholders will have ample opportunity to consider the draft policies 
before they are proposed for adoption. 

The draft policies were developed by senior staff from all four of the JPC member agencies and 
are supported by the Executive Directors/Officers of each. 

We believe the policies require your thorough review and very careful consideration. They will 
have fundamental implications not just for the implementation ofSB 375 but also for the manner 
in which the agencies deliver their present regional planning responsibilities. Our approach to 
SB 375, as guided by these policies, will significantly change how we prepare the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and how we develop the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
(RHNA). It will also affect the planning activities of the Air District and influence the way 
BCDC prepares for change on the Bay's shoreline. In addition, the approach requires that the 
JPC playa considerably enhanced role in all regional planning products. SB 375 and our 
preparation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) clearly bring joint policy to the 
forefront and require that the JPC and its regional-agency members engage in an unprecedented 
partnership with local governments, congestion management agencies, transit providers and 
other stakeholders. 

We look forward to a productive discussion on March 20th and ultimately to a confident and 
managed transition from our past practices to the new requirements ofSB 375. 
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Joseph P. Bart MetroCenter Association of Bay Area Governments 101 Eighth Street 
P.O. Box 2050 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Oakland, CA 94607-4756 

(510) 464-7942Bay Conservation and Development Commission fax: (510) 433-5542 
tedd@abag.ca.govMetropolitan Transportation Commission www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy 

JOINT POLICY COMMITTEE 

Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 

Introduction 

SB 375 1 (Steinberg) was passed by the California State Assembly on August 25 th
, 2008, and by 

the State Senate on August 30th
• The Governor signed it into law on September 30th

, 2008. 

The bill mandates an integrated regional land-use-and-transportation-planning approach to 
reducing greenhouse-gas (GHG) emissions from automobiles and light trucks, principally by 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Within the Bay Area, automobiles and light trucks 
account for about 26 percent of our 2007 GHG inventorl and about 64 percent of emissions 
from the transportation sector. 

SB 375 explicitly assigns responsibilities to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
and to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to implement the bill's provisions 
for the Bay Area. Both agencies are members ofthe Joint Policy Committee3 (JPC). The policies 
in this document were approved by the JPC and provide guidance to the two lead regional 
agencies in fulfilling their responsibilities in collaboration with their JPC partners, the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District (Air District) and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC). 

Bay Area Climate-Protection Context 

On July 20th
, 2007, the JPC approved a Bay Area Regional Agency Climate Protection 

Program4
. This program has as a key goal: "To be a model for California, the nation and the 

world." Following from this key goal is a supporting goal: "Prevention: To employ all feasible, 
cost-effective strategies to meet and surpass the State's targets of reducing greenhouse-gas 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050." In pursuit of these 
goals, MTC's current Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update, Transportation 20355

, has 
evaluated transportation strategies and investment programs relative to a target of reducing GHG 
emissions from on-road vehicles in the year 2035 by 40 percent compared to 1990 levels. 
ABAG has established the same target for assessing alternative land-use scenarios in the 

) http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb 0351-0400/sb 375 bill 20080930 chaptered.html 
2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory ofBay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions, December 
2008 (http://www.baagmd.gov/pln/documents/regionalinventorv2007 003 OOO.pdt) 
J The Joint Policy Committee (JPC) is a regional planning consortium of the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD or the "Air District"), the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
4 http://v.'Ww.abag.ca.gov/j0 intpolicy/JPC%"0Action%20on%20Climate%20Protection. pdf 
5 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/p\al1ning/2035plan/index.htm 

DRAFT 2/5/2009 

128
 



Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 2 

development of the latest iteration of the region's policy-based forecast of population and 
employment: Projections 20096

. 

The Bay Area's regional agencies have clearly recognized the primacy of the climate-change 
challenge as a driver of public transportation and land-use policy, and we have embraced the 
urgency of GHG reduction. The momentum established by our policies and actions to date will 
carry over into our implementation of SB 375. We do not regard SB 375 as a vexatious new 
requirement, but rather as an instrument to assist us in continuing and accelerating the climate­
protection journey upon which we have already embarked. We are genuinely concerned with 
making real and measurable progress in reducing the impact which motor-vehicle travel has on 
the global warming problem. That concern will be paramount in our approach to SB 375 and is 
reflected in the policies which follow. 

Policy Subject 1: Setting Targets 

SB 375 requires that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) set GHG-reduction targets for 
cars and light trucks in each California region for the years 2020 and 2035. CARB must release 
draft targets by June 30, 2010 and adopt targets by September 30, 2010. 

,To assist in establishing these targets, CARE is required to appoint a Regional Targets Advisory 
Committee (RTAC) composed of representatives of Metropolitan Planning Organizations7 

(MPOs), affected air districts8
, the League of California Cities (the League), the California State 

Association of Counties (CSAC), local transportation agencies9
, and members of the public­

including homebuilders, environmental organizations, environmental-justice organizations, 
affordable housing organizations, and others. The Advisory Committee is tasked with 
recommending factors to be considered and methodologies to be used in establishing the targets, 
not recommending the targets themselves-though MPOs are explicitly permitted to recommend 
targets for CARB's consideration. 

In recommending factors to be considered and methodologies to be used, the Advisory 
Committee may consider any relevant issues, including, but not limited to, data needs, modeling 
techniques, growth forecasts, the impacts of regional jobs-housing balance on interregional travel 
and GHG emissions, economic and demographic trends, the magnitude of GHG-reduction 
benefits from a variety of land use and transportation strategies, and appropriate methods to 
describe regional targets and to monitor performance in attaining those targets. The advisory 
committee shall provide a report with its recommendations to CARB no later than September 30, 
2009, and CARB must consider the report before setting the targets. After the publication of the 
Advisory Committee Report, MPOs are required to hold at least one public workshop in their 
region. In establishing the targets, CARB is also required to exchange technical information 
with MPOs and associated air districts. 

The prescribed target-setting process, including the multi-sector RTAC, creates a dynamic 
between need (i.e., the reduction required to contribute to the state's overall greenhouse-gas­
reduction targets) and feaSibility (i.e., the perceived probability of satisfying that need through 

6 http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/currentfcstlnews.html
 
7 In the Bay Area, the Metropolitan Planning Organization is MTC.
 
8 In the Bay Area, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
 
9 In the Bay Area, this might include Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs), transit providers, and the
 
transportation planninglstreets-and-roads arms oflocal governments.
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3 Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 

available regional planning and implementation mechanisms.) That dynamic may be premature 
and limiting. Until one goes through the actual process of producing and evaluating a target­
based plan, the feasibility of that plan, and the target to which it responds, is mostly just 
conjecture. The necessity to limit the target based on an a priori judgment of feasibility is also 
obviated by the legislation's provision of an escape valve, the Alternative Planning Strategy 
(APS), which provides a mechanism to identify additional measures if target achievement proves 
not to be feasible in the initial plan, the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

In the 2009 RTP update and in the Projections 2009 process, ABAG and MTC have established 
very aggressive GHG-reduction targets, based on the transportation sector's large contribution to 
the region's GHG inventory and on the science-based need to reduce GHGs to 80 percent below 
1990 levels by the year 2050. The Bay Area's regional agencies are committed to achieving a 
significant reduction in transportation-related GHGs and are opposed to constraining that 
reduction by setting targets that are too low and that do not provide sufficient challenge to 
business as usual. We also want to ensure our efforts are rewarded with observable progress, not 
just with well-intentioned but unimplemented plans. 

Policy Subject 2: Modeling the Relationship between Transportation and Land Use 

Travel models (mathematical simulations of travel behavior relative to the regional 
transportation system and the distribution of land uses) are used to compare the impact of 
alternative transportation strategies, alternative investment packages and alternative land-use 
patterns. The land-use patterns that are fed into the travel models are also, in part, generated by 
mathematical models of economic and demographic trends. 

SB 375 requires that the California Transportation Commission (CTC), in consultation with the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and CARB, maintain guidelines for travel 
models. The guidelines must, to the extent practicable within resource constraints, account for: 

•	 The empirical relationship among land-use density, automobile ownership, and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT); 

•	 The impact of enhanced transit service on vehicle ownership and VMT; 

•	 Induced travel behavior and land development likely to result from highway or rail 
expansion; 
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4 Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 

•	 Mode splits between automobile, transit, carpool, bicycle, and pedestrian trips; 

•	 Speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service. 

SB 375 also requires that MPOs disseminate the methodology, results, and key assumptions of 
their travel models in a way that would be usable by and understandable to the public. 

Models will be key tools in developing and assessing the alternative transportation and land-use 
strategies required to implement SB 375. MTC is currently replacing its travel model with a new 
instrument more attuned to the CTC guidelines. ABAG is about to update its land-use 
forecasting models. 

This is an opportune time to ensure that the region's models are integrated and can be used in an 
iterative manner, with not only the land-use models feeding into the travel model but with the 
travel model also feeding back into the land-use models so that the development impacts and 
requirements of various transportation measures and investments can be more confidently 
evaluated and so that a mutually reinforcing land-use and transportation strategy can be 
constructed. At present, the relationship is very linear and one-way, with the land-use forecast 
informing the travel model but the travel model only indirectly influencing how we forecast land 
use. Achieving two-way integration will require a much closer working relationship between 
ABAG and MTC staff engaged in modeling and forecasting than has heretofore been the case. 

While the models are very technical and complex, it is also a worthy and responsible objective to 
aim for more public transparency of model methodologies, assumptions and particularly 
limitations. 

Policy Subject 3: Preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy and an Alternative Planning 
Strategy 

SB 375 requires that each MPO (MTC and ABAG in the Bay Area) prepare a sustainable 
communities strategy (SCS). This strategy is to, among other things, constitute the land-use 
forecast for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and must comply with federal requirements 
for that forecast, including most importantly that it be judged to be realistically attainable during 
the twenty-five-year period of the RTP. One criterion for judging realistic attainability is 
congruence with local-government general plans, specific plans and zoning. 

The SCS shall be adopted as part of the RTp10 and shall: 

•	 Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the 
region; 

•	 Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, including 
all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning period of the RTP 

10 The next RTP update, and the first to which SB 375 will apply, is scheduled to be adopted in March 2013. 
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5 Policies for the Bay Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375 

(i.e., 25 years), taking into account net migration into the region, population growth 
(presumably referring to natural increase), household formation, and employment growth; 

•	 Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional 
housing need; 

•	 Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region; 

•	 Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource 
areas and farmland in the region; 

•	 Consider state housing goals; 

•	 Forecast a development pattern for the region, which when integrated with the transportation 
network and other transportation measures and policies, will achieve, to the extent 
practicable, the targeted greenhouse-gas emission reduction from automobiles and light 
trucks, while also permitting the RTP to comply with the Clean Air Act; 

•	 In doing all ofthe above, consider spheres of influence that have been adopted by LAFCOs. 

Some believe that the SCS is just ABAG's Projections under another name and with slightly 
different prescriptions and constraints. It is much more than that. While the SCS will, in part, 
playa role similar to Projections in the RTP, it is not just a land-use forecast, but a preferred 
development pattern integrated with the transportation network and with transportation measures 
and policies. It approaches in intent and content a comprehensive land-use and transportation 
plan for the region. As such, it should playa more fundamental guiding role for the RTP than 
does Projections, which is mostly used now for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and for 
air quality conformity analysis accompanying the RTP. 

Before adopting the SCS, we will be required to quantify the reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions projected to be achieved by the SCS and identify the difference (if any) between that 
reduction and the CARB targets for the region. 

If the SCS is unable to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the targeted levels, then we must 
prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) showing how the greenhouse-gas targets would 
be achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation 
measures or policies. The APS is a separate document from the RTP but may be adopted at the 
same time as the RTP. In preparing the APS, we are required to: 

•	 Identify the principal impediments to achieving the targets through the SCS; 

•	 Describe how the GHG targets would be achieved by the alternative strategy and why the 
development pattern, transportation measures and transportation policies in the APS are the 
most practicable choices for the achievement of those targets; 

•	 Ensure that the APS complies with all the federal requirements for an RTP "except to the 
extent that compliance with those requirements would prevent achievement of the GHG 
targets" (i.e., the APS is essentially exempted from the criterion of realistic attainability); 

•	 Develop the APS in the same manner and consider the same factors as we would to develop 
an SCS. 
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The APS is essentially a more aggressive GHG-reduction strategy than would be permissible 
under the federal requirements for an RTP-i.e., financially constrained and with a realistic land­
use forecast. 

As the SCS is an official part of the RTP, it is required by federal law to be internally consistent 
with the other parts of the RTP, including the fmancially constrained transportation investment 
package. This is what gives the SCS its power: transportation projects identified for funding in 
the RTP investment package must be consistent with the SCSll 

. 

As the APS is not included in the RTP and therefore does not influence transportation 
investment, its potential impact is much more limited. It serves essentially two purposes, the 
first explicit in the legislation, the second implicit: (1) to provide access to some California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) concessions for qualifying development projects12

, and (2) 
to provide a means through which the state can be informed of additional powers, authorities or 
resources required to meet regional GHG-reduction targets. 

The Bay Area's regional agencies are committed to making a real difference in reducing GHGs. 
Therefore, it is in our interest to achieve as much progress toward this region's targets in the SCS 
as possible. Those land-use changes, transportation measures and transportation policies which 
can only be identified in the APS are essentially those that we have conceded cannot be 
implemented; that is, we cannot provide the required assurances to the federal government that 
those changes, measures, and policies meet the realism test-at least not within the current 
distribution of authorities. If the changes, measures and policies are not real, then the GHG 
reductions are also not real. We will not attain the on-the-ground improvement we desire and 
need. 

Meeting the realism test for the SCS requires two preconditions: (1) alignment oflocalland-use 
policy with the preferred land-use pattern in the SCS13 and (2) authority and resources to 
undertake the required transportation policies and measures. To maximize our probability of 
success, we need to be acquiring those preconditions now, building upon the momentum that we 
have established with the target driven RTP, Transportation 2035, with the performance-based 

11 The legislation specifically excludes a subset of investment projects from this requirement, including those 
contained in the 2007 or 2009 Federal Statewide Transportation Program (STP), those specifically listed in a sales 
tax ballot measure approved before the end of the 2008, and arguably those funded through Proposition I-B (2006). 
Further the legislation does not require a sales tax authority to change the funding allocations approved by voters for 
categories in a sales tax measure adopted before the end of2010. 
12 CEQA concessions are extended to two potentially overlapping types of development projects: (1) a residential or 
mixed-use project consistent with an SCS or APS; and (2) specifically defined "transit priority projects" (TPPs). 
Subject to incorporating mitigation measures from previous reviews, the EIRs for SCS- or APS-consistent projects 
will not be required to address growth-inducing impacts, global warming impacts, or regional transportation network 
impacts. Further SCS- or APS-consistent development projects will not have to prepare a reduced-density 
alternative to address local traffic impacts. TPPs will be exempt from CEQA review if they are consistent with an 
SCS or APS and comply with a long list of other mandatory and optional criteria. 
13 SB 375 explicitly provides that neither the SCS nor the APS will regulate the use of land or supersede the 
exercise of the land-use authority of cities and counties. It further stipulates that there is no requirement that a city's 
or county's land-use polices and regulations, including its general plan, be consistent with the RTP (including the 
SCS) or with the APS. Therefore, alignment of local land-use policy with the SCS will have to be voluntary. 
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Projections 2009 and with the Bay Area's voluntary development and conservation strategy, 
FOCUS14

• 

Transportation 2035 has been instrumental in introducing climate protection as a core regional 
transportation planning objective to the CMAs and to other transportation planning and operating 
agencies. The Projections 2009 process has initiated a productive discussion with local­
government officials on the impact that land-use and development has on transportation GHGs. 
FOCUS has provided mechanisms, priority development areas (PDAs) and priority conservation 
areas (PCAs), through which the regional agencies and local governments can partner on 
achieving a land-use pattern that contributes to lower VMT and hence fewer GHG emissions. 

To enable the region to prepare a genuinely effective SCS in association with the 2013 RTP, the 
cooperative policy discussions begun with the 2009 RTP and with Projections 2009 need to 
continue and accelerate over the next few years and into the formal beginning of the SCS 
process. A successful SCS will not be proposed and imposed by the regional agencies, but will 
be built and owned cooperatively at all levels by all the transportation and land-use authorities in 
the Bay Area. 

We also need to make substantial progress on the implementation of the PDAs and PCAs, so that 
local governments have concrete examples upon which to draw when constructing local plans 
that are consistent with the SCS. And we need to establish trust among local governments that 
substantial regional and state assistance to PDAs and PCAs is truly forthcoming. Full local­
government participation in the FOCUS PDA and PCA initiatives is conditioned on the 
provision of incentive funding. In Transportation 2035 MTC established a $2.2-billion15 

Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) account to, in part, assist PDAs and transit­
oriented development. Early programming of dollars in the TLC account can set a positive stage 
for an SCS that enjoys local-government support and, therefore, is more likely to be realistically 
attainable. 

14 http://vvvvw.bavareavision.org/initiatives/index.htmi
 
15 As a federal requirement, enumerated in escalated dollars of the day.
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Policy Subject 4: Achieving Consistency with Adjacent Regions 

As referenced under Policy Subject 3, the SCS will be required to identify areas within the 
region sufficient to house all the population of the region, including all economic segments ofthe 
population, taking into account net migration into the region, natural increase, household 
formation, and employment growth. 

This is a substantial departure from present regional-planning practice, which has assumed some 
spillover of Bay-Area-generated housing and transportation demand into adjacent regions, 
particularly into the Central Valley. We can plan to accommodate all our population growth, 
but our plans are unlikely to be realized if they are not consistent with those of our neighboring 
regions, who may continue to plan on the basis of accommodating exogenous demand from the 
Bay Area. Early and frequent discussions with surrounding regions to coordinate assumptions 
and policies is, therefore, required. 

Policy Subject 5: Synchronizing and Conforming the SCS and the RTP with the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 

SB 375 requires that the RHNAlhousing element cycle will be synchronized and coordinated 
with the preparation of every other RTP update, starting with the first update after 2010 (i.e., 
2013). RTP updates occur every four years, and housing elements must be adopted by local 
governments eighteen months after the adoption of the RTP. With a few exceptions, the region 
will now be on an eight-year RHNA cycle and local governments will be on eight-year housing­
element cycles. In addition to synchronizing with the preparation of the RTP and the SCS 
contained therein, the RHNA allocation must be consistent with the development pattern 
included in the SCS, and the resolution approving the RHNA shall demonstrate that it is 
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consistent with the SCS. Housing elements and associated local zoning adopted pursuant to the 
RHNA may be among the most important means for making the SCS real. 

The 2008 ABAG RHNA process was the first in the state to explicitly connect the regional 
housing allocation to the sort of focused-growth and transit-oriented development principles 
which are likely to be central to the SCS. We, therefore, have a head start on the consistency 
requirements ofSB 375. However, many ofjurisdictions that received higher RHNA numbers as 
the result of the newly applied principles also persuasively argued that they required additional 
resources to respond to the infrastructure and service requirements of more housing and 
population. A more intimate connection with the RTP will be required to assist resources to flow 
in the same direction as housing requirements. 

Existing law makes MTC responsible for the RTP and ABAG responsible for the RHNA. SB 
375 makes both agencies jointly responsible for the SCS, though the SCS will also be adopted as 
part of the RTP. To ensure coordination and complementariness and to ensure that both agencies 
are fully cognizant of their commitments to each other and of their joint commitments to other 
partners and the region, all three instruments-the RTP, the RHNA and the SCS-should be 
developed and adopted together as a regional-agency partnership. 

Policy Subject 6: Providing CEQA Assistance 

SB 375 provides various levels of CEQA assistance to housing and mixed-use development 
projects based on their conformity with a number of criteria, including consistency with an SCS 
or APS. However, the legislation only vaguely defines "consistency" and then in manner which 
may not be compatible with current Bay Area regional land-use planning practice. One 
approach to clarifying "consistency" is the preparation of a programmatic environmental impact 
review (EIR) for the SCS (and for the APS, if required). Development projects, as well as 
infrastructure projects, might also be able to "tier off" this EIR, and thus become eligible for 
additional CEQA assistance in addition to that provided through SB 375. The feasibility of this 
approach, and of alternatives, requires the resolution of a number of technical and legal issues, 
including the relationship to the EIR presently prepared for the RTP. Work to resolve these 
issues needs to occur as soon as possible as it will clearly affect the manner in which we prepare 
the SCS/APS. 
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Policy Subject 7: Aligning Regional Policies 

While ABAG and MTC develop the region's first SCS, the Air District and BCDC will also be 
putting together policies and regulations that will affect the region's distribution ofland uses and 
the placement of public infrastructure. Both agencies may, as well, propose projects which could 
be included in the RTP. 

In its effort to control criteria polIutants (e.g. ozone precursors and particulate matter), the Air 
District may, under existing authority, consider an indirect source rule (ISR) that regulates the 
construction and long-term transportation impacts of land development and requires mitigation 
or payments in lieu for development which does not meet established standards. Of particular 
concern is development which is deemed to increase automobile travel and hence vehicle 
emissions. The Air District may also seek to limit development in certain areas so as to reduce 
exposure to noxious particulate matter and other localized air toxins. 

BCDC wilI be preparing an adaptation plan to prepare for inevitable sea-level rise and storm 
surges affecting areas on and near the Bay shoreline. This will have implications for the location 
of future development and perhaps for the relocation of present development and infrastructure. 

It is essential that both the Air District's work and BCDC's be aligned with the SCS so that the 
regional agencies complement and do not contradict one another. Confusion will not contribute 
to the multi-level collaboration required to achieve a sustainable communities strategy that 
works. 
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One Harbor Cenler, Suite 130 
Suisun City, California 94585 

Area Code 707 
424-6075· Fax 424-6074 

MembeJs: 

BeniCia March 20, 2009 

D!xon 
Fairf~!d 

Rio Vista Ted Droettboom 
Sclano CcuPiy Joint Policy Committee 
SUlSunCity 101 Eighth Street 
YacailfQe P.O. Box 2050 
\iaiiejo Oakland, CA 94607-4756 

RE: Comments on the Proposed Joint Policy Committee (JPC) Policies for 
Implementation of SB 375 

Dear Mr. Droettboom: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the draft policies the JPC is proposing 
to guide the process for implementing SB 375 in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Solano 
Transportation Authority (STA) is one of the nine Bay Area Congestion Management 
Agency (CMAs) and collectively represents Solano County's seven cities and the County of 
Solano. STA and the other CMAs are in an ideal position to link transportation investment 
decisions with land use decisions of our local jurisdictions, of which have sole authority 
over the land use decisions critical to the implementation of SB 375. In fact, under state 
law, the congestion management programs developed by the CMAs have as one their 
objectives the coordination of land development and transportation. 

STA agrees with and strongly supports the overall intent of the draft SB 375 implementation 
policies, we also recognize the extraordinary efforts it will take to implement them. 
Therefore, the STA believes it is crucial that the greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets be 
realistic and that the process to determine those goals be inclusive of those responsible for 
implementing the programs that will lead to achieving those targets. With this perspective, 
STA has reviewed the draft policies and submit the following comments and requests: 

Expand the JPC Partnership 
The JPC partnership needs to be expanded to more clearly define a way for the Bay Area's 
nine CMAs and the cities, towns and counties they represent to provide input. In order to 
successfully implement SB 375, we must be directly involved early-on in the process of 
crafting the solutions that we will ultimately be responsible for implementing. We 
recommend that the phrase "Bay Area regional agencies" in all policies be modified to 
include representation from the CMAs from each of the nine counties, transit districts, and 
local agencies. 

Identify a Process for Review and Input 
The JPC needs to spell out a process for how CMA, transit district and local input will be 
obtained. This should be done as soon as possible, since decisions are already being made 
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and processes solidified without adequate local input. In fact, the California Air Resources Board 
Regional Technical Advisory Committee (CARB RTAC) and working groups have already met twice 
about defining recommendations on factors, methodologies, and metrics. We recommend that the 
JPC form subcommittees for the various policy tasks, including representation from the four regional 
agencies, the CMAs, the local jurisdictions, the transit districts and other groups as appropriate. These 
sub-committees would report to the JPC at its regular meetings and provide input as well as receive 
updates from MTC and ABAG about how SB 375 is being implemented. At a minimum the 
following sub-committees should be formed: (1) Land Use, for developing the Sustainable 
Community Strategy (SCS) and Alternative Planning Strategy (APS); (2) Modeling, for developing 
the model and metrics for modeling and to inform the RTAC; and (3) Transportation, for 
development and implementation of the Climate Change Strategies identified by MTC in its recently 
developed Regional Transportation Plan, which references Safe Routes to School, Safe Routes to 
Transit, Transit Corridors, and other programs. 

Policy 1: Setting Targets 
STA supports vigorous implementation of SB375, with the goal of achieving measurable and 
significant GHG reductions, but believes that setting reasonable targets is paramount to the success of 
the program. Unrealistic targets can heighten the risk of litigation if Regional Transportation Plan 
goals are not achieved. Such litigation could negatively affect our ability to implement Countywide 
Transportation Plans, and local funding initiatives that are crucial to making progress toward regional 
climate change targets and goals. It is important that the infrastructure needed to implement the 
targets be fundable. STA recommends the following edit to the 5th paragraph of text leading up to 
Policy 1: 

"The Bay Area's regional agencies are committed to achieving a significant reduction in 
transportation-related GHGs and will work with CMAs, transit operators and local agencies to ensure 
that reduction targets are both aggressive and achievable with the resources committed to that effect." 
and are opposed to oonstraining that redHotion by setting targets that are too low and that do not 
provide sHffieient challenge to bHsiness as HSHal." 

In addition, it is recommended that the following wording replace the proposed language of Policy 1: 

The Bay Area regional agencies will seek/actors, methodologies and targets that are feasible and 
achievable. At the same time, MTC and ABAG, working in partnership with the CMAs, transit 
districts and local jurisdictions, shall explore various alternative land use and transportation 
strategies that would take the region beyond the achievement o/the ARB targets and/urther reduce 
GHG emissions, and work collaboratively towards implementation 0/those strategies. 

Policy 2: Modeling the Relationship between Transportation and Land Use 
The STA recommends that this policy be modified to recognize that the model is a tool that has 
limitations and should be applied in a way that conveys the assumptions made, the outcomes of 
differing assumptions (e.g., model more than one scenario), and the sensitivity of the model to 
variations in the assumptions. It should consider other factors that influence where people choose to 
live, work, shop, and socialize and how they choose to get there. As soon as possible, a process for 
obtaining input from the CMAs and local jurisdictions should be implemented particularly since 
decisions in this area are already being formed by the regional agencies and the RTAC. Finally, it 
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should be noted that a travel model that is transparent and understandable to a lay audience may lack 
the sophistication to reliably model and predict travel behavior. It is important for the model 
development process to be transparent, but for the model to be as junctional as is technically 
achievable. 

It is recommended that the following wording replace the proposed language of Policy 2: 

The Bay Area regional agencies will work together to construct an integrated regional travel demand 
model and appropriate sub-regional models, and a transparent system explaining assumptions such 
as travel choice, vehicle fleet and land use used in the model. The model(s) shouldfacilitate 
technical, decision-makers and public understanding ofexisting andprojected travel patterns, and 
show how changes in transportation and transit networks, vehicle fleets, land use and traveler 
behavior impact congestion and air emissions. 

Policy 3: Preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy and an Alternative Planning Strategy 
Because targets set in SB 375 cannot be achieved without a transit component and funding for transit 
has been drastically cut at the state level, and because taking funding off the top for the FOCUS 
program could reduce funding available for MTC's adopted "fix it first" maintenance of the existing 
infrastructure investments in transit and local streets and roads, this policy should be modified to 
include the following: 

(1)	 Actively advocate for a restoration ofand new transit funds to contribute to reducing VMT 
andGHGs. 

(2)	 Work collaboratively through the CMAs and local jurisdictions to identifY capital investments 
that are necessary or can facilitate transit-oriented and "smart growth" development, identifY 
funding needed, and jointly pursue funding packages for them. 

(3)	 Work with the CMAs and transit providers to ensure that adequate operational and
 
maintenance junds are providedfor transit service.
 

In addition, Policy 3 implies that the regional agencies will be programming Transportation for 
Livable Communities (TLC) funds. These funds should continue to be programmed at both the 
regional and CMA level, in order to leverage other regional, CMA and local funds in support of this 
effort. 

The first full paragraph on Page 7 states that "Transportation 2035 has been instrumental in 
introducing climate protection as a core regional transportation planning objective to the CMAs and 
to other transportation planning and operating agencies." In reality, a number of CMAs and local 
agencies have already been working with the MTC and the BAAQMD and through CMA and local 
agency programs and projects. One particular example is the TLC program, which pre-dates SB375 
and is designed to achieve improvements in air quality, reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, and to 
effectively link transportation investment with land use decisions. 

In Solano County, STA and its members participated in the 1-80 Smart Growth study, have begun 
implementing a Safe Routes to School program and projects in partnership with local school districts, 
have a highly successful rideshare program, have developed countywide bicycle, pedestrian and TLC 
master plans that have resulted in a number of completed projects, and our member agencies have 
developed and implemented innovative alternative fuel vehicle programs. In addition, STA has 
created a successful partnership with the two air districts that cover our county. The first paragraph 
on Page 7 should reflect that reality. 
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The second bullet on Page 8 states "Advocate for early and appropriately directed incentives for PDAs 
and PCAs from existing state programs and for the creation of additional incentive mechanisms 
through new state legislation in advance of the SCS;" While there will be a clear need to direct 
funding to PDAs, this bullet raises issues about whether existing programs would be negatively 
affected. The intent should be further clarified to exclude such an outcome. 

A final bullet point should be added to Policy 3 that recognizes transportation funding under the SCS 
should be directed not only to where housing is planned to go, but also where it actually is developed. 
This ensures that jurisdictions that have official housing plans but may put up obstacles to the 
development of that housing are not rewarded for those obstacles. 

Policy 5: Synchronization 
The policy statement only refers to the regional agencies such as ABAG and MTC for the 
development of the synchronized housing and transportation plans. The policy and supporting text 
should be re-written to explicitly involve local decision makers, CMAs and transit providers. 

Policy 7: Aligning Regional Policies 
Policy 7 identifies the need for aligning regional agency policies to achieve a workable SCS. These 
new regional policies and regulations will affect the region's distribution ofland uses, the placement 
of public infrastructure, and include consideration of an indirect source rule by the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District. Because of this, these regional policies need to be vetted through the 
CMAs and their local jurisdictions as well as the JPC. Because this policy is identified as being 
implemented immediately, a process for vetting policies through the CMAs and their local 
jurisdictions needs to be developed as soon as possible. The policy should be modified to reflect 
CMA and local input. 

STA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the JPC's proposed policies and your consideration 
of our comments and suggested changes. If you have any questions, please contact me at (707) 424­
6075. 

Sincerely, 

Dav..J? Ie. ~ 
Daryl Halls 
Executive Director 
Solano Transportation Authority 

Cc:	 STA Board Members 
Steve Heminger, Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
Henry Gardner, Executive Director, Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
Jack Broadbent, Executive Director, Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 
Will Travis, Executive Director, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Dennis Fay, Executive Director, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
Robert McCleary, Executive Director, Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
Dianne Steinhauser, Executive Director, Transportation Agency ofMarin 
Paul Price, Executive Director, Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency 
Jose Luis Moscovich, Executive Director, San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
Rich Napier, Executive Director, San Mateo City-County Association of Govemments 
John Ristow, ChiefCMA Officer, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
Suzanne Smith, Executive Director, Sonoma County Transportation Authority 
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Agenda Item
 
April 29, 2009
 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Robert Guerrero, Senior Planner 
RE: Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)/ American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) TE Funding 

Background: 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) created the Transportation for Livable 
Communities (TLC) Program in 1998 to support multimodal travel, livable neighborhoods 
and the development of jobs and housing in existing town centers. The TLC Program funded 
capital project through a mix of federal Transportation Enhancement (TE) Funds and 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program. TLC funded 
planning activities through Surface Transportation Program (STP) Planning funds. In 2001, 
MTC expanded the TLC program to include funding for each of the nine Bay Area 
Congestion Management Agencies, including the STA, to implement their own TLC program 
and priorities. 

The STA developed a TLC Toolkit and TLC Plan to promote the Solano County TLC 
Program and prioritize potential TLC projects in Solano County. As a result, the STA Board 
approved $3.6 million for TLC capital projects in the course of two grant cycles Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2005-06 and FY 2007-08. A comprehensive list of approved TLC project for Solano 
County is attached (Attachment A). This list also includes the STA Board approved TLC 
Capital Projects for the Solano TLC Program. 

In March 2009, in response to the nation's economic downturn, MTC began discussions to 
advance Federal TE funding as part the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
effort to stimulate the Bay Area economy. To be eligible for stimulus funding, projects must 
be shovel ready and meet the funding program's eligibility criteria. By advancing TE shares, 
counties that receive advanced TE funding will need to relinquish future allocations to 
counties that did not receive TE funds at this time. 

Discussion: 
Solano TLC TE Project Status 
Of the $3.6 million approved for Solano County TLC capital funds, $1.3 million was provided 
by TE funds for Suisun City's Driftwood Drive Project ($372,200) and the City of Benicia's 
State Park Road BikelPed Overcrossing ($960,000). In preparation for the allocation of 
County TLC Funds, STA staff developed two separate documents: Solano Countywide TLC 
Program Guidelines and Solano County TLC Plan. Both TLC documents were developed 
from input and discussions with the STA Alternative Modes Subcommittee, STATAC, the 
Solano County Planners Group, and staff from member agencies. 

The Solano TLC Program Guidelines provided criteria for prioritizing Solano County 
Projects. The Countywide TLC Plan identified approximately $68 million in TLC projects 
countywide. STA staff recommended that only projects listed in the TLC Candidate Projects 
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list from the Countywide TLC Plan be eligible for TLC planning and capital funds. The STA 
Board approved the Solano TLC Guidelines and Solano Countywide TLC Plan on September 
8,2004 and October 13, 2004 respectively. Suisun City's Driftwood Drive Project and the 
City of Benicia's State Park Road Bike/Ped Overcrossing TLCffE projects were identified in 
the adopted Solano Countywide TLC Plan. 

In late 2008, the STA negotiated a swap for Benicia's TE funds for CMAQ funding originally 
allocated for the City of Fairfield's McGary Road Project. Although Fairfield's McGary 
Road Project is not identified as TLC project, it is a TE eligible project. The TE requires that 
the project demonstrate the following in order to be eligible: 

1.	 The enhancement project has a direct relationship to a transportation project/facility. 
2.	 The project enhances or goes beyond a normal transportation project. Typically a 

normal transportation project includes required mitigation, standard landscaping, other 
permit requirements and provisions negotiated as a condition of obtaining a permit for 
a normal [non-enhancement] transportation project. For example, sidewalks that need 
to be retrofitted for ADA requirements are not eligible. 

3.	 The project can be considered as one of the eligible TE categories (see attachment B 
for the 12 TE Categories) 

The funding swap for McGary Rd. provided the City of Fairfield additional time to fulfill the 
federal requirements for obligating federal funding. The swap left $320,000 in TE funding for 
Benicia's State Park Road Overcrossing project and provided $640,000 in TE funding for 
Fairfield's project. 

The City of Suisun's Driftwood Drive project was the first ofthe three TLCffE funded 
projects to be completed. The City of Benicia and the City of Fairfield are currently working 
to meet MTC's obligation deadline to begin construction on their projects this summer. 

ARRAII'E Funding Update 
STA staff had little time to provide a response to MTC's recent ARRA TE call for projects. 
In March, MTC requested STA staff provide one TE eligible project that was construction­
ready with an initial estimate of approximately $500,000-$800,000 in available TE funding. 
STA staff referenced the adopted Solano Countywide TLC Plan for potential projects. Mter 
reviewing potential project, STA staff contacted the County of Solano staff regarding the Old 
Town Cordelia Improvement Project. This project received $50,000 TLC planning funds in 
FY 2002-03 from MTC and $500,000 in TLC capital funds from the STA in FY 2007-08 to 
complete phase 1 of the project. This project was environmentally cleared for both phases; 
however a shortfall of approximately $800,000 to $1 million remained to complete phase 2. 
Given the short timeframe provided by MTC, STA staff determined that the County's project 
was the most viable project for the following reasons: 

1.	 The project was shovel ready. 
2.	 This project was reviewed and approved by the STA Board for prior TLC funding and 

is TE eligible. 
3.	 The project's shortfall was close to the estimated TE available amount and if funded 

would complete another TLC project. 

Following STA staff s direction, MTC staff recommended this project to their Programming 
and Allocation's Committee on April 8th and plans to bring it to their Commission for 
approval on April 22nd

. 
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Additional ARRA TE Funds 
On Friday, April 17tlJ. MTC staff sent out a memo to the CMA's indicating that an additional 
$2.1 million ofTE funding could be potentially available for programming immediately. 
MTC asked the CMA's to respond by Monday, Apri120tlJ. if they had any regionally 
significant TE projects that could spend the funds immediately. STA staff consulted with the 
City of Vallejo staff regarding their Downtown Streetscape Project. City of Vallejo staff 
indicated that the project currently has a shortfall of $2.1 million. City of Vallejo staff also 
indicated the project is environmentally cleared and can go to construction immediately 
should funding become available. Given the short timeframe to respond, STA staff 
recommended this project to MTC with support from City of Vallejo staff. This project is 
also identified in the Solano Countywide TLC Plan and has received regional TLC funding 
fromMTC. 

If the advanced TE funding is approved by MTC for both projects, the County and the City of 
Vallejo can begin construction as early as this summer. 

Fiscal Impact 
No impact to currently funded TLC TE projects. If approved by MTC, the County and the 
City of Vallejo will receive advanced TE funding. Solano County's future TE allocations will 
be given to other Bay Area counties that did not take advantage of the advancement of TE 
funding at this time. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachments: 
A. Solano County TLC Projects 
B. Transportation Enhancement 12 eligible categories 
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Regional TLC Program 
Solano CounIJ ....... roo ..... "..,,,,, "".".a
 

Solano 
SolEloo 

Rio Vista 
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Downtown Rio Vista Waterfront Plan '5000.00 00.00 Corrol,led 
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Solano Solano Transo. Aulhoritv I·BO/Jenson Parkway Conceal Plan Phase 2 $30 000.00 98·99 Corroleted 
Solano Solano County Fairfield lrJ1lrovements 10 Old Town Cordelia 50000.00 02·03 
S~ano V,l~jo CMizen's Housing Corp. Sereno Quadrant Bus Transit Cenler/AHordable 

Housing Concept Plan (Vallejo) 
$40,000.00 00·0' Completed 

Solano Fairfield Wasl Texas Street Master Plan <25000.00 01-02 Comnl,t,d 
$185,000.00 

-_._..- County TLC Cagltal "'II alII. 

$ 195,000.00 cosOl99lCOl Solano Suisun Cltv Solano Transoortation Main Street Pedestrian and Driftwood Drive Provides slree'scaDs imorove 
sOl991 091 Solano Rio Vista Rio Vista Main Street Stl'8stscaDe lmorave Streetscaoe lmorovements to 
sOlO10009 Solano Suisun City Solano Transportation Je son ParkwaY Blkewav and Transit Conn Constructs a one-mile Class I 
sOlO10018 Solano Valle 0 

Suisun City 
Vacaville 

Downtown Valle Geor!:lia Street Extenslo 
Drntwood Drive Pedestrian Wey 
Davis Street Pedeslrian and Gatewav lmol"( 

Provides streetscape Improve 
sOl030004 
sOl03OO05 

Solano 
Solano Vacaville Redeveloom 

Constructs a pedestrian walkw 
Provides wider sldwalks, land 

sOl05OO23 Solano Valleo Valle·o Statlon Valle 0 statiOll 
TlC Capital Total 

leled 
$ 850,000.00 co 
$ 500,000.00 co 
$ 800,000.00 co 
$ 350,000.00 co 
$ 482,000.00 co 
$ 2,070,921.00 in design 

leted 
leted 
leted 
leted 
leled 

$5047,921.00 
SalIna County GrantIy HIPHIP Grante 

382,500 ComoletedValle'o 86r6no Villag6Solano 
not awarded 
untll 
groum:breakln 
r¥ 
building 
perm~s 

for housing 
1,192,500 comoleted 

HIP Total 
Vallejo Downtown Specific Plan ImprovementsSolano Vallelo..... 

1,575,000 
~ 
-...l 

Solano County TLC Program 
Capital 

riltwood Dnve PrOfect 

State Park Road Overcrossin 

Old Town Cordelia lmorovement Project 
Vacaville Inlennodal Station 
Vacaville Creekwalk Extension 

Approve 
372,200 

$1,000,000 

$500,000 

$900,000 

$822,000 
$3,594,200 I 

Approved Complele 
13-Dec-oe 1""'I<UUI 

I(.;onsll\lc( on expected to begin 
13-Dec-08 Summer 2009 

vonstl\lct on 6xp9clea to begin 
13-00c-08 Summer 2011 

12-Dec-<l7 underway 

13-sap-<l7 underway 
Tolall 

Planning 
Vacaville Vacavill6 Cre6kwaJk Extension/Eastern Downlon Vision $25,000 I Completed >Rio Vista Rio Vista Waterfront Plan $50,000 IComoleted ""'3Fairtield Allan Witt Park Transportation L1nkaoe Design Prolect $50,000 IComoleted 
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Attachment B 

Transportation Enhancement Categories 

1. Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles. 
2. Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and 
bicyclists 

3. Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites. 
4. Scenic or historic highway programs (including the provision of tourist 
and welcome center facilities) 

5. Landscaping and other scenic beautification. 

6. Historic preservation. 
7. Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, 
structures or facilities (including historic railroad facilities and canals). 
8. Preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion 
and use thereof for pedestrian or bicycle trails). 

9. Control and removal of outdoor advertising. 
10. Archaeological planning and research. 

11. Mitigation of water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce vehicle­
caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity. 

12. Establishment of transportation museums. 
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Agenda Item VIlI.E 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Director of Transit and Rideshare Services 
RE: Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) Transition Plan Status 

Background: 
Senate Bill (SB) 976 was authored by State Senator Tom Torlakson with leadership from State 
Senator Don Perata and signed by Governor Schwarzenegger on October 15,2007. SB 976 
replaced the Water Transit Authority (WTA) with a new entity, the San Francisco Bay Area 
Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) effective January 1, 2008. The intention 
of the bill was to improve the ability of ferries to respond in the event of an emergency. WETA, 
as a new agency, has authority and control of all public transportation ferries in the Bay Area 
region, except those owned and operated by the Golden Gate Bridge and Transit District. All 
existing contracts and funding are to be transferred from WTA, Vallejo Ferry, and Alameda 
Ferry to WETA. 

There were a number of outstanding issues concerning the implementation of SB 976. This bill 
unintentionally left Vallejo vulnerable to large financial loses, and it did not specifically address 
the impact on the existing ferry service. The City of Vallejo has invested hundreds of thousands 
of dollars on redevelopment projects designed around the existing ferry terminals. Under SB 
976, these investments may have been compromised. State Senator Wiggins and 
Assemblymember Evans both represent Vallejo in the Legislature. Senator Wiggins introduced 
SB 1093 to clarify and expand on the planning, management, and operations responsibilities of 
the water transportation services vested in the WETA, created by SB 976. 
With SB 1093, WETA is required to prepare and adopt a Transition Plan to govern the 
consolidation of publicly operated ferry services and adopt an emergency water transportation 
system management plan by July 2009 and to take public comment prior to adoption of these 
plans. 

Discussion: 
WETA held three Public Hearings/Special Board Meetings to present and accept verbal input on 
the Draft Transition Plan and the Draft Emergency Water Transportation System Management 
Plan. Comments on the draft plans were accepted in writing at the public hearings and will 
continue to be accepted by mail and via e-mail during the comment period which ends at the 
close of business on May 18,2009 (see Attachment A). 

The Transition Plan (see Attachment B) will guide the consolidation of the Vallejo Baylink, 
Alameda/Oakland and Harbor Bay ferries under WETA. Vallejo staff is working closely with 
WETA on this transition. 
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The Plan includes the following financially constrained elements. 
•	 A five-year Operating Plan describing existing services and planned service expansions 

including South San Francisco and Berkeley ferry service 
•	 A five-year Capital Improvement Program identifying all assets required to maintain, and 

sustain, and expand the system as planned. 

The Key Transition Activities include: 
•	 Service Delivery through Existing Contracts 

o	 Contract Assignment January 2010 
•	 Fare and Transfer Policies 

o	 Maintain Existing Fares and Transfer Agreements 
•	 Asset Transfers and Use Agreements 

o	 Vessels and Floats Transferred to WETA 
o	 Landside Assets Leased to WETA 

•	 System Communication and Marketing 
o	 Ensure customer awareness 
o	 System branding 

•	 Management Oversight and Staffing 

Fiscal Impact: 
None 

Recommendation: 
Informational 

Attachment: 
A.	 WETA Public Hearing Brochure 
B.	 WETA Draft Transition Plan Executive Summary 
C.	 WETA PowerPoint Presentation 
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Proposed 5 Year Operating Plan 

-­ Existing Routes 
,•••• , Proposed Routes 

.... 
c.n WETA is required to create and adopt the Transition .... 

Plan and the Emergency Water Transportation System 
Management Plan by July 1, 2009 and to take public 
input prior to adopting the plans. 

WETA invites the public to any of three Public Hearings/ 
Special Board Meetings to provide oral input on the 
Draft Transition Plan and the Draft Emergency Water 
Transportation System Management Plan. More 
information may be found at www.watertransit.org 

Public Comment Period: April 2-May 18, 2009 

The hearings will be accessible to persons with 
disabilities. If special translation, signing services or 
other special accommodations are needed, please 
contact Shirley Douglas at (415) 364-3191 at least 48 
hours before the meeting. 

Questions may be directed to: 
Shirley Douglas, WETA Manager of Community and 
Government Relations 
415-364-3191 (office); 415-321-0874 (cell) 
E-Mail: douglas@watertransit.org www.watertransit.org 

>
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Transition Plan	 Emergency Water 
The Transition Plan will guide the consolidation of the Transportation System
Vallejo, Alameda/Oakland and Harbor Bay ferries under
 
W8A. The Golden Gate Ferry seNice will continue to
 
be operated by the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and
 Management Plan 
Transportation District. 

W8A is mandated to develop an Emergency Water 
The Plan also includes the following financially constrained Transportation System Management Plan (EWTSMP), for 
elements: the San Francisco Bay Area. 

•	 A five-year Operating Plan describing eXisting seNices The EWTSMP will complement and reinforce other 
and planned seNice expansions including South San transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay 
Francisco and Berkeley ferry seNice; and Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster. The 
A five-year Capital Improvement Program identifying Plan will set a framework for coordination of response 
all assets required to maintain, sustain and expand the and recovery efforts using passenger ferries. The Plan 
system as planned. will provide a detailed definition of W8A's roles and 

responsibilities for incident planning, response and 
It is anticipated that during the 5-year Transition Plan period recovery, and restoration of normal operations. 
W8A will begin designing new terminals for future use, 
locating and building maintenance and operations facilities, Comments on the Draft plans will be accepted in writing 
purchasing a new fleet of modern vessels and continuing at the public hearings and by mail and via e-mail during 
to plan activities associated with further expanding regional the public comment period from April 2 through the close 

....	 ferry seNices beyond the five year period. of business on May 18, 2009. Written comments should 
be sent to Plan Comments, W8A, Pier 9, Suite 111, The U1 

I'.)	 Embarcadero, San Francisco, CA 94111. The public is 
also invited to provide comments via e-mail to 
contactus@watertransit.org.PllB1I 

COmmitteddd.ioOildi	 Public Hearings/ Special WETA 
Board Meetings a comprehensive 
SAN FRANCISCO:	 Wednesday, April 15 Noon aQd sustainable ferry BCDC Offices 

50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco tramsp0t"tgtion··hetwork 

VALLEJO:	 Wednesday, April 15 6:30pmin	 tne$anfttanciscD. Bay Vallejo City Hall 
555 Santa Clara Street 

that serves everydaY' 
ALAMEDA:	 Thursday, April 16 7:30pm 

Alameda City Hall travel and	 emer~encM 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 

resp0rJse meeds. 
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WETA 
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00 Executive Summary
 

IN CONJUNCTION WITH: 

CITY OF ALAMEDA 

CITY OF VALLEJO 
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Water Emergency Transportation Authority
 
Draft Transition Plan
 

WETA Public Hearings 
April 2009 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY1 
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2 

WTA Transitions to WETA
 

• Senate Bill 976, January 2008 

• Senate Bill 1093, January 2009 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY 
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3 

Transition Plan Purpose 
•	 Provide a mechanism for an 

open and collaborative transition 
process 

•	 Identify key transition 
components and work efforts 
required 

•	 Provide a financially constrained 
operating/business plan for 
existing and expansion services 
given existing funding 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA TlON AUTHORITY 
~~-~~ 
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4 

Existing Ferry Services
 
• Alameda/Oakland Service 

• Since 1989 - Loma Prieta 

• 450,000 passenger trips 

• $4.2 million annually 

• 25 minutes/25 knots 

• Alameda Harbor Bay Service 
• Since 1992 

• 148,000 passenger trips 

• $1.7 million annually 

• 25 minutes/25 knots 

• Vallejo Baylink Service 
• Since 1986 

• 743,000 passenger trips 

• $14.7 million annually 

• 60 minutes/34 knots 

allejo 

.. .J. 

A 
Martinez 

Hercules Antioch 

""Richmond 

Pier 41 

Alameda 
Harbor BaySouth 

San Francisco • 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
~ ~ 
~ ~~ ~~ 
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5 

Expansion Services
 

• WTA lOP - 7 new routes 

• New Service Implementation 
• South San Francisco to Oakland 

• Berkeley/Albany to San Francisco 

• Treasure Island-to-San Francisco 

• Service Planning & Development 
• Environmental Review for Antioch, 
Hercules, Martinez, Richmond, 
Redwood City 

• Investigation of other terminal sites 

,..............Berkele:y
 

,fL- Tre~5u""5Iafld 

SF Ferry BUi.'tdinrt .... 
: Oakland 

i•···• 
•=
~ · 

South /' 
San FrarKiso::o .... 

Ii Exr,:ting TErrninal Loc:a!i'Jn 

". FrcpJS&:l Termml L·x~3.»orl 

•••_... Frq:osfd FerrJ" ~i:ure 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY 
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6 

WETA's Regional System
 
.. 

Martinez 
... AHercules Antioch 

• 5 Routes (+ Treasure Island) 
ARichmond 

• 14 Vessels 
Pier 41 _ • 94 ferry trips per weekday 

.. 
i
: • 1.7 m passenger trips per year
! Alameda
 

Harbor Bay
South /
 
San Francisco ....
 

\1\ Existing Terminal Location
 
i~ ProJXlsed Terminal Localion
 

... Future Expansion Terminal
 

- Existing F€rry Route
 
......... ProJXlsed Ferry Route
 

Redwood City '" 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY 
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Five Year Financial Plan
 

•	 Balanced and Sustainable Over Five Years 
- $36.3 m annual operating cost by Year 5 

- Funded with 460/0 fares and local contributions, 540/0 
Bridge Tolls 

•	 Key Assumptions Under Discussion 
- No new service cost items 

- Local fund contributions remain with services 

- Establishment of an operating reserve 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY 
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Capital Improvement Plan 
$218.4 Million Total 

•	 Rehabilitation and Replacement - $35.4 million 
• Vessel -Rehabilitation, Refurbishment and Repowers 
•	 Facilities - Dredging, Floats, Gangways and
 

Terminals Rehabilitation and Replacement
 

•	 Expansion - $183 million 
• Vessels - Spares, SSF and Berkeley Vessels 
•	 Facilities - SSF, Berkeley and Downtown SF
 

Terminals, Maintenance and Operations Facilities
 
• Other - Expansion Studies and Equipment 

WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTA nON AUTHORITY 
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Agenda Item VIII.F 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Janet Adams, Deputy Executive DirectorlDirector of Projects 
RE: Highway Projects Status Report: 

1.) 1-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange 
2.) 1-80 EB Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation 
3.) North Connector 
4.) 1-80 HOV Lanes: Red Top Road to Air Base 

Parkway 
5.) 1-80 HOV Lanes Vallejo/Fairgrounds Access 
6.) Jepson Parkway 
7.) State Route 12 (Jameson Canyon) 
8.) State Route 12 East SHOPP Project 
9.) 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Projects 

Background:
 
Highway projects in Solano County are funded from a variety of Federal, State and local
 
fund sources. With the passage of the Proposition IB Bond in November 2006, the county
 
was able to secure additional funding from the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account
 
(CMIA) for the State Route (SR) 12 Jameson Canyon and the 1-80 High Occupancy
 
Vehicle (HOV) Lanes projects. In addition, the STA has submitted the 1-80 Eastbound
 
Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation Project for funding from the Proposition IB Trade
 
Corridor Improvement Fund (TCIF). The SR 12 Jameson Canyon Project continued to
 
receive reimbursements from the State through the Traffic Congestion Relief Program
 
(TCRP).
 

Discussion:
 
The following provides an update to major highway and reliever route projects in Solano
 
County:
 

1.)	 I-80/l-680/SR 12 Interchange Project 
Based on the Traffic Demand Model and the Purpose and Need of the Project, the STA 
in partnership with Caltrans and FHWA have developed and considered a wide variety 
of alternatives for the Project. The overall estimated costs for the entire improvements 
are $1.5 billion. As a result, the project will be built and environmentally cleared in 
phases. An Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) 
Report is being prepared with the Draft environmental document expected to be 
released late summer 2009. Two full-build alternatives (Alternatives B and C) and two 
first phases (Alternative B Phase I and Alternative C Phase I) are currently being 
considered for the improvement of the 1-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange. Alternatives B 
and C are full build alternatives addressing comprehensive improvements to the 1-80/1­
680/SR12 west (SRI2W) interchange; the widening of 1-680 and 1-80; and the 
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relocation, upgrade, and expansion of the westbound truck scales on 1-80. Alternatives 
B and C each include an option (Option 1 or Option 2) for improvements to SR12 east 
(SR12E). 

The majority of the technical studies required for this environmental document have 
been submitted to Caltrans for review. STA held a third public open house on March 
17th at Nelda Mundy School in Fairfield to provide an update to the public and show the 
fundable phase for both alternatives. 

2.) 1-80 EB Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation Project 
The truck scales substantially contribute to the congestion and safety concerns on 1-80 
because of the large number of trucks exiting and entering 1-80 and the close proximity 
of the scales to both the Suisun Valley Road and 1-680 and SR 12 E interchanges. 
Congestion leads to closure of the truck scales when queuing trucks begin to back up 
onto the mainline freeway. The proposed project is to construct a larger, more efficient 
truck scale facility on eastbound 1-80 approximately Y2 mile to the east of the current 
facility in a large oval configuration. Associated on- and off-ramps would be 
constructed, and, upon completion of the project, the existing facility would be 
demolished. 

The Truck Scales Project is funded by Bridge Tolls and Prop. 1B Trade Corridors 
Improvement Fund (TCIF). The Project Draft EIR/EA environmental document was 
released for public comment on January 30, 2009 for a 45-day comments period with 
the public hearing held Febraury26, 2009. The final environmental document is 
scheduled for May 2009. Construction will begin by 2011. STA is currently working 
with Caltrans to complete a cooperative agreement for the right-of-way activities. 

3.) North Connector Project 
The proposed North Connector Project is a new intra-city/county roadway to provide a 
parallel arterial to ensure the local roadway system can serve local traffic and I-80 can 
better serve regional traffic through the 1-8011-680/SR 12 interchange area. 

The proposed Project consists of four lanes from Chadbourne Road at SR 12 East 
heading north to Abernathy Road and continuing west (parallel to 1-80) over a new 
bridge at Suisun Creek, thereby connecting to the recently approved local development 
project (Fairfield Corporate Commons Project). In addition, the North Connector 
would construct a two-lane roadway, west from the existing Business Center Drive to 
SR 12 (Jameson Canyon) at Red Top Road. 

Construction on the East End began with the new signals and tum lanes at 1-80 
/Abernathy in the summer of 2008. This signal contract will be completed in June 
2009. The Right-of-Way acquisition for the East End new 4-lane road and new bridge 
over Suisun Creek is underway. 13 parcels are required for this East End portion of the 
project. Construction will begin the summer 2009 with the bids for this project to be 
opened June 2,2009. As part of this construction project for the East End, the new 
signals at ChadbournelI-80 and second left tum lane at Suisun Valley southbound to 1­
80 eastbound will be constructed. 
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STA and the City of Fairfield indicated a funding agreement for inclusion of the City's 
waterline as part of the North Connector East End. In addition, the Solano County 
Board of Supervisor's approved the naming of this new roadway, it will be named the 
Suisun Parkway. 

4.) 1-80 HOV Lanes Project: Red Top Road to Air Base Parkway 
This project includes an additional lane in each direction on 1-80 for High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) use between the 1-801Red Top Road Interchange East to approximately 
0.5 miles east of the 1-80/Air Base Parkway Interchange. The lanes, 8.7 miles in 
length, will be constructed primarily in the median of the existing highway. The new 
lanes are on schedule to be opened the fall 2009. 

5.) 1-80 HOV LaneslFairgrounds Access 
The proposed project includes a westbound and eastbound High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) Lane between SR 37 and the Carquinez Bridge, improvements to the Redwood 
Parkway/I-80 Interchange, a new Turner Pkwy. Extension Overcrossing, direct HOV 
Lane connections from a new Turner Pkwy Overcrossing and an adjacent park-and-ride 
lot. STA initiated the PSR with a primary source of funding from Solano County's 
federal earmark from the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act, A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) transportation bill which was signed into law 
on August 10, 2005, along with a required 20% local match funds. The consultant, 
HQE, Inc. began work on the PSR in the spring 2007 and received a signed PSR earlier 
this year. The next step is to begin the environmental document for both elements of 
this PSR. These two elements can proceed independently as there has been determined 
to be no nexus between the improvements. A cooperative agreement with Caltrans will 
be required for the next phase of the work. 

6.) Jepson Parkway Project 
STA, in conjunction with the cities of Fairfield, Suisun City, and Vacaville and Solano 
County, will construct improvements along a 12-mile-Iong corridor between 1-80 in 
Vacaville and State Route (SR) 12 in Suisun City. The project would widen from two 
to four lanes and/or upgrade and link a series of existing local two- and four-lane 
roadways, as well as construct an extension of an existing roadway, to provide a safe, 
convenient north-south alternative to 1-80 and SR 12 for local travel between 
neighborhoods and jurisdictions in central Solano County. The project includes safety 
improvements such as roadway medians, traffic signals, standard shoulders, separate 
tum lanes, and a railroad grade separation. It will construct a separated and landscaped 
continuous bike lane/pedestrian path to encourage non-motor travel and accommodate 
future implementation of bus service, including one local and one express route. The 
project is designed to meet the objectives of the 2000 Jepson Parkway Concept Plan. It 
is named for Willis Linn Jepson, who was born near Vacaville and was one of 
America's greatest regional botanists and interpreters of California flora. Since 2002, 
STA has been working to prepare alignment plans for the four (4) Environmental 
Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) alternatives and to complete 
a range of environmental studies. The overall estimated construction cost of the 
remaining segments is estimated at $185 million. 
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The Draft EIRJEIS was released for public comment in June 2008 with a public hearing 
held on June 24, 2008. The Final EIR was certified by the STA Board for in March 
2009. STA is working with Caltrans to have the EIS portion of the document 
completed. Prior to obtaining the EIS, the Biological Opinion from the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service is required. An allocation request for State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) programmed funds for PS&E has been made to the CTC, 
with a vote expected for June 2009. 

7.) State Route 12 (Jameson Canyon) Project 
The existing State Route (SR) 12 has one lane in each direction with no median barrier. 
It has sections that do not meet current highway standards and consistently maintains a 
poor level of service in many sections. This Project will widen approximately 6 miles 
of SR 12 from two to four lanes and upgrade the highway to current standards from 1­
80 in Solano County to SR 29 in Napa County. The purpose of this Project is to add 
capacity to relieve traffic congestion and upgrade the facility to improving safety and 
operations along the route. 

In early 2009, the Executive Steering Committee concurred with the staff 
recommendation of constructing the Project with two construction contracts. The 
Project will have a construction contract for the improvements in each county. In an 
effort to minimize the utility relocations and environmental impacts from the Project, 
the alignment of the roadway has been shifted to the north. As a result additional 
retaining walls will be required to be completed; however a retaining wall adjacent to 
Jameson Creek has been eliminated. 

8.) State Route 12 East Projects 
On March 30, 2009, Caltrans hosted a ground breaking for the SR 12 East SHOPP 
project. This project will begin construction this year and will take two years to 
complete. 

9.) 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Projects (Vacaville to Vallejo) 
Caltrans has over $120 million of State Highway Operations & Protection Program 
(SHOPP) rehabilitation projects programmed for 1-80 between Vacaville and Vallejo. 
This project will start in Fiscal Year (FY) 2007-08 with work in the cities of Vacaville 
and Vallejo. This work will occur concurrently with the construction of the new 1-80 
HOV lanes project. 

Approximately 4.5 miles of this project overlaps with the 1-80 HOV Project: Red Top 
Road to Air Base Parkway, which is currently under design by the STA. Because of 
this overlap, the 1-80 HOV Lane Project and this segment of the SHOPP Project will 
stage the work for coordination during construction. The overlay within the limits of 
the 1-80 HOV lanes will occur after the 1-80 HOV lanes construction is completed. 
Caltrans is still on schedule for this rehabilitation work 

The roadway rehabilitation projects listed along 1-80 in Solano County summary are as 
follows: 

Vallejo
 
Tennessee to American Canyon Completed
 
American Canyon to 1-680 Under Construction
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Fairfield 
SR 12 East to Air Base Pkwy Opened Bids April 14th 
SR 12 East to Leisure Town (Ramps) Pending FY 2009-10 

Vacaville 
Air Base Pkwy to Leisure Town Under Construction 

Recommendation: 
Infonnational. 
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Agenda Item VIII.G 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning 
RE: Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update 

Background:
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional transportation
 
planning agency for the 9-county Bay Area. MTC is a major source of regional
 
transportation policy and funding. MTC is required to develop and adopt the Regional
 
Transportation Plan (RTP).
 

Update of Transportation 2030, the existing RTP, began in February 2007. MTC has
 
worked with Congestion Management Agencies such as STA, with transit providers, and
 
with members of the public over the past two years to develop a draft RTP. The Draft
 
RTP for T2035 was released in December 2008, along with the air quality and
 
environmental analysis.
 

Discussion:
 
The MTC Board adopted T2035 at its meeting of April 22, 2009. The next step is for
 
MTC to develop a plan for implementation of the various new and modified existing
 
programs and projects contained in T2035.
 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 
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Agenda Item VIII.H 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning 
RE: Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) Update 

Background:
 
The current adopted Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) for Solano County was
 
adopted by the STA Board in 2005. The 2005 CTP identifies, plans, and prioritizes the
 
transportation needs of Solano County through the year 2030. The STA, as the
 
Transportation Planning and Congestion Management Agency for Solano County,
 
developed the CTP 2030 in collaboration with its many transportation partners and the
 
public.
 

In September 2007, the STA Board initiated an update of the Solano Comprehensive
 
Transportation Plan (CTP). The CTP is the STA's primary long-range planning
 
document. The CTP consists of three main elements: Alternative Modes; Arterials,
 
Highways and Freeways; and Transit. The STA Board adopted goals and objectives for
 
each of the three elements based on recommendations provided by separate policy
 
committees during the summer and fall of 2008.
 

Discussion:
 
The next State of the System reports to be completed relate to Alternative Modes ­

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and land use issues covered under the Transportation for Livable
 
Communities program. The Alternative Fuels section will be completed as a follow-up to
 
the CTP.
 

Attached is the Draft State of the System Report for TLC. The report lays out the various
 
programs established over the past 10 years to help promote better linkage between high
 
density development (especially residential development), pedestrian-scale community
 
amenities and transit facilities. TLC emphasizes high density development because the
 
lower-density single family development so common in much of the greater Bay Area
 
over the recent past is based upon frequent use of the automobile, with a corresponding
 
increase in road building, congestion and air pollution. TLC recognizes that higher
 
densities and mixed use development are more land and transit efficient, but can be less
 
desirable to live in. TLC projects attempt to emphasize the 'livability' aspects of transit­

and pedestrian-friendly communities.
 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian State of the System reports will be presented in May.
 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment: 
A. Draft State of the System - TLC Report 
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ATTACHMENT A
 

STATE OF THE SYSTEM REPORT 

TRANSPORTATION FOR LIVABLE COMMUNITIES AND RELATED PROGRAMS 

The San Francisco Bay Area has been faced with two opposite trends in land use over the past few 

decades. The first trend is an increased suburban focus for new residences (where many new housing 

units are being built in small to medium cities on the periphery ofthe Bay Area) without a corresponding 

migration of well-paying jobs to those same suburban communities. The second trend is the growing 

pressure to reduce commute times, congestion and air pollution by increasing the proportion ofthe 

commute carried by transit, and to have suburban residential development at a high enough density to 

support regional transit to central Bay Area jobs. 

A series of regional proposals and land use philosophies have arisen to deal with this issue. The 

programs and philosophies use such names as New Urbanism, Transit-Oriented Development, Housing 

Incentive Programs, Sustainable Development, Bay Area FOCUS, and Transportation for Livable 

Communities (TLC). The Solano Transportation Authority adopted a countywide TLC plan in 2004, and 

has generally referred to all plans and programs that support high density development tied in to 

regional transit as TLC programs. 

The adopted purpose statement for STA's TLC Plan is to: 

"Provide a balanced transportation system to enhance the quality of life, support economic 

development, and improve accessibility for all members ofthe community by efficiently linking 

transportation and land uses utilizing multiple transportation modes." 

STA, the County and the seven cities have also seen TLC as a program that supports local walkable 

communities and neighborhoods, local and inter-county bicycle connections, and employment and retail 

centers that invite pedestrian and bicycle access and transit connectivity. 

STA has not previously completed a comprehensive review ofthe TLC programs and plans it has in place, 

or that it anticipates developing. This State ofthe System report is the first such comprehensive review. 

As with other State of the System reports, the TLC State of the System will analyze both capital and 

operational aspects ofTLC. In addition, because so much ofthe TLC process is based upon the 

development of plans, a section on the status of TLC plans will be included. Each section will include a 

discussion of funding needs, opportunities and constraints. 

PLANNING 

The first step in developing any TLC or similar projects is to develop a master plan. Frequently, 

individual projects then develop project-specific plans, from which individual projects are selected and 

moved into design and construction. 

177
 



MTC adopted its TLC Plan in 1998, in order to set a regional framework for promoting TLC projects. As 

follow-on tasks, MTC adopted the Housing Incentive Program (HIP) in 2000 to specifically support high­

density residential development, and the Station Area Planning Grant in 2005 to support planning 

efforts adjacent to major transit centers. 

STA adopted its own TLC Plan, along with related Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide plans, in 2004. 

Prior to this date, STA had incorporated TLC-based ideas into projects on an ad-hoc basis, such as with 

the Jepson Parkway Concept Plan adopted in 2000 and the 1-60/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study in 

2004. A Transportation and Land Use Toolkit was developed by STA in 2003 in order to help local 

jurisdictions identify TLC concepts applicable to their communities. STA staff made presentations to 

each Planning Commission in 2006 promoting the STA's TLC Program and transit oriented development 

concepts. More recently, the STA adopted the North Connector TLC Corridor Concept Plan in 2008 

which was modeled after the Jepson Parkway Concept Plan. The purpose of both plans is to integrate 

land use with multimodal transportation options. 

STA member agencies have adopted project-based TLC plans. Aside from the Jepson Parkway plan, MTC 

provided partial funding for the Rio Vista Downtown Waterfront Concept Plan, the Solano County Old 

Town Cordelia Improvement Plan, Fairfield's West Texas Street Maser Plan and Vallejo's Sereno Bus 

Transit Center/Affordable Housing Concept Plan. STA also helped fund the Rio Vista Waterfront Plan, 

Fairfield Allan Witt Park Transportation Linkage Design and the Vacaville Creekwalk Extension plans. 

There are no TLC plans under development at this time. STA intends to update the Jepson Parkway plan 

to reflect the project description in the certified EIR in late 2009. 

Funding 

Funding for TLC Planning and Capital projects comes from the same sources: Transportation 

Enhancement Activities (TEA), Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation Air 

Quality (CMAQ) Program. For communities in the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 

(YSAQMD) jurisdiction, the funds are designated Eastern CMAQ (ECMAQ). Some TLC Capital funds are 

provided and administered on a regional basis by MTC. In 1998, MTC committed $9 million per year 

over a 6 year period ($54 million total) to TLC Planning and Capital projects. According to MTC, the 

Regional TLC fund sources were 49% TEA, 43% CMAQ and 8% STP. 

Local TLC funds have been provided through TE and CMAQ/ECMAQ. STA has provided $4.7 million 

funds tor TLC projects. As with the regionally-funded projects, a 20% local match is required. 

MTC is proposing to provide $2.2 billion to TLC over the 25 year life of T2035. This translates into 

funding TLC at a rate of $880,000 per year. Implementation of the TLC funding plan has not yet been 

proposed, and he federal transportation bill reauthorization process has only just begun. It is therefore 

not possible for STA to begin to anticipate planning or capital funds for future years. 

Opportunities and Constraints 
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The Bay Area FOCUS program is designed in part to help Priority Development Areas (PDAs) obtain 

planning and capital funds. To date PDAs have been the recipient of $_ in Planning funds. Locations 

that have PDAs designated as Potential (i.e. needing additional planning work before actual 

development can occur) are eligible or planning funds. So far, the FOCUS program has awarded $7.6 

million in FOCUS planning grants to 20 projects. None of those projects was located in Solano County. 

Until the federal transportation bill reauthorization occurs, there will be limited funds for TLC planning 

activities. STA has not issued a call for projects for TLC planning fund since 2007, and does not 

anticipate doing so in 2009. STA will work with member agencies to help them submit applications as 

funds become available through the Bay Area FOCUS/PDA process. 

SB 375 requires the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the Bay Area. It is 

unclear at this time whether MTC and ABAG will work with the CMAs and local jurisdictions to develop 

local elements of the SCS. Whether the effort is done regionally or locally, it is expected that TLC 

elements will play some role in making the sort of higher density development anticipated to be in the 

SCS palatable to suburban communities. The expected need to incorporate TLC ideas into the SCS may 

mean that planning funds are made available during the development of the SCS, though a source of 

those funds is unclear. 

CAPITAL FACII.ITIES 

The ultimate goal of TLC plans is to advance projects that promote land use developments that improve 

pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access. 

TLC projects are funded by two separate processes: MTC Regional TLC funds, and STA county-wide TLC 

funds. Below are current projects from both fund sources: 

MTC Regional TLC Funded Projects 

•	 Suisun City's Main Street Pedestrian and Driftwood Drive Project ($195,000). This project was 

approved in -' and consists of streetscape improvements on the west side of Main Street 

and along Driftwood Drive in downtown, such as new street trees, drinking fountains, special 

pavement treatment at crosswalks, and information kiosks. The project was completed in __. 

•	 Suisun City Driftwood Drive Pedestrian Way ($350,000). The Driftwood Drive project, approved 

in-' involves the construction of a pedestrian walkway between Main Street and Driftwood 

Drive linking to existing pedestrian walkways from the residential neighborhoods east of the 

Suisun Slough and connecting to downtown businesses and the transit center anchored by the 

Capitol Corridor/Amtrak train depot and the Lotz Way park-and-ride lot. Project elements 

include construction of walkways on both sides of the Suisun Marina, associated landscaping, 

and a public plaza at the waterfront. The only element remaining to be completed is the new 

Driftwood Drive. The pedestrian plaza is used every year for such activities as 4th of July 

fireworks and free out-of-doors movies. 
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•	 Suisun City Jepson Parkway Bikeway and Transit Connection Project ($500,000). This grant 

helped fund the construction of a one-mile Class I multiuse path with landscape and streetscape 

improvements on the east side of Walters Road, between Highway 12 and Bella Vista Drive. This 

is the initial phase of the bikeway along the twelve-mile Jepson Parkway from Suisun City, 

through Fairfield, the unincorporated county, and on to Vacaville. 

•	 Rio Vista's Main Street Streetscape Improvement Project ($650,000). Rio Vista provided 

enhanced pedestrian usability of Main Street, leading up to the Sacramento River and city hall, 

by installing landscaping, traffic calming corner treatments and improved sidewalks and 

crosswalks. The project was completed in __. 

•	 Vacaville Davis Street Pedestrian and Gateway Improvements ($482,000). This project provided 

for improved pedestrian streetscape through the removal of parking spaces and the installation 

of landscaping, and the installation of an artistic fountain and decorative paving. The project 

was completed in __. 

•	 Vallejo Georgia Street Extension Project ($800,000). As a part ofthe implementation of Vallejo's 

downtown revitalization efforts, this project improved the pedestrian connectivity between the 

Vallejo civic center complex (City Hall, library and post office) and the ferry building. 

Landscaping, pedestrian-scale street lighting and special pavement treatments were installed in 

this area as a part ofthe project. 

•	 Vallejo Station ($2,070,921). 

STA Countywide TLC Funded Projects 

•	 Vacaville Intermodal Transit Center ($2,028,000). The Vacaville Intermodal Center was 

approved in 2008. The primary project feature is a central station for local and regional express 

bus service provided in 10 covered bus bays, with accompanying bike storage and parking for 

600 vehicles. The project will ultimately include leasable space for office/retail prOViders. 

Located at the intersection of Ulatis and Allison drives near the center of Vacaville, the site is 

within walking distance of the Ulatis Cultural Center and a private school, several major 

shopping centers, and several hundred units of market-rate apartments and senior housing. The 

project is also connected to the cross-town bike path along Ulatis Creek. Construction of the 

first phase ofthe project is scheduled for late 2009. 

•	 Benicia State Park Road Bike and Pedestrian Bridge ($1,000,000). State Park Road crosses 

Interstate 780 in western Benicia, and provides access from the majority of Benicia's newer 

residential areas and a shopping center to the Benicia State Park recreation area and to surface 

streets and paths connected to downtown Benicia. The project will widen the existing bridge in 

order to provide a Class 1 bike and pedestrian crossing of 1-780 (bicycle and pedestrian traffic 

currently uses the actual travel lane to cross the bridge, at significant personal risk). The TLC 

grant was approved in __. The project is now fully funded, and construction is anticipated in 

•	 Solano County Old Town Cordelia Improvement Project ($500,000). This project consists of 

safety improvements and enhancements along Cordelia Road in Old Town Cordelia, between 
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Lopes Road and Pittman Road, including a separated multi-use bicycle/pedestrian path, new 

crosswalks, pedestrian-scale lighting and new street landscaping. The basis of the proposed 

project comes from the Old Town Cordelia Improvement Project Concept Plan originally funded 

with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) TLC planning funds and developed 

through a collaborative process with the Cordelia Area Task Force, the County of Solano, City of 

Fairfield and the STA. With the potential of additional TE funding in 2009, the project is ready 

for construction. 

•	 Suisun City Driftwood Drive Waterfront Pedestrian Project ($372,200). The City of Suisun City 

requested $372,200 to complete the Driftwood Drive Waterfront Pedestrian Plaza. The 

proposed project includes pedestrian walkways and a park area that will link previously 

completed pedestrian walkways from the transit oriented residential and affordable 

neighborhoods east of the Suisun Slough to downtown businesses, the waterfront, and the 

Suisun/Fairfield Amtrak Train Depot. The project will also provide a focal point and activity 

center within the downtown waterfront area. 

•	 Vacaville Creekwalk Extension ($ 822,000). This project will extend Vacaville's Creekwalk 

pedestrian and bicycle path approximately 500 feet east to McClellan Street. The Creekwalk, 

which becomes the Ulatis Creek bicycle/pedestrian path, will eventually provide a connection 

from downtown Vacaville, under Interstate 80, to the Ulatis Cultural Center and the shopping, 

employment and residential areas on the east side of 1-80. 

Funding 

As noted in the detailed descriptions above, STA member agencies received $2.977 in regional TLC 

project funding since 1998. The sponsoring jurisdiction is required to provide a 20% local match to 

the TlC funds. 

Opportunities and Constraints 

As with almost every transportation program, there is a much higher demand for TlC capital funds 

than there is available funding. MTC reported on demands or TlC capital funds in 2006, and 

identified $48.6 million in regional TlC funds programmed around the Bay Area. At the same time, 

MTC had received applications for $255 million in TlC projects - a funding shortfall of 81%. 

Funding for new TlC capital projects will be challenging over the next few years. Solano county does 

not have a local self-help measure, in the form of either a local sales tax or development impact 

fees, that could be used to fund transportation measures of any sort, including TlC. Federal funds 

through the TE, STP and CMAQ/ECMAQ programs are uncertain until the new federal transportation 

authorization bill is signed into law; that is not expected to occur in either 2009 or 2010. MTC 

regional TlC project funds also largely come from federal transportation authorization, which faces 

the same challenges. 

The Bay Area FOCUS program is designed in part to help Priority Development Areas (PDAs) obtain 

planning and capital funds. To date, however, PDAs have not received any direct capital funding. 

Areas with approved Planned PDA designations are ranked higher in various state grant program 
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applications, but these are highly competitive programs with relatively small funding amounts 

available. MTC is seeking to provide funds for PDAs in the new RTP, but the mechanism for such 

funding is not yet clear. 

It is likely, however, that demand for TLC-type projects and funds will grow. With the approval in 

2008 of SB 375 and the resulting requirement to develop Sustainable Community Strategies, it is 

expected that communities throughout California will be increasingly focused on higher density and 

mixed use development, especially where they are directly related to transit hubs. This is exactly 

the sort of development that TLC-type programs and projects are designed to support. Even if STA 

and MTC cannot directly fund TLC elements of development projects, it may be possible to provide 

planning guidance that will allow the private development to include TLC features. 

OPERATIONS 

Roadways and transit systems have clear operational criteria, which are measured on a regular 

basis. Roadways have volumes and Level of Service (LOS) calculations for usage, and Pavement 

Condition Index (PC!) for maintenance. Transit systems have ridership and farebox recovery 

information. 

TLC facilities do not currently have direct measures of use or impact. It is therefore difficult at this 

time for STA to directly measure the effectiveness ofTLC investments. There are indirect proxy 

measures of TLC impact, such as bicycle and pedestrian usage of facilities with TLC investments, 

higher transit ridership at for bus, train or ferry stations with TLC-enhanced connections, or 

increased higher density residential or commercial investment in TLC-supported neighborhoods. 

STA and MTC track very few of these proxy measures. In addition, there are a number of factors, 

such as transit fares, fuel prices and general economic activity that also impact the proxy measures, 

making the impact ofTLC investments challenging to track. 

MTC and STA do track bike and pedestrian use of a few selected locations in the county (see the 

Bicycle and Pedestrian State of the System report), but those locations were not chosen to also 

support tracking of TLC investments. 

As a follow-up to this CTP, STA will work with MTC, its advisory committees and member agencies to 

identify effective measures ofthe impact ofTLC investments. 
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Agenda Item VIII.I 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Robert Guerrero, Senior Planner 
RE: Model Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update 

Background: 
On September 12,2001, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) Board authorized the 
development of the fIrst Solano Napa Multi-Modal Regional Transportation Model. Solano 
County modelers and modeling associates from the surrounding counties and regions were 
invited to participate in the development of the new Solano Model. This core group of 
modelers informally became the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for the new model. 
The STA and the modeling consultant (DKS Associates) rely upon the Model TAC to assist 
in providing data and peer review for quality control. 

On April 8, 2009, the STA Board approved the 2009 Model TAC' s Work Plan which 
included the following tasks: 

1. Formalizing Model TAC Committee May 2009 
2. Completion of Model Technical Update February-March 2009 
3. RTIF Nexus Study TraffIc Analysis Input and Review April-August 2009 
4. TraffIc Counts TBD 
5. Quarterly land use/development updates Continuous 
6. Tracking STA Model Requests Continuous 

Discussion: 
The Model TAC met two times this year, with the most recent meeting held on April 16th

• 

The Committee's primary focus these past two meetings were on completing the 2009 
technical update of the current model and options for formalizing participation on the Model 
TAC. 

2009 Solano Napa Travel Demand Model Technical Update 
The Model TAC participants provided current land use data and assumptions in February and 
March. STA staff and DKS have compiled the data to model 2000, 2010 and 2030 traffIc 
conditions and forecast. On April 16th

, the Model TAC reviewed draft traffic screen line 
reports which indicated assumed average daily traffIc for the AM and PM congestion periods 
for specifIc segments throughout Solano County. The new screen line reports indicate the 
change between the traffIc forecasts and assumptions from the previous model and the new 
update that are based on the new land use data provided by the Model TAC participants. 
STA staff requested the Model TAC review the screen line reports over the next few weeks 
and provide comments by May 18th 

. STA staff will fInalize the technical update based on the 
fInal comments received and will bring the results to the STATAC for review and approval 
at the May 27th TAC meeting. 
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Memorandum of Understanding: Solano Model TAC Participation 
The most recent Model Update pointed out the need for a more formal participating process 
for the Model TAC members. A draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) outlining the 
Model TAC's roles and responsibilities was developed and reviewed by the committee on 
April 16th. The earlier draft MOU was provided to the STA TAC on March 25th

. Highlights 
of the MOU include: 

1.	 The establishment of a separate Land Use Subcommittee with participants appointed 
by Planning Directors from STA member agencies. This Subcommittee will be 
primarily responsible for reporting land use data on a consistent basis. 

2.	 Formal appointments by the Public Works Directors from STA member agencies for 
model users to participate in administering the current Solano Travel Demand Model 
and future updates. 

The Model TAC, by general consensus approved to the draft MOU distribution for legal 
counsel review by each city and the County of Solano. STA staff will finalize the MOU for 
Board approval upon completion of the legal counsels' review. 

The draft 2000,2010 and 2030 screen line reports are attached with the draft MOU. 

Fiscal Impact: 
None. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachments: 
A.	 Draft 2000,2010 and 2030 Screen Line Reports 
B.	 Model TAC DraftMOU 
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1,757 
4,951 

7 

4 
0 
-1 
9 
0 
5 

111 
34. 

0 

7% 
3% 
-2% 
3% 

30% 
8% 
7% 
8% 
5% 

C 3 North Gateway In Subtotals 8,400 6,0110 5,883 ..17 ~7% ',758 6,194 7,170 478 7% 

C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C3 
C3 
C3 
C 3 
C 3 

North GateW1l 
North Galawa 
North Gatswa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewl 
North Gatew8 
North Gatewa 

EB 
NB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
EB 
NB 

SR 128 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Pleasanls Valle Rd Yola-Solano Co line 
Road 89lWiniers Rd Yolo-Solano Co line 
1-505 Yolo-Solano Co line 
Stevenson Bridae Rd (Yolo-Solano Co line) 
Pedrick Rd-Road 98 Yolo-Solano Co line 
SR 113 Yolo-Solano Co Une 
1-80 Yolo-Solano Co line 
SR 84 Yolo-Solano Co Une 

east 

north 

north 

.t 

of Jet Rte 121 South 

of Allendale Rd Inlarchan e 

of t-s0 near Davis 
Solano-Yolo Co Une 
Solano-Yolo Co Une 

29 
29 
143 
628 
23 
136 

1,470 
4,300 

18 

66 
18 
35 

236 
3 

"1,546 
4.245 

8 

89 
18 
35 

250 
3 

57 
1,682 
4,755 

9 

23 
1 
0 

14 
0 
8 

138 
510 

1 

34% 
5% 
0% 
6% 
3% 
13% 
9% 
12% 
6% 

48 
41 

263 
403 
37 

187 
1,440 
4,220 

20 

111 
15 
26 

480 
2 

49 
1,943 
3.952 

4 

OS 
14 
24 

440 
2 

42 
1,928 
3,694 

4 

-15 
-1 
-2 

-40 
0 
-7 

-15 
-267 

0 

-14% 
-6% 
.0% 
.0% 
-10% 
-14% 
-1% 
-7% 
-5% 

C 3 North Gatewav Oul Subtotals 6,77' 8,208 6.897 891 11% 8,'n 8,582 8.234 ..4. -5'. 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

NEice-Solano County line 
Naca-Solano County line 
Naca·Solano County Une 
Naoa-Solano County line 

NB 
we 
we 
NB 

SR 29 
American CanYon Rd 
SR 12 
Suisun Velie Rd 

.t 
wesl 

Solano-Na a Co line 
American Can n City limits 

or Solano-Na a Co line 
Solano.-Na a Co line 

1,405 
430 

1,246 
73 

1,239 
89 

1,346 
32 

1,178 
51 

1,340 
35 

-61 
-18 
-5 
3 

-5% 
-27% 
0% 
10% 

1,293 
320 

1,009 
129 

2,057 
129 
931 
164 

2,026 
154 
995 
175 

-31 
25 
64 
11 

-2% 
19% 
7% 
7% 

C 4 NaDa-Solano County Line No Subtotals 3,154 2,&88 2.804 -82 ..% 2.750 3,282 3,351 89 2% 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

Naca·Solano CounlV line 
Naoa-Solano County Une 
Naca·Solano County Line 
Naca-Solano County Une 

SB 
EB 
EB 
SB 

SR 29 
American Canvon Rd 
SR 12 
Sui9un Valley Rd 

.t 
west 

Solano-Naca Co line 
Ameflcan Canyon City limit. 

of Solano-NaDa Co Une 
Solano-NaDa Co Line 

1,195 
247 
864 
73 

2,095 
13. 

1.000 
297 

2,172 
180 
900 
348 

77 
23 

-20 
49 

4% 
16% 
-2% 
16% 

1,617 
392 

1,284 
128 

1,744 
293 

1,410 
70 

1,503 
179 

1,326 
79 

-241 
-115 
.04

• 

-14% 
-39% 
-6% 
12% 

C 4 Nlpa-Solano County Line Sol Subtotals 2,379 3,530 3,658 129 4'. 3,421 3.511 3.086 -432 -12% 

>
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""'3 
>
(1 
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Solano - Napa Model (Updated March 2009) 2000 Report DKS Associates 

....... 
ex:> 
en 

T_ble 
Gener.1 Average Dally Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model 

5 1 
5 1 
5 1 
5 1 Valle 0 

Valle"o east-west 

Sere.nllne 

Valle"o east~we6t 

Valle"o ellSt-west 
east-west 

NB 

DI, Str••t 

NB Sacramento St 
NB Sonoma Blvd 
NB Broadwa 

Tuolumne 51 

Wilson A" 

SR 29 

north 

l •• or 

north of 
north of 
north of 
north of 

of Tenness.e St 

Location 

Tennessee 51 
Tennessle 51 
Tennessee 51 

351 

Counts 

300 
679 
289 

442 

"UUU MOUe -

Old 

159 
732 
461 

449 

AM Peak Hour 
.oI:UUU moue ~ upllmsa 

March '01 

146 
640 
429 

7 

I "'nang. - via 
to Updated 

-12 
-93 
-31 

2% 

·h ... nange - UKI 

to Updated 

-8% 
-13% 
-7% 

318 

Count. 

562 
821 
441 

470 

'UW MOO. -

O'd 

294 
1,817 
532 

517 

PM Peak Hour 
'UUU MOO•• I ,-nange· via 

Updated March '01 to Updated 

277 -17 
47 

6 
12 
-24 

10% 

.,. "nlnge· VIII 
to Updated 

-8% 
0% 
14% 

5 1 

5 1 
5 1 
5 1 

Valle"o eul-west 

Valle 0 east-we,! 
VeU."o east-west 
Valle"o east-west 

NB 

NB 
EB 1-80 
NB Oakwood Av 

Columbus Pkwv north 

north 
north 

of Tennessee 5t 

Tenne$See 5t 
of Tennessee 51 
or Tennessee 51 

384 

344 
3,817 
384 

312 

230 
3,662 
236 

34B 

196 
3,662 
235 

34 

-32 
0 
0 

11% 

-14% 
0% 
0% 

241 

526 
5,696 
292 

484 

514 
5,028 
263 

4B9 

1,825 
604 
490 

5,159 
262 

6 

131 
-1 

1% 

-5% 
3% 
0% 

5 1 Valle 0 east-we.t NB Subtotal. • ,5.48 ',233 8,105 -128 -2'"1• 8,887 9•.403 1,624 2Z1 2% 

5 1 Valle ·0 east-west 5B Wilson Av north of Tennessee 5t 481 596 598 1 0% 30. 570 547 -23 ....% 

51 Va"e o east-west 5B Sacramento 51 north of TenneS!Ul851 351 159 146 -12 -8% 576 294 277 -17 -8% 
5 1 Valle o east-west 5B Sonoma Blvd SR 29 north of Tennessee SI 634 1,787 1,805 19 1% 626 1,334 1,132 ~202 .15% 

5 1 
5 1 
S 1 

Velie ·0 east-wesl 
Valle ·0 east-wesl 
Valle o east-west 

5B 
5B Tuolumne SI 
we 1-80 

Oakwood All 

Broadwav north 
north of 
north 01 

of Tennessee 51 
Tennessee St 
Tennessee 51 

523 
359 

4,900 

33B 
354 

5,574 

353 
362 

5,675 

14 
29 
101 

4% 
8% 
2% 

44B 
664 

4,163 

466 
254 

4,713 

428 
229 

4,916 

-38 
-25 
203 

-8% 
-10% 
4% 

5 1 
5 1 Valle 

Valle o east-west 
o east-west 

5B 
5B 

Columbus Pkwv north 
north of 

of Tennessee 51 
Tennessee 5t 

607 
292 

485 
333 

508 
358 

23 
25 

5% 
7% 

194 
324 

316 
243 

351 
226 

33 
-17 

10% 
-7% 

5 1 Valle 0 east..west 59 Subtotals 8,347 9,828 8,828 200 2% 7,503 8,193 8,106 ..7 ·1% 

5 2 
5 2 
5 2 
5 2 

Valle 0 1-80 
Vlllle'o I-aO 
Valle ·01-80 
Valle ·01·80 

5B 
EB 
EB Curtola P 
EB Benicia Rd 

Geor ia 51 

Sonoma Blvd SR 29 
Ma ilzine St 

north 
we,' 
west or 
eut of 

of 1-80 
of 6th 5t 

Lemon St 
Lemon St 

340 
2.5 
609 
16. 

1,262 
185 

1,297 
74 

1,418 
179 

1.360 
81 

156 
-<l 
63 
7 

12% 
-3% 
5% 
9% 

212 
273 
760 
287 

365 
226 

1,650 
174 

371 
205 

1,444 
141 

-14 
-21 

-206 
-33 

....% 
-9% 

-13% 
-19% 

5 2 

5 2 
5 2 

Va~e 01-80 

Valle ·01-80 
Valle 01-80 

EB 

EB 
EB Solano Ave 

Tennessee SI west 

west of 
west of 

of Marlpou St 

14th St 
Phelan Ave 

970 

263 
293 

673 

240 
110 

636 

241 
107 

-37 

1 
.... 

-5% 

0% 
-3% 

906 

441 
326 

1,150 

542 
267 

1,093 

474 
272 

-57 

-86 
5 

-5% 

-13% 
2% 

5 2 VaHe 01-80 EB Redwood Pkwv west of Fsiraroundll Dr 942 956 942 -14 -2% 1,397 1,764 1,675 -89 ·5% 
5 2 Vane 01-80 EB 5R 37 west of 1-80 2,675 2.786 2,859 73 3% 3,313 3,336 3,359 23 1% 

• 2 Valle 0 ~O EB Subtotal. 6,555 7,5." 7,823 239 3'~ 7,137 8,"9" 9,035 ....80 -6% 

5 2 
5 2 

Valle'ol..aO 
Valle 'ol..aO 

NB 
we 

Sonoma Blvd 5R 29 
Maaazine 51 

north
we,! 

of 1-80 
of 6th 51 

362 
221 

463 
241 

410 
206 
925 

-52 
-33 

-11% 
-14% 
-9% 

42. 
251 
563 

974 
243 

1,245 
216 

271 
-26 
-17 

2.% 
·11% 
-1% 

5 2 
5 2 

5 2 

5 2 Valle 
Valle 

Valle ·01-80 
Valle o I..aO 

Valle '01-80 

01-80 

we 
we 

we Curtola Pkwy 

we Solano Ave 
we Tennessee St 

Redwood PkWV 

Benicia Rd 
Geor ia 5t 

east 
west 

west of 

west of 
west of 

0' Lemon 51

0' 14th Sf 

Lemon 51 

Phelan Ave 

112 
374 

802 

331 

208 
270 

1,021 

454 

201 
249 
424 
849 

-7 
-21 

-Q6 

-3D 

-3% 
-8% 
-7% 
-3% 

280 
364 
289 
616 

154 
221 

1,198 

309 

169 
209 

1,180 

290 

15 
-13 
-19 
-79 

10% 
-8% 
-8% 
-9% 

5 2 

5 2 
5 2 

Valle ·01-80 

01-80 
VaNe 01-80 

we 
we 

5R 37 west 
west 

or 1-80 

Mariposa St 
of Fairl:lrounds Dr 

2,527 

128 
1,27'3 

2,766 

870 
1,735 

2,556 
1.692 

-211 

-22 
....2 

-8% 
-2% 

2,941 
1,218 

2,160 

.83 
1.393 

2,214 

804 
1,410 

54 
17 

3% 
1% 

5 2 Valle 0 1-80 W9 Subtotal. .,7S0 8,028 7,51" -614 ..% 7,170 7,535 7,740 205 3% 

5 3 NaDa-Solano Rldee EB 1-760 west of Mihlarv West Bened. 2,717 3,574 3,727 153 4% 2,810 2,915 2,756 -160 -5% 
5 3 NaDa-8olano Rldee EB Lake Harman Rd esst of Columbus Pkwy 320 233 269 55 24% 136 35 34 -1 -3% 
5 3 NaDa-Solano Ridae EB 1-80 north eut of American Can on Rd 2,726 2,354 2,611 25' 11% 4,548 5,036 5,094 56 1% 
5 3 Napa-Solano Ridae EB SR 12 west of Solano-Napa Co Line 664 1,000 960 -20 -2% 1,264 1,410 1,326 -64 -8% 

S 3 Napa-So!ano Ridge E9 Subtotals ',827 7,181 7,e07 446 6'~ 8,780 8,398 ',210 -187 -2% 

5 3 
5 3 

Napa-Solano Ridge 
Neps-Solano Rid e 

we 
we Lake Herman Rd 

I-BO north 

1-780 west 
east of 
east of 

of Military West Benecia 
Columbus Pkwy 

2,338 
247 

2,763 
6 

2,659 
6 

-105 
1 

....% 
13% 

2,297 
298 

3,701 
177 

3,728 
200 

27 
23 

1% 
13% 

5 3 
5 3 

Napa-Solano Rid e 
Napa-Solano Rid e 

we 
we 

5R 12 west of Solano-Napa Co Line 
American Can on Rd 

1,246 
3,911 

1,346 
5,217 

1,340 
5.144 

-5 
-73 

0% 
-1% 

1,009 
2,967 

931 
3,228 

995 
3,635 

64 
407 

7% 
13% 

5 3 Na a-Solano RId • WB SUbtotals 7,742 8,332 9,1"8 -182 -2% .,571 8,036 8,558 521 6'~ 
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Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model 

AM Pnk Hour PM Peak Hour 
",,"'\AI'MgQe • """"""''' muue - pqauru I\" ange-VfQ -AI \.onange • VIU <l:UU11 Moue - "UUU Moue· "-Jlange ­ ...UI 710 .... n.ng. ­ UI.. 

Sereenllne DI. Str••t Leg 01 Locoltlon Counb Old March '09 to Upda'ed to Upclatec:l Count. Old Updated March 'all to Updated to Updated 

5 • South of AmerCnvn-Cordelia NB SR 29 SolancrNa a Co Line 1.395 1,239 1,178 -61 -5% 1,293 2,057 2,026 -31 -2% 
5 • SQulh of AmerCnvn-Cordelia EB 1-80 soulh north of SR 37 2,655 2,227 2,462 236 11% 4,239 4,779 4,949 170 .% 
5 • South of AmerCnvn-Cordelia NB 1-680 north of Marsh.... iew Rd 1,461 1,354 1,452 9' 7% 2,729 2,969 3.028 59 2% 

• 4 
South of AmerCn n-Cordell EB Sublotals 5,511 .,820 5,092 272 0" 8,281 9,1105 10,002 19' 2% 

5 4 South of AmerCnvn-Cordelia 5B SR 29 Solano-NaDa Co L1nll 1,195 2,095 2,172 77 4% 1,617 1,744 1,503 -241 -14% 
5 4 South ot AmerCnvn-Cordelia WB I-BO south north ot SR 37 4,050 5.173 5,117 -55 -1% 2,765 3,125 3,505 381 12% 
5 4 South of AmerCn n-Cordelia 58 1-680 north ot Marshview Rd 3,221 3,011 3,143 132 4% 1.657 1,252 1,427 174 14% 

• 4 
South of AmerCnyn-Cordeil W8 Subtotal. 1I,~8t1 10,279 10,432 153 1" 6,039 8,121 a,434 314 5% 

5 5 Fairfieid-Cordlliia EB RockvUJe Rd east ot Suisun Vallev Rd 307 235 232 -3 -1% 515 450 459 -1 0% 
5 5 falrfield-Cordelia EB 1-80 east of Suisun Valle Rd 4,805 4,383 4,694 311 7% 8,360 8,559 8,633 7< 1% 
5 5 Falrtield-CordllliB EB Cordelia Rd west of Hale Ranch Rd 50 • 5 2 47% 781 547 5" 41 5% 
5 5 Fairtield-Corde/ia EB North Connector east or Suisun Valle Rd 0 0 0 0 

• 5 
Falrlleld-Cordella EB Subtotal. 5.172 4,822 4,932 310 '" 1,758 9,686 9,7110 11' 1% 

5 5 Fairfield-Corcleli; WB Rockville Rd east or Suisun Valle Rd '22 620 5'6 -3' -5% 323 259 266 7 3% 
5 5 Fairtield-Cordell; WB 1-60 east of Suisun Vallev Rd 8,240 9,160 9,282 122 1% 5,680 5,104 5,638 533 10% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia WB Cordelia Rd wnt of Hale Ranch Rd 171 761 '01 39 5% 100 10 9 -1 -6% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia WB North COnnector east of Suisun Vallev Rd 0 0 0 0 

• 5 
Falrfleld-CordeUa WB Subtotal. 9,233 10,S.1 10,8159 121 1" a,103 5,372 5,912 5'0 10Y. 

5 6 Fairfield 1-80 EB SR 12 welt of Beck Ave Le A 1,017 667 74' '2 12% 1,819 2,004 2,104 '00 5% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 EB WTelUl55t eut of 1-80 '101 1,229 438 450 12 3% 1,336 905 '3' -6, -7% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 EB Travis Blvd east of 1-80 ('84) "6 555 '7' 22 2% 1,712 1,278 1,317 39 3% 

5 6 Fairfield \-80 EB Air Base P east of \-80 #53 1,746 1,799 1,901 102 6% 2,158 '2,856 2,908 52 2% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 5B N TexIS 5t east of \-80 #40 '02 590 592 2 0% 1,184 1,065 1,133 6' 6% 

5 6 F.lrfleld 1.10 EB Subtotlil. 5,1180 -4,-450 4,'71 220 5% 1,20a 1,1011 1I,29B 191 2% 

5 , Fairfield 1-80 WB 5R 12 west of Beck Ave Le A 1,405 2,672 2,717 45 2% '77 ,,, 981 14' 18% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 WB WTexas 5t east of 1-80 .101 405 265 217 ..., -18% 572 403 346 -5, -14% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 WB Travis Blvd east of 1-80 '84 737 96' 1,086 118 12% 1,850 1,306 1,402 96 7% 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 WB Air Base Pk east of 1-80 '53 1,454 2.254 2,331 7' 3% 1,661 1,840 1,903 63 3% 
5 6 Fairfield I..aO N8 N Tex8& 51 east of 1-80 11#40 1,029 '70 553 '3 10% 855 718 753 34 5% 

S 0 Fairfield 1.10 WB Subtotal. 5,030 7,028 7,30" 271 4% 5,811 5,101 5,385 284 'I' 

5 7 Fairfield-SUIsun Cit EB Cordelia SI easl 0' PennS lvania Ave 85 1 1 0 30% 131 81 5' 7 11% 
5 7 Fairfield-SUIEiUn Ci EB SR 12 east of Pennsvlvania Ave 1,279 '49 '90 41 5% 2.443 2,539 2,585 46 2% 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci 5B SUnset Ave south 0' Travis Blvd '16 897 '7' '77 -1 0% 1,182 '6' '40 -2' -3% 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun CI EB E Tabor Ave ent of Tolenas Ave #7 333 22' 232 4 2% 352 305 2'5 -10 -3% 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Cit EB Air Base P west or RR ttilcks #8 56' 1,109 1,196 '7 ,% 2,000 1,323 1,287 -37 -3% 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci 5B Peabod Rd north 01 Cement Hill Rd 1,436 750 '37 '7 12% 599 747 641 -'06 ·14% 

5 7 Falrfleld-Sulaun Cit EB Subtotal. .,591 3,815 4,032 217 6" 6,707 5,U3 5,715 -12' _2% 

5 7 Fairfield-Suisun CIt WB Cordelia St east of Pennsvlvania Ave 186 89 102 ,. 15% '4 42 43 1 3% 
5 7 Fairtield-Suisun Cit WB SR 12 east at Pennsvlvania Ave 2,133 2,612 2,613 1 0% 1,359 1,118 1,167 49 4% 
5 7 Fairfiald-5uisun Cit NB Sunset Ave south of Travis Blvd (#16 716 8'2 '52 10 1% '92 814 911 ... 0% 
5 7 Fairfield-5uisun Cit WB E Tabor Ave east of Tolenas Ave #7 2.5 2" 292 , 2% 400 279 2'0 a 0% 
5 7 Fairfleld-5uisun Cit WB Air Base Pkwv west of RR tracks #8 1,097 1.187 1,179 -6 _1% 671 1,245 1,314 69 6% 
5 7 Fairfleld-5uisun Ci NB Peabody Rd north of Cement Hill Rd '23 '" 624 -64 -9% 1,190 961 1,045 '3 9% 

5 7 Fallfleld-Sulaun City WB Subtotlil. 5,180 5,707 5,116" ..., -1% .,59& .,580 .,758 199 4% 

5 , Suisun City west EB SR 12 east of Scandia Rd 413 272 300 2' 10% 605 402 324 -7' -19% 
5 0 Suisun City west 5B Collinsville Rd 2 2 0 -10% 6 7 0 6% 

5 , Suisun CIty we.t EB Subtotal. 413 275 302 27 10% 005 409 331 -7' -11% 

5 , Suisun City west WB SR 12 east of Scandia Rd 611 532 437 -'5 -18% 510 333 345 13 ,% 
5 , Suisun City west NB Collinsville Rd 7 B 1 11% 2 2 -1 -25% 

5 , Suisun City west WB Subtotals 611 539 445 -S4 ·18% 510 "5 347 13 4% 
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Solano· Napa Model (Updated March 2009) 2000 Report DKS Associates 
Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model 

AM Peak Hour 
I .Iuwllloae· .IUUU mooe • upaaUtU I .... n.ng. -UIQ f "I1I .... n.nge-ula I .uuu Mooe • 

PM Peak Hour 
.UUU MOO. - ; ""nllnge • vIa "111 ""nange • via 

Sere.nllne 01, Slr••t L"" 01 location Counts Old March '09 to Updated to Updated Count- Old Updated March '09 toUpdlltR to Updllted 

5 9 
5 9 

Fairfield-Vacl!Ivilte 
Fairfield-Vacaville 

Ea 
Na 

'''0 
Peabod Rd 

!last 
north 

of Pleasants Valle 
01 Cement Hill Rd 

4,150 
823 

4,134 
688 

4,535 
624 

401 
-<;4 

10% 
-9% 

6,930 
1,190 

6,248 
961 

6,204 
1,045 

-44 

" 
-1% 
9% 

5 9 Fairfield-VaciJville Na Vanden Rd south of leisure Town Rd 195 52 28 -25 -49% 646 91 60 -10 -11% 
5 9 Fairfield-Vacaville Na SR 113 north of SR 12 155 83 150 67 60% 219 129 155 26 20% 

5 9 Falrfield-Vacavilla Na Subtotall 5,323 4,957 533. 379 8'k 1,985 7,429 7,011. 58 1% 

5 9 Fairfield-Vacaville WB ,..0 east of PJeesanh Vallev 6,370 6,297 6,252 -45 -1% 4,800 4,BBO 5,338 458 9% 
5 9 Fairfield-Vacaville 5a Peabodv Rd north of Cement Hill Rd 1,436 750 937 87 12% 599 747 641 -106 -14% 
5 9 Fairfield-Vacav!n. sa Vanden Rd .outh of Leisure Town Rd 601 84 63 -1 -1% 215 65 34 -31 -48% 
5 9 Fairfield-Vacaville 5B SR 113 north of SR 12 147 134 160 27 20% 176 197 233 45 24% 

5 9 Fairfield-Vacaville 5a Subtotilis 8,554 7,264 7,331 8. ,% 5.790 5,880 8,245 36. 8% 

5 10 Vacaville 1-80 sa Alamo Dr north of Marshall Rd 124 411 394 -17 -4% 776 601 630 29 5% 
5 ,0 Vacaville 1-80 sa DaVIS St south of Bella Vista Rd 336 144 141 -3 -2% 561 268 200 22 6% 
5 10 Vacaville 1-80 Ea Mason St-Elmira Rd we,1 of Peabod Rd 611 840 809 -33 -4% 1,219 1,594 1,672 76 5% 
a 10 Vacaville ~O SB AJlison Dr east or 1-80 697 365 363 -2 -f" 1,120 803 927 124 15% 
5 10 Vacaville 1-80 sa Nut Tree Rd north or Burton Dr 140 25. 220 -38 -15% 279 737 777 40 5% 
5 10 Vacaville ~O 5a Leisure Town Rd nortl1 cf Oran e Dr 572 296 227 -09 -23% 928 766 865 98 13% 

5 10 Vacaville 1-80 5a Subtata.e 2,480 2,313 2,152 a162 -7% 4,8U 4,770 5,162 392 8" 

5 10 Vacaville 1-80 Na Alamo Dr south or Marshall Rd 1,130 1,468 1,552 '4 6% 927 867 943 56 6% 

S '0 Vacaville 1--80 Na Davis St south of 8ella Vista Rd 487 289 392 102 35% 411 176 167 -9 -5% 
5 10 Vacaville HlO WB Mason 5t-Elmira Rd east or Peabodv Rd 940 1,363 1,397 34 3% 667 891 920 29 3% 
5 10 Vacaville ~O Na Allison Dr east of 1-80 756 510 594 64 17% 1,562 482 453 -9 -2% 
5 10 Vacaville 1-80 Na Nul Tree Rd south of Burlon Dr 375 729 973 144 20% 402 542 476 -<;7 -12% 

• 5 10...... Vllcavi!le 1-80 Na leisure Town Rd south or Orance Or 550 445 566 121 27... 424 310 239 -71 -23% 

) s 10 
) 

00 
00 

Vacnllle 1-80 NB Subtotal. 4,249 ....03 5,374 571 12% 4,813 3,28' 3,198 -70 -2'k 

5 11 Vaeaville-Dixon NB Pleasants Valle Rd north of Vaea Vallav Pkwv 41 6 6 0 6% 108 20 17 -3 -15% 
5 11 Vacaville-Dixon Na 1-505 south of Midwav Rd 616 6'6 791 104 15% 6" 065 '69 -76 -6% 
5 11 
5 11 

Vacaville-Dixon 
Vacavllle~Dixon 

Ea 
Na 

1-80 
Balavia Rd 

eest 
south 

of Leisure Town Rd 
of Dixon City Limits 

3,430 
27 

3,744,. 4,405 
17 

861 
1 

18% 
6% 

3,760 
40 

3,530 
6 

3,234 
9 

-296 
0 

..% 
-3% 

5 11 Vacaville-Dixon Na Pitt School Rd south of Dixon City Limits 16 17 16 -1 -4% 32 16 18 2 11% 
5 11 Vacavme-Dixcn Na SR 113 south of DlXcn C limits 96 113 115 2 2% 169 52 51 0 0% 

S 11 Vacavllle-DIJCQn NB Subtotal. 4,226 4.5'2 5,350 769 17% 4,110 4.591 .,218 ~373 "'k 

5 " 
5 11 

Vacaville-Dixon 
Vacaville..oixon 

5a 
5a 

Pleaunts Valle 
1·505 

Rd north 
south 

of Vaca Vallev Pkwv 0' Mldwav Rd 
'7 

712 
15 

790 
13 

733 
-2 

-57 
-11% 
-7% 

35 
633 

6,., 9 
656 

0 
-10 

1% 
-1% 

5 11 Veeaville-Dixon WB '''0 east or leisure Town Rd 3,310 3,189 2,879 -310 -10% 3,390 4,112 4,583 471 11 GA. 
5 11 Vacavllle..oixon 5a Batavia Rd south of Dixon City limits 41 7 6 0 -4% 42 13 9 -4 -28% 
5 11 Vaceville-Dlxon 5a Pitt SChool Rd south of Dixon City limits 31 13 16 2 18% 36 22 31 9 40" 
5 11 Vaeaville-Dixon 5a SR 113 south of Dixon City limits 63 52 52 0 0% 52 94 65 1 1% 

5 11 Vaeavllle-Dlll'on SB Subtotal. 4,244 .,065 3.699 -388 "'k 4,118 5.108 5,575 467 9% 

5 12 Dixan 1-80 EB Dixon Ave east of Gatewav Or 404 260 293 13 5% 67 351 317 -35 -10% 
5 12 Dixon 1-80 5a Pitt School Rd north of Market Ln 250 152 150 -2 -1% 504 276 292 17 6% 
5 12 Dixon 1·80 5a SR 113 south cr 1-80 469 439 426 -12 -3% 660 393 466 74 19% 

5 12 Dixon &-10 sa Subtotal. 1,123 871 870 ·1 0% 1,231 1,019 1,074 56 5% 

5 12 Dixon 1-80 WB Dixon Ave east of Gatewav Dr 251 295 273 -22 -6% 30 366 363 -3 -1% 
5 12 Dixon I-aO Na Pitt School Rd north or Market ln 400 237 257 21 9% 318 235 239 4 1% 
5 12 Dixon 1-80 NB SR 113 south of 1-80 630 442 529 87 20% 606 450 466 16 4% 

5 12 Dixon '40 Na Subtotal. 1,290 974 1.059 88 .'k 954 1,051 1,067 17 2% 
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Tabl. 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - SolanolNapa Phase 2 Model 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Screenllne DI, Slreet Leg 0' location Count. 
2000 Model· 

Updated M.rch '09 2010 Model 
ChanQe. 

2000 to 2010 
% Chan"•• 
2000 to 2010 2030 Model Counll 

2000 Model­
Upd-,ed March '09 2010 Model 

Change -2000 
to 2010 

% Chanae­
2000 to 2010 2030 Model 

C 1 
C 1 
C 1 

Southeast Gateway 
Southeast Galewe 
Southeast Galewa 

EB 
NB 
we 

1-80 Contra Costa-5olano Co Line 
1-680 Contra Costa-5olano Co Line 
SR 12 Sacramento-Solano Co Line 

east ., 
east 

of Carquinez Bridge 
Benicia Bridge 

of Jet Rle 84 North 

2,631 
2,486 
747 

2.726 
3,444 
540 

3,060 
4,283 
801 

334 
840 
281 

'2% 
24% 
48% 

3,092 
6,362 
1,122 

5,179 
4,128 
594 

5,847 
5,318 
625 

6,688 
5,870 

'31 

84' 
552 
306 

14% 
10% 
49% 

8,910 
7,270 
1,339 

C 1 South•••t aatewl In Subtotals 5.864 6.710 ',144 1,e.. 21% 10,578 10.501 11,780 13,"89 1.699 14% 11,511 

C 1 

C' 
C 1 

Southeast Galeway 
Southealt Gateway 
Southeast Gateway 

we 
SB 
EB 

1-80 CDntra CDsta-Solano Co Line 
1-680 CDntra Costa-Solano Co Line 
SR 12 Sacramento-Solano Co Line 

., 

.1 
east 

CarQuinez Bridal 
Benicia BridQe 

of Jet Rte 8-4 North 

6,008 
5,189 
599 

7,108 
6,232 
504 

7,986 
6,565 
723 

878 
334 
218 

12% 
51' 

43% 

9,-402 
8,153 
1,1-4-4 

2,970 
3,245 
891 

3,938 
3,339 
458 

3,865 
-4,245 
84' 

-73 
906 
383 

-2% 
27% 
8'% 

5,860 
6,482 
1,278 

C 1 South.ltt a.tew. Out SubtotaJ, 11.196 13...... 15.27" 1,"30 10% 1',699 7,108 7,73' ',951 1,216 1.% 13,620 

C 2 
C2 
C 2 
C 2 
C 2 

West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Galewa 
West GatewaY 
West Gatawa 

EB 
EB 
EB 
EB 
SB 

SR 37 Sonoma-5olano Co Line 
Petrified Forest Rd Sonoma-Napa Co Lme 
SR 12-121 Sonoma-Na a Co Une 
SR 128 Sonorna-Na a Co Line 
SR 29 lake-Napa Co line 

east .. 
west 
east 

south 

of Walnut Aye Mare Island 
Sonoma-Napa Co Line 

of Old Sonoma Rd 
of Franz Valle Rd KaRo 
of laklt-Napa Co Lme 

979 
172 

1,184 
66 

418 

925 
278 

1,363 
257 
110 

1,071 
378 

1,4-45 
326 
'06 

146 
100 

'2 
68 
-4 

16% 
38% 
8% 
27% 
·3% 

1,520 
5'4 

1,749 
834 
100 

1,558 
308 

1,236 
94 
185 

1,773 
602 

1,445 
108 
103 

1,924 
778 

1,644 
145 
B4 

'50 
174 
'99 
3. 
-8 

8% 
29% 
14% 
36% 
-8% 

2,485 
810 

2,094 
'48 
197 

C 2 Welt Gateway In Subtotal. 2,8111 2,932 3,325 383 13% ",797 3.391 ".030 4,513 553 14% 8,..n 

C 2 
C2 
C 2 
C 2 
C 2 

West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewav 

we 
we 
we 
we 
NB 

SR 37 Sonoma-Solano Co Line 
Petrified Forest Rd (Sonoma-Napa Co line 
SR 12-121 (Sonoma-Napa Co Line) 
SR 128 Sonoma-Na a Co Line 
SR 29 lake-Na a Co Line 

east ., 
west 
east 

south 

of Walnut Ave Mare Island 
Sonoma-Napa Co Une 

of Old Sonoma Rd 
of Franz Valle Rd KeMo 
of lake-Na a Co Line 

1,567 
364 

1,188 
70 

5' 

1,688 
607 

1,368 
110 
104 

1,796 
764 

1,552 
140 
120 

108 
'57 
183 
30 
18 

8% 
26% 
13% 
27% 
'51' 

2,145 
738 

2,058 
900 
172 

904 
428 

1,344 
98 

631 

783 
207 

1,287 
220 
147 

1,274 
328 

1,625 
400 

"6 

490 
121 
337 
180 
-12 

83% 
5'% 
26% 

'2% 
·8% 

1,308 
811 

1,707 
718 
160 

C 2 WeatGateway Out Subtotal. 3,247 3.878 .,312 4'5 13-4 8,01. 3,405 2,845 3,782 1,117 42% 4,502 

C 3 

C 3 
C 3 
C3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C3 

North Galewa 
North Galewa 
North Gatawa 
North Galewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewe 
North Gatewa 

we 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
we 
SB 

SR 128 Yolo-Solano Co line 
Pleasants Vaney Rd Yolo-Solano Co line 
Roed 89M'inters Rd Yolo-Solano Co Line 
1-505 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Slevenson Bridge Rd Yoll>Soleno Co line 
Pedrick Rd-Road 98 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
SR 113 Yolo-Solano Co line 
1-80 Yolo-Solano Co line 
SR 84 Yolo-Solano Co Une 

east 

no"" 

north 

.. 

of Jet Rte 121 South 

of Allendale Rd Interchanoe 

of 1-80 near Davis 
Solano-Yolo Co Line 
Solano-Yolo Co Une 

33 
17 

181 
55' 
29 
170 

1,510 
3,890 

19 

69 
12 
18 

430 
1 

40 
1,723 
3,366 

3 

" 12 
25 

938 
1 

33 
2,086 
3,119 

23 

22 
0 
7 

508 
0 
-8 

363 
-246 

'9 

32% 
0% 

40% 
118% 
12% 

-19% 
21% 
-7% 

576% 

132 
12 

329 
1.145, 

35 
2,283 
3,484 
'62 

36 
44 

220 
489 
31 
160 

1,340 
4,436 

23 

67 

'9 
2. 

277 
2 

64 
1,757 
-4,951 

7 

"6 
23 
23 
768 

2 
69 

2,160 
5,638 

83 

129 
4 
-4 

481 
0 
-5 

404 

6'7 
76 

194% 
23% 
-16% 
177% 
17% 
-8% 
23·~ 

14% 
1080% 

666 
26 
21 

1,377 
4 

6' 
3,071 
6,859 
48' 

C 3 North Oatew8Y In 9ubtotal. ',"00 5,663 8,328 88. 12% .,182 8,759 7,170 8952 1.781 25% 12,570 

C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C3 
C3 
C3 
C 3 

North Galewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewil 
North Galewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Galewa 

EB 
NB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
EB 
NB 

SR 128 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Pleasants Valley Rd Yol0-501ano Co line 
Road 89M'inters Rd Yolo-Solano Co Line 
1-505 Yolo-Solano Co line 
Stevenson Brid e Rd Yolo-Solano Co line 
Pedrick Rd-Road 98 Yolo-Solano Co line 
SR 113 (Yolo-Solano Co Line) 
1-80 Yolo-Solano Co Une 
SR 84 Yolo-Solano Co Line 

east 

north 

north 

., 

of Jet Rte 121 South 

of Allendale Rd Interchange 

of 1-80 (near Davis 
Solano-Yolo Co line 
Solano-Yolo Co line 

29 
29 
143 
62' 
23 

"6 
1,470 
4,300 

18 

89 
18 
35 

250 
3 

57 
1,682 
4,755, 

347 
27 
66 

736 
3 

47 
1,846 
5,124 

48 

259, 
31 

486 
0 

-10 
184 ,., 
37 

292% 
46% 
91% 
195% 
0% 

-18% 
10% 
8% 

415% 

990 
40 
388 

1,092 
8 

182 
2,642 
6,786 
352 

48 

4' 
263 
403 
37 
187 

1,440 
4,220 

20 

96 
14 
24 

440 
2 

42 
1,928 
3,684 

4 

323 
19 

180 
689 

2 
42 

2,196 
3,803 

2' 

227 
4 

188 
249 

0 
0 

26' 
118 
25 

237% 
29% 

686% 
67% 
-3% 
-1% 
14% 
3% 

612% 

381 
50 

347 
1.494, 

50 
2,703 
4,576 
274 

C 3 North aateway Out Sublotall ',776 ','97 8,2.2 1,345 18% 12,"58 ',659 6,234 7,292 1.057 17% 9.878 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

Na 8·$0Iano County Line 
Na a-Solano County Line 
Na a-Solano County Una 
Na a--Solano Count line 

NB 

""we 
NB 

SR 29 
American Canyon Rd 
SR 12 
Suisun Valle Rd 

"west 

Solano-Napa Co line 
American Can on City Limits 

of S<llano-Napa Co Line 
Solano-Napa Co Une 

1,405 
430 

1,246 
73 

1,178 
51 

1,340 
35 

1,.464 
319 

1,409 
37 

286 
28' 
69 
2 

24% 
527% 

51' 
6% 

1,568 
209 

2,559 
51 

1,293 
320 

1,009 

'2' 

2,026 
154 
995 
176 

2,356 
466 

1,387 
358 

330 
302 
382 
183 

"% 
196% 
39% 

104% 

2,675 
892 

1,609 
465 

C 4 NaDa-5olano Coun Line N Subtotals 3.154 2,.04 3,229 825 U-iC, ",3811 2,7'0 3,351 ",551 1,207 36% 5,440 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

Napa-Solano Countv line 
Napa--Solano County line 
Napa-Solano County line 
Napa-Solano Count Line 

SB 
EB 
EB 
SB 

SR 29 
American Canyon Rd 
SR 12 
Suisun Valley Rd 

.1 
west 

Solano-NaDa Co Une 
American Can on Citv Limits 

of Solano-Napa Co line 
Solano-Nap8 Co line 

1,195 
247 
'64 
73 

2,172 
160 
9'0 
346 

1,964 
388 

1,535 
475 

·20& 
228 
555 
128 

-10% 
141% 
57% 
37% 

2.738 
48' 

2,048 
532 

1,617 
392 

1,284 
128 

1,503 
179 

1,326 
79 

1,61S 
455 

1,536 
228 

112 
278 
210 
'51 

7% 
154% 

"I' 
192% 

2,121 
442 

2,672 
100 

C 4 Na a-Solano Coun Line Sol Subtotal. 2,379 3,&58 .,359 701 19-iC, 5,806 3,421 3,086 3,835 749 24% 5,335 
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Tabl. 

Genel'1ll Average Dally Traffic Forecasts - SolanolNapa Phase 2 Model 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

2000 Model- Change. % Change. 2000 Model­ Change.2000 % Change. 
Screenllne Dlr Street L.g of location Counll Updated March '09 2010 Model 2000 to 2010 2000 to 2010 2030 Model Count. Upd..ed March '09 2010 Model to 2010 2000 to 2010 2030 Model 

5 1 Valle o east-west NB Wilson Av nor1h of Tennessee 5t 351 449 500 60 13% 755 318 517 794 277 54% 730 
5 1 
5 1 

Vane'0 east-west 
Valle 'oenl-'I'JtIst 

NB 
NB 

Sacramento St 
Sonoma Blvd SR 29 

north 
north 

of Tennessee 51 
of Tennessee 5t 

300 
679 

146 
640 

'96 
850 

50 
210 

34% 
34% 

2a. 
1,460 

562 
821 

277 
1,e25 

551 
1,803 

275 
-22 

99% 

-'I' 
851 

1,873 
5 1 Vane o eBsl·west NB Broadway north of Tennessee 5t 289 429 543 113 26% 5a3 441 804 704 190 31% 1,569 
5 1 Valle o easl-west NB Tuorumne st north of Tennessee 5t 344 '98 330 132 67% 496 526 490 638 146 30% 8" 
5 1 Valle o east-west EB 1-80 north of Tennessee 5t 3,817 3,662 4,433 771 2'% 4,796 5,696 5,159 5,711 552 11% 6,291 
5 1 
5 1 

Valle o easl-WEls! 
VaUe o easl-west 

NB 
NB 

Oak'Nood Av 
Columbus Pkwy 

north 
north 

of Tennessee 5t0' Tennessee 5t 
384 
384 

235 
348 

25' 
513 

16 
167 

7% 
4.% 

373 
.29 

292 
241 

262 
489 

416 
656 

153 
167 

58% 
34% 

750 
1,050 

S 1 Valle 0 ...toWest NB Subtot.l. 1,541 6,105 7,133 1,52111 25% 9,51110 III,B97 9,824 11,381 1,731 18% 14,014 

51 Vatle o east-west 5B VVihionAv nor1h of Tennessee St 481 59. 686 88 15% 870 306 547 725 178 32% 824 
5 1 Valle o east-west 5B Sacramento 5t north of Tennessee 5t 351 146 196 50 34% 288 576 277 551 275 99% 851 
5 1 Valle o east-wesl 5B Sonoma Blvd SR 29 nor1h of Tannessee 5t 634 1,805 1,839 34 2% 1,876 828 1,132 1,585 452 40% 1,814 

5 1 Valle o aast·west 5B Broadwa nor1h of Tennes,se SI 523 353 522 '89 48% 1,309 448 428 547 119 28% 979 
5 1 Vane east-wesl 5B Tuolumne 51 nor1h of Tennessee 51 350 382 811 220 60% 756 664 220 324 95 41% 680 
5 1 Valle o east-west VW 1-80 nor1h of Tennessse St 4,900 5,675 6,018 343 6% 6,169 4,163 4,916 4,799 -117 ·2% 5,706 
5 1 Valle o east-wesl 5B Oakwood Av north of Tennessee St 292 358 520 162 45% 657 324 226 466 240 '06% 656 
5 1 Valle '0 east-west 5B Columbus P nor1h of Tennessee SI 807 508 706 198 39% 030 194 351 766 415 118% 1,359 

5 1 V..". 0 elSl-we.t 5B Subtotals 111,347 0,828 11,090 1,273 13% 12,855 7,503 8,106 9,764 1,657 20% 12,877 

5 2 Valle'01-80 5B Sonoma Blvd 5R 29 nor1h of 1-80 340 1,418 1,723 305 2'% 1,797 212 371 607 238 64% 1,371 
5 2 Valle'01-80 EB Me azine 5t west of 6th 5t 295 179 209 30 17% 227 273 205 227 22 11% 222 
5 2 Valle 01-80 EB Curtola P we.t of LelnDn 5t 609 1,360 1,516 '56 11% 1,948 780 1,444 1,775 331 23% 1,872 
5 2 Valle 01-80 EB Benicia Rd east of lemon St '6' 81 100 20 35% 405 2.7 14' 303 163 115% 817 
5 2 Valle'01-80 EB Geor ia St wesl of 1"th St 263 241 317 76 31% 307 441 474 505 31 7% 624 
5 2 Valle'01-80 EB SotanoAve west of Phelan Ave 293 107 '40 34 32% 207 328 272 329 56 2'% 494 
5 2 Valle 01-80 EB Tennessee 5t we.t of Maritlosa 51 970 638 805 180 27% 1,056 006 1,093 1,298 205 19% 1,410 
5 2 Valle '01-80 EB Redwood PkwY west of Fairqrounds Or 942 942 1,543 601 84% 1,729 1,397 1,675 1,889 214 13% 1,886 

5 2 Valle 01-80 EB SR 37 west of !-a0 2,675 2,859 2,393 -466 -16% 3.020 3,313 3,359 2,988 -371 -11% 4,590 

5 2 Vaneol-80 EB Subtotal. 8,555 7,823 ',755 832 12% 10,786 7,937 9,035 9,921 ..7 10% 13,286 

5 2 Valle '01-80 NB Sonoma Blvd SR 29 nor1h of !-aD 382 410 408 B8 2'" 794 426 1,245 1,483 238 '9% 1,696 
5 2 Valle 01-80 VW Ma azine St wesl of 6th 8t 221 208 284 55 26'A, 382 251 2'8 307 B9 4'% 345 
5 2 Valle·ol..aO VW Curtola Pkwv west of Lemon 5t 802 925 1,268 343 37% 1,696 563 1,180 1,548 368 31% 1,799 
5 2 
5 2 

Valle '01-80 
Valle'01-80 

VW 
VW 

BeniCia Rd 
Geor 'a St 

east 
Welt 

of Lemon 8t 
of 14th St 

112 
374 

201 
249 

332 
310 

131 
70 

65% 
28% 

0'2 
413 

280 
384 

169 
209 

294 
317 

125 
109 

74% 
52% 

554 
424 

5 2 Valle o I..aO VW Salano Ave werot of Phelan Ave 331 424 446 22 51' 501 289 290 372 8' 2.% 545 
5 2 Valle o I..aO VW Tennessee 51 west of Mariposa St 72. 849 1.029 '80 2'% 1,113 818 804 971 166 2'% 1.096 
5 2 Valle'01-30 VW Redwood P west of Fair rounds Or 1,273 1,692 1,865 173 10% 1,854 1,218 1,410 1,585 175 12% 1,683 
5 2 Valle 01-80 VW SR 37 west of 1-80 2,527 2,556 2,899 343 '3% 3,719 2,941 2,21" 2,541 327 15% 2,806 

5 2 VaDe ol..eO WB Subtotal. .,750 7,5" 8,919 1,405 19% 11,382 7,170 7,740 9,417 l,8n 22'"1. 10,1" 

5 3 Natla-Solano Ridae EB 1·780 west of Milita West Baneeia 2,717 3,727 3,715 -12 0% 4,399 2,810 2,756 3,374 819 22'A, .04,258 
5 3 Natla-Solano Ridae EB Lake Herman Rd east of Columbus P 320 289 315 26 9% 732 13' 34 90 57 170% 384 
5 3 NaDa-Solano Rldae EB 1·80 (north east or American Canyon Rd 2,726 2,611 3,334 723 28% 3,838 4,548 5,094 6,144 1,050 21% 8,355 
5 3 NaDa-Solano Ridae EB 8R 12 west of Solano-Naoa Co Line 864 080 1,535 555 57% 2,048 1,284 1,326 1.536 2'0 16% 2,6n 

5 3 Nap..-Solano Ridge EB Subtotals ',621 1,601 ',899 1,292 17% 11,017 ••780 1,210 1f,1"8 1,136 21'1. 15,S80 

5 3 Napa-Solano Ridge VW 1-780 west of Military West Benecla 2,338 2,659 3,216 558 21% 4,379 2,297 3,728 3,903 178 51' 4,449 
5 3 Napa-Solano Ridge VW Lake Herman Rd east of Columbus Pk'N'j 247 6 2' 15 235% 107 298 200 429 220 115% 724 
5 3 Napa~Solano Ridge VW 1-80 north ent of American Can on Rd 3,911 5,144 6,512 1,368 27% 7,&40 2,967 3,635 4,412 777 21% 5,715 
5 3 Napa~Solano Rid e VW SR 12 west of Solano-Na a Co Une 1,246 1 340 1,409 69 5% 2,559 1.009 995 1,387 302 39% 1,609 

5 3 Napa-8olano Rldae WB Subtotalil 7,742 9,149 11,150 2,009 22% 1",688 8,571 ',558 10,132 1,574 1a% 12,497 
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Tabl. 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - SolanolNapa Ph••• 2 Model 

AM Pe.k Hour PM Puk Hour 

2000 Model. ChanUe ­ % Change­ 2000 Model- Change. 2000 % Change. 
Screenllne 01, Street leg or Location Count.. Updated March '09 2010 Model 2000 to 2010 2000 to 2010 2030 Model Counts Updated March 'og 2010 Model to 2010 2000 to 2010 2030 Model 

54 South of AmerCnyn-Cordetia Na 5R 29 Solano-Napa Co Line 1,395 1,178 1,464 286 24% 1,568 1,293 2,026 2.356 330 16% 2,675 

5 4 South of AmerCnvn-Cordelia Ea 1-80 south) north of SR 37 2,655 2,462 3.091 629 26% 3,510 4,239 4,949 6.216 1,268 26% 8,297 
5 4 South or AmerCnyn-Cordelia Na 1-6130 north of Marshview Rd 1,461 1,452 1,731 279 19% 2,574 2,729 3,028 3,188 160 5% 3,949 

54 South of Ameren n-Cord.1 Ea Sublat... 5,511 5,082 8,285 1,194 23% 7,852 8,261 10,002 11781 1,758 11% 14,921 

S 4 South or AmerCnvn-Cordelia 5a SR 29 SolBno--Naoa Co Line 1,195 2,172 1.964 -208 -10% 2,738 1,617 1,503 1,615 112 7% 2,121 
S 4 South of AmerCnvn-Cordelia we 1-80 south north of SR 37 4,050 5,117 6,670 1,553 30% 7,581 2,765 3,505 4,178 672 19% 5,455 
S 4 South or AmerCnvn-Cordelia sa 1-6.0 north of Marshview Rd 3,221 3,143 3,440 297 9% 4,036 1,657 1,427 1,850 424 30% 2,823 

54 South of AmerCnvn-Cordel wa Subtotal. 8,486 10,432 12,074 1,&41 16% 14,355 8,03g 8,434 7,642 1,208 19% 10,399 

S 5 FlIirfietd-Cordelili Ea Rockville Rd ust of Suisun Vslley Rd 307 232 511 27. 121% 4" 615 459 390 -a9 -15% 539 
S 5 Falrfietd-Cordelia Ea I-aO ellst of Suisun Valley Rd 4,805 4,694 5,076 "2 .% 6,591 8,360 8,633 8,565 -a6 -1% 13,242 
S 5 Fairfield-Gordelia Ea Cordelia Rd west of Hale Ranch Rd 60 6 34 28 443% 129 7" 688 410 -278 -40% 721 
S 5 Fairfield-Gordelia Ea North Connector nst of Suisun Valley Rd 0 77. 747 0 1,671 1,898 

5 5 Falrfleld-Cordella Ea Subtotal' 5,172 4,932 8,399 1.467 30'/, 7,185 9,758 9,780 11,036 1,256 13'1, 16,400 

5 5 Fajrfield-Cordelia we Rockville Rd east 01 Suisun Valley Rd 522 5.6 630 43 7% 305 323 266 384 '" 45% 371 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia we I-aO east of Suisun Valle Rd 8,240 9,282 9,776 494 5% 13,109 5,680 5,638 6,686 1,048 19% 8,906 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia we Cordelia Rd we.' of Hale Ranch Rd 171 .01 550 -251 -31% 463 100 9 55 46 517% 292 
9 5 Falrt'ield-Cordella we North Connector east of Suisun ValleY Rd 0 1,689 1,782 0 264 495 

5 5 Falrfteld-Cordelia wa Subtot.l. 9,233 10,869 12,644 1,975 19% 15,658 8,103 5,912 7,389 1,477 25% 10,085 

56 Fairfield 1-80 Ea SR 12 we.t of Beck Ave Le A 1017 749 994 245 33% 1.424 1,819 2,104 2,558 453 22% 4,540 
56 Fairfield 1-80 Ea W Te)(as St east of 1-80 '101 1,229 450 733 282 63% 963 1,336 .38 1,255 417 50% 1,710 
56 Fairfield 1-80 Ea TraVIs Blvd east of 1-80 #84 8.6 978 1,169 191 20% 1,217 1,712 1,317 1,625 309 23% 1,266 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 Ea Air Base Pkwy east of 1-80 *53 1,748 1.901 2,352 45' 24% 2,452 2,158 2,908 3,091 183 6% 2,993 
5 6 Fair1ietd 1-80 5a N Texas 51 east of 1-80 M-40 802 592 693 100 17% 1,061 1,184 1,133 .96 -236 -21% 1,224 

5 8 hlrfteld 1-80 Ea Subtotal. 5,180 4,871 5,940 1,269 27% 7,117 .,209 .,299 9,425 1,126 14% 11,733 

5 6 Fairfield 1-80 \Ml SR 12 we,' of Beck Ave Lea A 1,405 2,717 2,858 141 5% 5,078 877 981 1,346 365 37% 2,434 
5 6 Fairfield t-aO we WTexn St east of 1-80 (#101 405 217 523 306 141% 75. 572 346 439 93 27% 436 
5 8 Fairfield 1-80 we Travis Blvd east of 1-80 #84 737 1,086 1,549 463 43% 1,705 1,850 1,402 1,558 156 11% 1,491 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 we Air Base Pkwv east of 1-80 #53 ',454 2,331 2,420 89 4% 2,487 1,661 1,903 1,964 60 3% 1,999 
5 6 Fairfield 1-80 Na N Texas 51 east of 1-80 M-40 1.029 953 1,020 67 7% 944 859 753 930 17. 24% 1,333 

5 8 Fairfield 1-80 wa Subtotal. S,030 7.304 8,370 1,068 15'4 10,971 5,818 5,385 8,237 852 ,.% 7,814 

5 7 Fairfield-Suisun C' Ea COrdelia St east of Penns lvanle Ave 85 1 4 3 321% 41 131 6. 103 35 51% 575 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun CI Ea SR 12 east 01 Penns Ivania Ave 1,279 890 1,074 185 21% 1,554 2,443 2,585 2,885 300 12% 3,972 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci 5a SunselAve south of Travis Blvd "6 .97 877 S19 -59 -7% 933 ',182 ..0 9" 7• 9% 1,'53 
5 7 Fairfield-5uisun C Ea E Tabor Ave .est of Tolenas Ave '7 333 232 253 21 9% 350 352 295 336 41 14% 604 
5 7 Fairfield-5uisun Ci Ea Air Base P west of RR tracks ts 568 1,196 1,398 203 17% 1,804 2,000 1,287 1,427 141 11% 1,816 
5 7 Fairfield-5uisun Cl 5a Peabody Rd north of Cement Hill Rd 1,436 837 907 70 8% 1,674 599 641 ..9 209 33% 1,248 

5 7 Falrflekl-Sullun City Ea Subtolal, 4,59. 4,032 4,458 424 11-,4 8,358 8,707 5,715 8,518 804 14% 9,368 

5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Cl we Cordelia 51 ent of Pennsylvania Ave 166 '02 215 113 110% 405 84 43 46 3 7% 85 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci we SR 12 east of Pennsylvania Ave 2,133 2,613 2,817 203 8% 3,821 1,359 1,167 1.355 186 16% 2,221 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci Na Sunsel Ave south of Travis Blvd ;tI16 716 852 926 73 9% 1,093 .92 911 8.. -26 -3% 864 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci we E Tabor Ave east of Tolenas Ave '7 245 292 361 69 24% 512 400 280 286 6 2% 440 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Ci we Air Base P west of RR tracks #8 1,097 ',179 ',431 252 21% 1,838 671 1,314 1,524 210 16% 2,061 
5 7 Faitfield-Suisun Ci Na Peabod Rd north of Cement Hill Rd 823 624 607 -17 -3% 1,069 1,190 1,045 1.198 154 15% 1,863 

5 7 Falrfleld-Sulsun City wa Subtotall 5,180 5,684 8,357 894 12% 8,738 4,596 4,758 5,293 534 11% 7,554 

5 5 Suisun City west Ea SR 12 east of Scandia Rd 413 300 452 152 51% 599 609 324 757 433 134% 1,614 
5 6 Suisun City west sa Collinsvijle Rd 2 3 1 34% 3 7 10 3 41% 13 

5 8 Sui.un City welt Ea Subtotall 413 302 454 m 50% 802 809 331 787 438 132% 1,827 

5 6 Suisun Cit west \Ml SR 12 ellst of Scandia Rd 611 437 845 406 93% 1,466 510 346 567 222 64% 774 
5 • Suisun Cit west Na Collinsville Rd 8 10 3 37% 13 2 2 1 36% 3 

5 • Sul.un City welt wa Subtotal. 811 445 856 411 92"/, 1,479 610 347 5'9 222 64% 777 
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Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forec.sts - SolanolNapa Phase 2 Model 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Chanae. % Change. Change.2000 "I. Change. 
Scrlllenllne 

2000 Model­ 2000 Model­
2010 Model 2000 to 2010 2030 Model2000 to 20102000 to 2010Street Updated March '09 2030 Model 2010 Model to 2010Vir or location Upd.ted March '09l •• Cauntt Count. 

4,535 5,174 639 3% 8,0965 9 Fairfield-Vacaville of Pleasants Valle 14% 6,041 6,930 6,394 189EB 1-80 east 4,150 6.204 
-17 15%Fairfield.Vac.vllle 624 607 1,068 1,190 1,045 1,198 154 1,8635 9 N8 Peabodv Rd north of Cement HlII Rd -3%'23 
1326 40 50% 241 646 146 66 82% 1,1025 9 Fairfield-Vacaville N8 Vanden Rd south Dr Leisure Town Rd 195 '0 

150 76 65% 4045 9 Fairfield-Vacaville SR 113 155 226 51% 235 219 155 256 101N8 north of SR 12 

711 7'k 11,464Fairfield-Vacaville 5,323 5,338 1,048 7,586 I,VIS 7,414 7,64 5105 9 N8 Subtotals 13-' 
6,617 365 6% 16% 7,345 

5 9 
[-lIO east 6,370 6,252 7,436 4,800 5,338 6,1895 9 Fairfield-Vacaville of Pleasants ValleYW '51 

1,248 
5 9 

70 8% 209 33%Fairfield-Vsca'tlille Peabod Rd north of Cement Hill Rd 1,436 1,674 599 641 6495B '07'37 
166 603 

5 9 
83 101% 76 42 123%Feirfield-Vacaville Vanden Rd south or Leisure Town Rd 601 216 3458 5'9'4 

24% 250147 160 323 233 259 25 11%Fairfield-Vacaville 58 SR 113 north of SR 12 19' 1763' 

7,888 1BY,8,554 7,331 .57 10,021 5,790 .,245 1,1285 • Fairfield-Vacaville Subtotal. 7,37388 ',445'I' 

-11% 599 
5 10 

352 -42 -127 -20%5 10 Vaca'tlille 1-80 58 north 01 Marsh.1l Rd 124 394 776 630 503Alamo Or 3'6 
164 446 

5 10 
336 141 23 16% 169 290 421 130 45%Vacaville 1-80 58 Davis St south of Bella Vista Rd 561 

1,067 260 1,122 -34 -2% 1,760 
5 10 

Vacaville 1-80 of Peabody Rd 611 32% 1,219 1,672 1,638EB Mason St-Elmira Rd west '0' 
504 142 1,140 

5 10 
39% 535 1,207 30%VSt8vilie 1-80 58 Allison Or east of 1-80 697 363 1,120 927 2'0 

340 120 47% 1,299 
5 10 

Vacaville 1-80 Nut Tree Rd or Burton Dr 140 220 55% 417 777 1,144 36758 north 279 
329 102 45% 53 6% 2,141VacavIlle 1-80 Leisure Town Rd of Orange Dr 572 22758 north 919'22 '6592' 

2,152 2,756 004 3,450 13% 7,J855 10 VacavUlel,,",O 58 Subtotals 2,410 21% 4,883 5,162 5,830 '6' 

5 ,0 1.476 -76 -5% 1,514 08% 1,132 
5 10 

1,552Vacaville 1-80 Alamo Dr 927 -58943N8 south of Marshall Rd 1.130 ".410 18Vacaville ~O 392 5% 411 217 30% 225 
5 10 

N8 Davis 81 south of Bella Vista Rd 552 167 504'7 
1,377 -20Vacaville 1-80 1,397 -1% 1,231 21 2% 965 

5 10 
YW Mason St-Elmira Rd east or Peabod Rd 920 941'49 8'7 

594 734 140 24% 1,582Vacaville 1-80 easl 752 477 24 5% 515 
5 10 

N8 Allison Dr of 1-80 45375' 
Vacaville 1-80 1,201 38% 796Nul Tree Rd south of Burton Dr 375 973 1,463 402 677 201 42%NB 32' 476 

• 5 217 38%10 VacavIlle 1-80 sollth of Orange Dr 566 783 1,485 424 31%NB Leisure Town Rd 550 239 312 73 '97 

5,11824,241J 5,374 11% 311 10% 4,52910 Vacaville I..aO Subtotal. 4,613 3,11J8 3,509N8 80' ',l1li7•I S 

941 3 47% 10% 50 
5 11 
5 11 Vacaville-DIxon Pleasants Valley Rd north of Vaca Vaney Pkwy 6 20 108 17 19 2N8 

1,204616 413 2,027 
5 11 

791 52% 1,633 1,309 420Vacaville-Dixon NB 1-505 south of Midway Rd 47%'71 "9 
4,5583,430 4,405 152 3% 42 4,719 

511 
VacllviHe-Dlxon EB 1-80 easl of Leisure Town Rd 5,914 3,760 3,234 3,276 1%,12of Dixon City Limits 27 .. -1 9
 

5 11
 
Vacaville-DIxon N8 Batavia Rd south 17 -3"'% 12 40 ,7 -15% 

16 -2%16 16 0 13 -10 -54% 8
 
511
 

Vacaville-Dixon N8 Pitt School Rd soulh of Dixon Ci Limits 32 18 
144 126%Vacaville-Dixon NB south of Dixon City Limits 96 115 725 17 34% 17725' 51 69SR "3 16' 

511 6,057 708 8,317Vacavllle-Ohl.on N8 Subto1a1S1 4,226 5,350 13% 4,NO 4,688 470 11% 6,9894,218 

35 11 Vacaville-Dixon Pleasants Vane Rd ot Vace Valle P 13 16 24% 29%5B north 67 74 11
 
5 11
 

35 9 11 2 
496Vacaville-Qixon 58 1-505 733 1,229 68% 1,762 44%south of Midwa Rd 712 1,233 374 1,636833 '5' 
-25 11 Vacavill..oixon [-lIO 2,879 2,876YW east of Leisure To'Ml Rd 3,310 0% 3,602 3,39C1 5,161 13% 6,157 

5 11 
4,583 57' 

Vacaville-Dixon Batavia Rd 6 7 1 10% 15%58 south of Dixon Cit Limits 41 10 42 9 11 1 13 
5 11 VacavlMe-Oixon 7 -9 -58%58 Pitt School Rd of DIxon C. Limits 31 16 7 36 -15 -49%south 31 15 11 
5 11 Vacavme-Dixon 52 50 -258 SR 113 of Dixon City Limits 83 -4% 104 52 294 244% 770south 209'5 

3,699 4,185 488 13%511 Vaclvllle-Ob:on Subtotal5 4,244 5,558 4,188 5,575 6,72558 21% 11,59'',150 

90 31%S ,2 Dixon 1-80 DIXon Ave east 404 293 517 974 
5 12 

E8 of Gatewa Dr 317 460 143 45%3'3 '7 
150 223 73 49%Dixon 1-80 Pitt School Rd north 250 173 504 33%58 or Market Ln 292 B7 39'38' 

0 1,1465 12 Dixon 1-80 SR 113 south or l-ao 469 660 0 46658 46642' 

,..806 -264 -30%1,123 870 1,838 1,231 1,074 -226 1,8385 12 Dixon ',,",0 58 Subtotal. -21% 

0' 471Dixon 1-80 Dixon Ave east 251 273 73% 914 363 86 698YW 19' 30 449 24%5 '2 Gatewa Or 
5 12 141 55% 349Dixon 1-80 N8 Pitt School Rd north of Marit.et Ln 409 257 318 239 48 24339' 20%2'7 
5 12 0Dixon 1-30 N8 SR 113 south of 1-80 630 529 5 606 466 0 3 

5 12 Dixon 1-80 1,290 1,059 ·191 -111%N8 Subtot.'_ ',267 1,087 735 -332 -31%88' '54 9" 
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Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model 

Sereenlln. Dlr Slreet Leg or locltlon Count. 
"' ........ mOue 

Ba•• 

AM Peak Hour 
I"''''''"''' mvo II ."p a.o:u ..."Ing. - UI"l I n ... nln". - VI.. 

March '08 to Updated to Updated Count. 
,v,vm_e 

an. 

PM Peak Hour 
",U.,J... muu' - .."Inge ­

Updated March '09 to Updated 
ange ­

to Updated 

C 1 
C 1 
C 1 

Southeast Gateway 
Southeast Gateway 
Southeast Gatewa 

EB 
NB 
we 

1-80 (Alameda-Solano Co line) 
1-680 Contra Costa-Solano Co LIne 
SR 12 Sacramento-Solano Co Line 

east 
at 

east 

of Carquinez Brid e 
Benicia Brid • 

of Jet Rte 84 North 

2,631 
2,486 
747 

2,967 
6,267 
1208 

3.092 
6,362 
1,122 

125 
95 

-85 

4% 
2% 
-7% 

5,779 
4,128 
594 

8,518 
6,861 
1,211 

8.910 
7,270 
I,J39 

392 
40' 
129 

5% 
6% 
11% 

C 1 South•••t Gateway In Subtotals 5,8S4 10,441 10,576 1>4 1" 10,501 18,590 17,519 929 6% 

C 1 
C 1 
C 1 

C 1 

Southeast Getewav 
Southeast Gatewav 
Southeasl Gatewa 

Southeast Gateway 

we 
SB 
EB 

Out 

1-80 Alameda-Solano Co Line 
1-680 Contra Costa-5olano Co Line 
SR 12 (Sacramento-Solano Co Line 

Subtotal. 

at 
at 

east 

Car uinez Brid e 
Benicia Brid e 

of Jct Rte 84 North 

6,008 
5,189 
599 

11,796 

9,129 
7,942 
1,030 

11,101 

9,402 
8,153 
1,144 

18,699 

273 
212 
114 

'9' 

3% 
3% 
11% 

3'. 

2,970 
3,245 
691 

7,106 

5,466 
6,047 
1,363 

12,876 

5,860 
6,482 
1,278 

13,620 

394 
434 
-85 

7.. 

7% 
7% 
-6% 

,'. 
C 2 
C2 
C 2 
C 2 
C 2 

West Gateway 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 
West Gatewa 

EB 
EB 
EB 
EB 
SB 

SR 37 Sonoma-5olano Co Line 
Petrified Forest Rd Sonoma·Napa Co LIne 
SR 12-121 Sonoma-Napa Co Une 
SR 128 Sonoma-Napa Co Line 
SR 29 Lake..Napa Co Une 

ent 
at 

west 
east 
south 

ot Walnut Ave Mare Island 
Sonoma-Napa Co Line 

of Old Sonoma Rd 
ot Franz Valley Rd Kellogg) 
of Lake-Napa Co Line 

979 
172 

1,184 
66 
418 

1,501 
565 

1,737 

'6' 
109 

1,520 
594 

1,749 
'34 
100 

19 
9 
11 

-35-, 

1% 
2% 
1% 
-4% 
-,% 

1,558 
30' 

1,236 
94 
195 

2,439 
'29 

2,055 
696 
201 

2,485 
810 

2,094 
648 
197 

46 
-19 
38 
151 
-4 

2% 
-2% 
2% 

22% 
-2% 

C 2 West Galeway In Subtat"l. 2,118 4,'01 4,787 -4 A'. 3,391 8,221 6,433 21> 3% 

C 2 
C2 
C 2 
C 2 
C 2 

West GEllewa 
West Gatewa 
WntGatewa 
West Gatewa. 
West Gatewa 

we 
we 
we 
WB 
NB 

SR 37 Sonoma-5olano Co line 
PetrIfied Foresl Rd (Sonoma-Napa Co line 
SR 12-121 Sonoma-Napa Co Line 
SR 128 Sonoma·Napa Co Line 
SR 29 (lake-Napa Co line 

east 
at 

west 
east 
south 

of Walnut Ave MElre Island 
Sonoma-Napa Co Une 

or Old 50nome Rd 
of Franz Vallav Rd Kellogg) 
of Lake-Napll Co Line 

1,567 
364 

1,188 
70 

" 

2,086 
766 

2,008 
'00 
176 

2,145 
738 

2,058 
900 
172 

59 
-20 
50 
100 
-4 

3% 
-3% 
3% 
13% 
-2% 

904 
428 

1,344., 
631 

1,216 
557 

1,663 
725 
16' 

1,308 
611 

1,707 
716 
160 

92 
54 
44 
-9 
-7 

6% 
10% 
3% 
-1% 
-4% 

C 2 W..tG.tewa Out Subtotel. 3,247 5,82' 8,014 166 3" 3,405 4,329 4,502 174 4% 

C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C 3 
C3 
C3 
C3 
C3 

North Gatewa 
North Gatawa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewe 
North Galewa 

we 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
SB 
we 
SB 

SR 128 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Pleasants Valley Rd Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Road 89/Winters Rd Yolo-Solano Co Line 
1-505 Yolo-5ollno Co Lina 
Stevenson Srid e Rd (Yolo-Solano Co Une 
Pedrick Rd--Road 98 Yolo-Solano Co Line 
SR 113 Yolo-solano Co Line 
1-80 (Yolo-5orano Co line 
SR 84 Yolo-5olano Co Line 

easl 

north 

north 

at 

of Jet Rte 121 South 

of Allendale Rd Interchange 

or 1-80 near Davis 
Solano-Yolo Co line 
Solano-Yolo Co line 

33 
17 

181 
551 
29 
170 

1,510 
3,890 

19 

121 
12 

332 
1,792 

1 
40 

2,389 
3,568 
159 

132 
12 

329 
1,745 

1 
35 

2,283 
3,484 
162 

'2 
0 
-4 

-47 
0 
-5 

-'06 
-'4 

3 

10% 
0% 
-1% 
-3% 
-8% 
-12% 
-4% 
-2% 
2% 

36 
44 

220 
469 
31 

160 
1.340 
4,436 

23 

586 
25 
21 

1,353 
3 

70 
2,948 
6,726 
334 

655 
26 
21 

1,377 
4 

69 
3,071 
6,859 
466 

69 
1 
0 

24 
1 
-1 

123 
133 
154 

12% 
4% 
0% 
2% 
16% 
-1% 
4% 
2% 

46% 

C 3 North Gateway In Subtotal. 8,400 1,413 .112 -231 -3% 8,759 12,086 12,570 503 4% 

C3 
C3 
C3 
C3 
C3 
C 3 
C3 
C3 
C3 

North Gatewa 
North Galewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewa 
North Gatewl 
North Gatewa 

EB 
NB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
EB 
NB 

SR 128 Yolo-5olano Co Lin, 
Pleasants Valte Rd Yolo-Solano Co Line 
Road 89lWiniers Rd Yolo-Solano Co line 
1-505 Yolo-5olano Co Line 
Stevenson Brld e Rd Yolo-5olano Co Line) 
Pedrick Rd-Road 98 Yol0-5olano Co line) 
SR 113 Yolo-5olano Co Line 
1-80 Yolo-Solano Co line 
SR 84 Yolo-5olano Co Line 

east 

north 

north 

at 

of Jet Rte 121 South 

of Allendale Rd Interchanae 

of 1-80 nur Davis 
Solano-Yolo Co line 
Solano-Yolo Co Line 

2' 
29 
143 
62' 
23 
136 

1,470 
4,300 

18 

985 
37 

384 
1103 

4 
143 

2,585 
6,595 
236 

990 
40 

3" 
1,092 

6 
162 

2,642 
6,786 
352 

5 
3 
4 

-11 
4 
18 
57 
191 
116 

1% 
7% 
1% 
-1% 
93% 
13% 
2% 
3% 
49% 

4' 
41 

263 
403 
37 

167 
1,440 
4,220 

20 

303 
51 

341 
1,505 

2 
56 

2,731 
4,592 
275 

381 
50 
347 

1,494 
1 

50 
2,703 
4576 
274 

76 
-1 
6 

-11 
0 
-6 
-2' 
-15 
-1 

26% 
-2% 
2% 
-1% 

-17% 
-11% 
-1% 
0% 
0% 

C 3 North Gateway Out Sub10tals 8,n6 12,072 12,458 385 3" 8,859 9,855 9,878 21 0% 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

NaDa-5olano County Line 
NIIDa-5olano County Line 
NIDa-Solano County Line 
NliIDa-5orano County Line 

NB 
we 
we 
NB 

SR 29 
American Can on Rd 
SR 12 
Suisun Valle Rd 

at 
west 

Solano·Na II Co Line 
American Can on Cltv limits 

or Solano-Na a Co Line 
Solano-Napa Co Line 

1,405 
430 

1,248 
73 

1,579 
26' 

2,571 
50 

1,568 
209 

2,559 
51 

-11 
-57 
-12 
1 

-1% 
-21% 
0% 
3% 

1,293 
320 

1,009 
126 

2,697 
722 

1,737 
466 

2,675 
692 

1,609 
465 

-22 
-30 
-129 

-1 

-1% 
-4% 
-7% 
0% 

C 4 Na 8-S0lano Coun Lin. N Subtotal. 3.154 4,485 4,389 -76 -2% 2,750 5,822 5,440 .182 -3"1. 

C 4 
C 4 
C 4 
C 4 

Na a·$olano Coun Lme 
Na e-Solano Coun Line 
Na a-Solano Coun line 
Na a-Solano County line 

SB 
EB 
EB 
SB 

SR 29 
American Can on Rd 
SR 12 
Suisun Valle Rd 

at 
west 

Solano-Napa Co Line 
American Can on C' limits 

ot Solano-Na a Co line 
50lano-Na a Co Line 

1,195 
247 
564 
73 

2,113 
511 

2,150 
527 

2.738 
46' 

2,048 
532 

25 
-23 
-102 

5 

1% 
-4% 
-5% 
1% 

1,617 
392 

1,284 
12' 

2,069 
561 

2,700 
99 

2,121 
442 

2,672 
100 

52 
-118 
-2' 
1 

3% 
-21% 
-1% 
1% 

C 4 Napa-Solano County Line Sol Subtatel. 2,379 5,901 5,806 -95 -2% 3,421 5,429 5,335 -94 -2% 
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Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Nap. Phase 2 Model 

Sc:reenllne 01, 'friNt LOiI of Location Counta 

AM Peak Hour 
lUJIU Mooe ,"u"u Moae -upaa. I "nanga - via ~ "nang. - via 

B••• March '09 to Updated to Updated Counu 
.U4U MOO' 

Bas. 

PM Peak Hour 
.oI:U.,JU Moae - I.;nanga - Via 

Upd8tecl March '09 to Updllted 
.. ",nange· VII:I 

to Updated 

5 1 Valle'o east-west N8 Wilson Av 
5 1 Valle"o 8lIst-west N8 Sacramento 51 
5 1 Vlllle'o easl-we,l NB Sonoma Blvd SR 29 
5 1 Valle'o easl-wesl N8 Broadwa 
5 1 Valle'o east-west NB Tuolumne 51 
5 1 Valle"l) ea,t-wesl EB '''0 
8 1 Valle'o east-west NB Oakwood Av 
5 1 Valle a east·wes! NB Columbu. Pkwv 

S 1 V.alle~ ea.t-west NB Subtotals 

north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 

or Tennessee 51 
or Tennessee 51 
of Tennessee 51 
or Tennessee 51 
of Tennessee SI 
of Tennessfta 5t 
01 TenneS5ee 51 
of Tennessee 51 

351 
300 
679 
289 
344 

3,817 
384 
384 

8,548 

749 755 5 1% 
274 288 13 5% 

1,457 1,460 3 0% 
596 583 -1J -2% 
511 496 -15 -3% 

4,796 4,796 1 0% 
378 '73 -5 -1% 
881 829 -52 ..% 

1,841 1,580 .., -1% 

318 
562 
821 
441 
528 

5,696 
292 
241 

8,897 

735 
842 

1,878 
1,496 
879 

8,224 
554 
953 

13,580 

739 5 
851 , 

1,873 -5 
1,569 72 
881 2 

6,291 88 
759 205 

1,050 97 

14,014 454 

1% 
1% 
0% 
5% 
0% 
1% 

37% 
10% 

3% 

8 1 Valle '0 east-west 58 Wilson Av 
5 1 Valle '0 east-west 88 Sacramenta St 
5 1 Valle '0 east-wltst 58 Sonoma Blvd SR 29 
5 1 Valle '0 east·west 5B Broadwav 
5 1 Valle '0 east-west 8B Tuolumne SI 
5 1 Valle '0 east-wes.t WB 1·80 
8 1 Vane'0 eillsl-wesl 58 Oakwood Av 
8 1 VaHe o eall-wesl 8B Columbus Pkwv 

north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 
north 

or Tennessee St 
of Tennusee 5t 
of Tennessee St 
of Tennessee St 
of Tennessee St 
of Tennessee St 
of Tennessee St 
of Tennessee St 

481 
351 
634 
52' 
359 

4,900 
292 
807 

857 870 13 2'. 
274 2.. 13 5% 

1.835 1,876 41 2% 
1,283 1,309 26 2% 
701 758 55 8% 

6,174 6,169 .<; 0% 
860 857 -3 0% 
923 930 7 1% 

308 
576 
828 
448 
664 

4,163 
324 
194 

821 
842 

1,814 
999 
692 

5,661 

6'8 
1,302 

824 2 
851 9 

1,814 0 
979 -20 
6'0 -2 

5,706 45 
660 -22 

1,359 57 

0% 
1% 
0% 
-2% 
0% 
1% 
-3% 
4% 

81 Valle 0 east-we.t 5B Subtotals 8,347 12,708 12,855 147 1% 7,503 12,80V 12,8n 88 1% 

8 2 Valle'o 1-80 8B 8onome Blvd SR 29 
5 2 Velleo 1-80 EB Meaazine 5t 
5 2 Vatle'o I..aO EB Curtola Pkwv 
8 2 Valleo 1-80 EB Benh:aa Rd 
5 2 Valle 01-80 EB Geor ia 5t 
8 2 Vaneo I-aO EB Solano Ave 
5 2 Valle 01-80 EB Tennessee 51 
S 2 Valle'o 1-80 EB Redwood Pkwv 
5 2 Valle'o 1-80 E8 SR 37 

north 
west 
west 
east 
wesl 
wes1 
west 
west 
west 

of 1·80 
of 6th St 
of Leman 51 
of lemon St 
of 1.tllh 51 
of Phelan Ave 
of Mari osa 51 
or Fairarounds Dr 
of 1-80 

340 
295 
609 
168 
263 
293 
970 
942 

2,675 

1,749 1,797 48 3% 
23S 227 -8 -3% 

1,945 1,948 3 0% 
394 405 11 3% 
391 397 8 2% 
210 207 -3 -2% 
999 1,056 57 6% 

1,751 1,729 -22 -1% 
3,043 3,020 -23 -1% 

212 
273 
780 
287 
441 
328 
906 

1.397 
3,313 

1,328 
251 

1,871 
846 
885 
678 

1,416 
1,891 
4,632 

1,371 43 
222 -30 

1,872 1 
817 -29 
624 .., 
494 -1M 

1,410 -5 
1,888 -5 
4,590 -42 

3% 
-12% 
0% 
-3% 
-9% 
-27% 
0% 
0% 
-1% 

S , Valle 0 1-80 fB Subtotal. 8,555 10,717 10.781 88 1'~ 7,937 13,597 13,288 -312 ·2·~ 

5 2 Valle o I-SO N8 Sonoma Blvd SR 29 
5 2 Valle 01-80 WB Ma azine St 
5 2 Valle 01-80 WB Curtola Pkwv 
5 2 Valle '0 !-ao WB Benicia Rd 
5 2 Valle '0 1-a0 WB Gear ia 51 
S 2 Valle '01-80 WB Solano Ave 
S 2 Valle '01-80 WB Tennes.see St 
8 2 Valle '01·80 WB Redwood Pk 
5 2 Valle o I-aO WB SR 37 

north 
west 
west 
east 
west 
wesl 
wesl 
west 
wesl 

of 1-80 
of 6th St 
of lemon St 
of Lemon 51 
of 14th 81 
of Phelan Ave 
of Mariposa St0' FaIr rounds Or 
of 1-80 

382 
221 
802 
112 
374 
331 
728 

1,273 
2,527 

778 794 16 2% 
367 382 14 4% 

1,700 1,696 -4 0% 
891 912 21 2% 
424 413 -11 -3% 
515 501 -14 -3% 

1,130 1,113 -17 -1% 
1,854 1,854 -1 0% 
3,770 3,719 -51 -1% 

428 
251 
58' 
280 
384 
289 
818 

1,218 
2,"41 

1.685 
352 

1,792 
.71 
411 
540 

1,100 
1,676 
2,761 

1 ti96 11 
345 .. 

1,79" 7 
554 -117 
424 13 
545 5 

1,096 -4 
1,683 7 
2,808 46 

1% 
-2% 
0% 

-17% 
3% 
1% 
0% 
0% 
2% 

5 2 Valle a l-ao W8 Subtotals 8,750 11,428 11,382 -47 O·~ 7,170 10.988 10,948 -40 0% 

5 3 Napa-Solano Ridge EB 1-780 
5 3 Napa-Solano Ridge EB lake Herman Rd 
5 3 Napa-Solano Rid e EB 1-80 north 
5 3 Napa~Solano Rid e EB SR 12 

west 
east 
east 
west 

of Military West Benecia 
of Columbus PIcwy 

of American Can von Rd 
of 50lano-Napa Co Line 

2,717 
320 

2,726 
854 

4,386 4,399 13 0% 
682 732 50 7% 

3,874 3,838 -36 -1% 
2,150 2,048 ·102 -5% 

2,810 
138 

4,548 
1,284 

4,246 
324 

7,988 
2,700 

4,268 22 
364 40 

8,355 366 
2,672 -28 

1% 
12% 
5% 
-1% 

5 J Na ...salina Rid e EB Subtotall 8,827 11,092 11,017 -75 -1·~ 8,780 15,259 15,860 400 ,% 

5 3 Na a-Sohmo Rid e WB 1-780 
5 3 NIDI-Solano Rid e WB Lak& Herman Rd 
5 3 NaDa-Solano Rid e WB J·80 north 
5 , NaDa-Solano Ridoe WB SR 12 

west 
east 
east 
west 

or MihtlUY West Beneela 
of Columbus P 
of American Cen on Rd 
of Solano-Ne a Co Une 

2,338 
247 

3,911 
1,246 

4,399 4,379 -20 0% 
107 107 0 0.. 

7,232 7,640 409 6.. 
2,571 2,559 -12 0.. 

2,297 
298 

2,967 
1,009 

4,354 
683 

5,675 
1,737 

4,449 98 
724 41 

5,715 40 
1,609 -129 

2% 
6% 
1% 
·7% 

S 3 Napa-Solano Rldae WB Subtotals 7,742 14,308 14,886 '77 3'~ 8,571 12,449 12,497 48 0% 
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Table 
General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model 

AM Peek Hour PM Peak Hour 
"U.lIU MOQe 1.lU.JU MOO•• upaa • l,.nange - ula 1'78 \,;nenge· UIQ <u,u "'00. .lU,JU Mooe • I "-nange a via '" "nange - via 

Set..nlln. DI, St,••t Log 0' Loclltlon Count. Bu. M.reh 'Oi to Updated to UpdatMt Count. S... Updated March 'Oi to Updated to Updllted 

5 4 South of AmllrCn n-Cordella N8 SR 29 Sotano-Na II Co Line 1,395 1579 1,568 -11 -1% 1,293 2,697 2,675 -22 -1% 
5 4 South or AmerCn n-Cordelia E8 1-80 south north of SR 37 2,655 3,462 3,510 48 1% 4,239 8,284 8,297 14 0% 
5 4 South of AmerCn n-Cordelia N8 1-880 north of Marshview Rd 1,461 2,574 2,574 0 0% 2.729 3,891 3,949 57 1% 

8 • South or Ameren n-Cordell E8 Subtotals 5,511 7,615 7,852 38 0'. 8,281 '04.172 1.,921 '9 0% 

8 4 South ot Ameren n-Cordella 88 SR 29 Sotano-Naoa Co Lina 1,195 2,713 2,738 25 1% 1,617 2,069 2,121 52 3% 
5 4 South at AmarCnvn..corclelie we 1·80 south north at SR 37 4,050 7,512 7,581 89 1% 2,765 5,391 5,455 83 1% 
5 4 South or AmerCnvn-Corclelil 58 I-6BO north or Marshview Rd 3,221 3,925 4,036 111 3% 1,857 2,717 2,823 108 4% 

5 • South of AmerCn'i'n-Cordeli WB Subtotals .,468 14.150 t4,355 20. 1'. 6,039 10,177 10,399 222 2% 

5 5 Falrtield-Cordelia E8 Rockville Rei east at Suisun Valley Rd 307 424 418 -/; -1% 515 485 539 54 11% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia E8 ~80 nst at SUisun Valley Rd 4,805 6,612 6,591 -21 0% 8,360 12,828 13,242 414 3% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia E8 Cordelia Rd west of Hale Rench Rd .0 129 129 0 0% 781 475 72' 245 52% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia E8 North Connector east of Suisun Valley Rd 728 747 19 3% 1,85.01 1,898 44 2% 

S S Fairfieid-Cordelill EB Subtotale 5,172 7,.e. 7,885 ... 0% 9,756 15,642 11,400 7•• .% 

5 5 Falrtield-Cordelia we Rockville Rd east at Suisun Valle Rd 822 259 305 45 17% 323 382 311 9 3% 
5 5 Falrfield-Cordalia we 1-80 easl of Suisun Valle Rd 8,240 12,735 13,109 374 3% 5,680 8,627 8,906 279 3% 
5 5 Fairfield-Cordelia we Cordelia Rd west at Hale Ranch Rei 171 374 453 89 24% 100 253 292 29 11% 
5 5 Fairtield-Cordelia we North Connector east at Suisun Valle Rd 1,738 1,782 .. 3% 458 495 39 9% 

8 • F.lrfleid-Cordellil W8 Subtotal. 9,233 15,107 15,65. '52 .'. 6,103 9,70. 10,065 358 .% 

5 5 Filirfield 1·80 E8 SR 12 west of Beck Ave Leg A 1,017 1,485 1,424 -60 -4% 1,819 4,453 4,540 87 2% 
5 8 Fairfield 1-80 E8 W Texas St east of 1-80 '101 1,229 1,023 983 -59 -/;% 1,336 1,756 1,710 -45 -3% 
5 8 Fairfield 1-80 E8 Travis Btvd easl of 1-80 1:84 888 1,270 1,217 -54 -4% 1,712 1,551 1;266 -285 ·18% 

5 8 Fairfield 1·80 E8 Air Base Pkwy east of 1-80 '53 1,746 2,459 2,452 -7 0% 2,158 3,025 2,993 -32 -1% 
5 8 Fairfield 1-80 58 N Texas St easl of 1-80 140 802 913 1,061 147 18% 1,184 1,335 1,224 -111 -6% 

5 • Fairfield 1-80 E8 Subtotlls 5,680 7,150 7,117 ..3 0·. 8,209 12,120 11,733 ..88 ..% 

5 8 Fairfield 1-80 we SR 12 west of Beck Ave Le A 1,405 4,771 5,078 307 6% 877 2,289 2,434 144 6% 
5 8 Fairfield 1-80 W8 WTexasSt east of 1-80 '101 405 709 758 48 7% 572 813 436 -177 -29% 
5 8 Fairfield l-SO we Travis Blvd east of 1-80 #84 737 1,766 1,705 -6, -3% 1,850 1,577 1,491 -66 -5% 
8 6 Fairfield 1-80 we Air Base Pk east of 1-80 #53 1,454 2,425 2,487 62 3% 1,661 1,984 1,999 18 1% 
5 8 Feirtield 1-80 N8 N Texas St east of 1-80 #40 1,029 1,025 944 -81 -8% 859 1,323 1,333 11 1% 

5 8 Fairfield 1-80 WB Subtotals S,OJa 10,697 10,971 21' 3% 5,819 ~815 7,694 -82 -1% 

5 7 Fairfield-Suisun CI E8 Cordelia 51 east of Penns Ivania Ave 85 28 41 12 40% 131 237 575 338 143% 
5 7 Faimeld-Suisun Ci E8 SR 12 ent of Penns Ivania Ave 1,279 1,710 1,554 -156 -9% 2,-443 3,947 3,972 25 1% 
5 7 Falrfield·Suisun Cit 88 Sunset Ave south of Travis Blvd .16 897 995 933 -/;2 -/;% 1,182 1,200 1,153 -47 -4% 
S 7 Falrfield-Suisun Cit" E8 E Tabor Ave east of Tolenas Ave '7 333 355 350 -5 -1% 352 584 604 40 7% 
5 7 Fairfield-5uisun Cit" E8 Air Base Pk west of RR tracks '8 568 1,849 1,804 -45 -2% 2,000 2.070 1,816 -254 -12% 
5 7 Falrfield-Sulsun Citv 58 Peabod Rd north Df Cement Hill Rd 1,436 1,588 1,674 88 5% 599 1,454 1,248 -206 -14% 

S 1 F.lllrfieid-Sulsun Cltv E8 Subtotal. 4,598 8,527 a,356 -171 .." a,707 9,472 9,368 -104 -1% 

5 7 Fairfield·Suisun Cit we Cardella St ee.st Df Penns Ivanla Ave 166 279 405 127 46% 84 45 85 40 89% 
5 7 Fairfield~5U1sun Ci we SR 12 easl of Penns Ivania Ave 2,133 3,746 3,821 75 2% 1,359 2,374 2,221 -153 -/;% 
5 7 Fairtield-Suisun Ci N8 Sunset Ave south Df Travis Blvd #16 718 1,088 1,093 5 0% 892 999 884 -114 -11% 
5 7 Falrfield-Suisun C' we E Tabor Ave east ot Tolenas Ave '7 245 551 512 -49 -9% 400 418 440 23 5% 
5 7 Fairfietd-5uisun Cit we Air Base Pkwv west of RR tracks #8 1,097 1,998 1,838 -160 ...% 871 2,022 2,061 39 2% 
5 7 Fairfield-Suisun Cit N8 PeabDdv Rd north or Cement Hill Rd 823 1,277 1,069 -208 -16% 1,190 1,859 1,863 4 0% 

8 1 Falrfield-Sulsun Cltv WB Subtotale 5,180 8,948 .,738 -210 -,,, .,596 7,71' 7,55. -162 -2" 

5 8 Suisun Cilv wesl E8 SR 12 east or Scandia Rd 413 788 599 ·168 -22% 809 1,336 1,614 278 21% 
S 8 Suisun Citv west 58 Collinsville Rd 3 3 0 -5% 13 13 0 -2% 

5 8 Sulaun CItv' wut E8 Subtotals 413 18. 802 -168 ·22% 108 1,3.9 1,627 '78 21% 

5 8 Suisun Cit west we SR 12 east or Scandia Rd 811 1,186 1,466 280 24% 510 928 774 -155 -17% 
8 8 Suisun City west N8 Collinsville Rd 13 13 0 0% 3 3 0 -5% 

S • 9"18,,n City weat W8 Subtotala 811 1,198 1,.71 '80 23% 510 931 177 -155 -17% 
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General Average Daily Traffic Forecasts - Solano/Napa Phase 2 Model
 

AM Peak Hour
 PM Peak Hour 
£"'... '" mOue I"'''' ,muue -_~!' a. .......nge - .." .. I n .. ,,8nge - J,...
 n ,.. "ang. - Ula•••• m_e .."ange ­" ......'" mOue ­

March '09 to Updateds••• to Updated to Updated S... Updated March '09 to UpdatedStr••tSer••nllne Leg of location COllnt.Count.0" 

6,041 186,-aO of Pleasants Valley 6,031 10 0% 6,930 7,910 8,096 2%Fairfield-VaeaviUe EB 4.150east 
• 9 1,069 -208 4 0%Peebody Rd 823 1,277 -16% 1,190 1,859 1,863Fairfield-Vacaville NB north of Cement Hill Rd 
• 9 241 112 11%Vanden Rd 195 251 -4% 646 990 1,102Fllirfield-Vacaville NB south of LeIsure Town Rd -'0 
• 9 235 -74 22 6%SR 113 north 155 309 -24% 219 382 404Fairfield.vacaville NB of SR 12 
• 9
 

5 •
 7,518 -212 3235,323 7869 -4', a,985 3%Fairfield-Vacaville N8 Subtolal. 11,1"1 11,46" 

7,436 1%
 
5 9
 

,-aO 7,345 92 4,800 7,308 375 9 Falrfield·Vacaville east of Pleasanls Valle 6,370 1% 7,345we 
1,674 -14%
 

5 9
 
1,588 86 1,454 1,248 -206Fllirfield-Vllcilville Peabody Rd of Cement Hill Rd 1,43e 5% 5995B north 

~11% 17%
 
5 9
 

601 660 589 -71 514 88Fairfield-Vacavilte Vanden Rd IoOUth 01 Leisure Town Rd 215 60358 
-<;8 -21%147 325 323 -1%Fairfield-Vacllville SR 113 north of SR 12 ·3 176 317 25058 

8,911 10,021 104 -1 ..9 -2%8,59.t 9,....55 9 Filitfleld-Vecavm. 5B Sublotilis 1,55" 1" 5,790 

-,395 -2% 5%
 
5 10
 
5 10 Vacaville I~O north of Marshall Rd 124 388 776 568 5995B Alamo Dr 3' 

-12 -7% 2% 
Vacaville 1-80 EB Mason 5t-Elmira Rd wesl of Peabody Rd 611 '" 1,122 -109 -,% 1.219 1,753 1,760 7 0" 

336 189 581 448 11Vacaville 1-80 Davis SI south of Bella Vista Rd 4385B 
1,232

• 10 -57592 535 -10% 1,120 1,140 1,140 -1 0%Vacaville 1-80 Allison Dr east of 1-80.B 6'7• 10 -35 5%
 
5 10
 

140 452 417 -a% 279 1,239 1,299 605 10 Vacaville 1-80 Nut Tree Rd north of Burton Dr5B 
822 -103 -11% 7%924 2,141 147Vacaville 1-80 Leisure Town Rd north of Orange Dr 572 928 1,9945B 

3775 -325 -9% 4%5 10 Vllcllvllle 1-80 58 3,"50 7,131 7,385 254Subtola'_ 2,"10 ",183 

1,514 -2%
 
5 '0
 
5 10 Vacaville 1-80 1,130 1.431 03 6% 927 1,160 1,132N8 Alamo Dr south of Marshall Rd ·28 

-<;%
 
5 10
 

552 48 10% 411 -14Vaceville 1-80 N8 Davis SI of Bella Vista Rd 487 503 239 225south 
1,231 -18 -2%
 

S 10
 
Vacaville 1-80 Muon St-Elmira Rd of Peabody Rd 949 1,227 4 0% 887 965we east 982 

752 -a9 -12%
 
5 10
 

Vacaville 1-80 N8 Allison Or or 1-80 758 3 0% 1,562 515eut 58474' 
1,4631,400 63 5% 402 -91 -10%
 

5
 
Vacaville 1-80 NB Nut Tree Rd of Burton Dr 375 888 796south 

1,48510 550 1,416 69 5% 424 -91 -9%Vacaville 1-80 N8 Leisure Town Rd of Oran e Dr 988 897south 

, 5 6,997 -<;%10 11,721 270 4,813 -310VlIcllvlll.I-IO NB Subtotals ",249 4% 4,529",139, 
20 3Vacaville-Obcon Pleasants Valley Rd north of Vaca Valle Pk'wy 41 18 15% 108 52 -2 -3%NB 50 

• 11 1,633 1 -<;%Vacaville-oixon 1·505 south 618 1,632 0% 871 2,163 2,027 -136NB of Mldwav Rd 
• 11 5,838 5,914 75 -3%Vacaville-oi}l;on east 3,430 1% 3,760 4,867 -148EB ~80 of Leisure Town Rd 4.719 
• 11 12 12 0 -18%Vaca.....iIIe-Oixon Batavia Rd south of Dixon City LImits 27 3% 40 11 -2NB 9 
• 12 13 15 1111 Vaca.... iIIe-Dixon Pitt School Rd south of Dixon City Limits 16 11% 32 7 0 2%
 
5 11
 

NB 8 
569 725Vacaville-oixon !louth of Dixen City Limits 96 27% 169 5 3%NB SR 113 '58 172 177 

Vaclvlll.-olxon 8,081 8,317 2385 11 Subletili. 4,228 3% 7,272 1,989 -283 -4%N8 ",980 

Vacaville~Dixon 735 11 Pleasants Vatle Rd of Vaca Valle Pkwy 74 0 0% 8%
 
5 11
 

5B north 67 35 10 11 1 
-<;%1,881 1,762Vacaville-Dixon -119 -2%
 

5 11
 
5B 1-505 south of Midwa Rd 712 633 1,671 1,636 -35 

-140Vacaville-Dixon 3,310 3,743 3,602 -4%we east e' Leisure Town Rd 3,390 a,056 6,157 2%'-<;0 '0' 
10 -25 11 Vacaville-Dixon Batavia Rd of Di)(on City LImits 41 12 -17% -4%
 

5 11
 
5B !louth 42 14 13 -1 

Vacaville-Dixon Pitt School Rd 31 7 7 0 0% 10%
 
5 11
 

5B south of Dixon C Limits 38 10 11 1 
Vacaville-Dixon 119 104 -15 -13%SR 113 seuth of Dixon Ci Limits 83 20%5B 52 642 770 128 

5,558 a2765 11 Vllcllvllle..Qlxon -5~.58 Subtotal. 4,244 5,83" 8,403 8,5e8 2%195",1118 

545 517Dixon 1-80 EB Dixon Ave east of Gatewa Dr 400 -29 -5% 67 -4%1,012 974 -38
• 12 173DIXon 1-80 5B Pitt School Rd of Markel Ln 250 175 -2 -1% 504 -9%north 398 -38436• 12 1,146.B 1,0375 12 Dixon \·80 south of ~80 469 110 11% 660 2 0%SR '13 464 468 

1,8381,757 10 -745 12 Dixon I~O 58 Sublot.'. 1,1.23 5" 1,231 1,913 1,838 -4% 

9145 12 Dixon An 01 Gatewa Dr 251 933 -20 -2% 30 -2Dixon 1-80 we east 700 698 0% 
40. 392 349 -11%5 12 Dixon 1-80 N8 Pitt School Rd north or Market Ln -43 318 237 6243 2% 

5 12 630 5Dixon 1-80 N8 SR 113 !louth or ~80 5 0 -4% 606 3 03 -5% 

5 12 Dixon I..aO 1,290 1,330 1,267 -aJN8 Subtotalt -5% 954 940 944 4 0% 
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ATTACHMENTB
 

Cooperative Agreement for 10f8 
Traffic Model Technical Advisory Committee 

INTERAGENCY COOPORATIVE AGREEMENT 
ESTABLISHING THE MODEL TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

BY AND AMONG 
THE SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, 

THE COUNTY OF SOLANO, 
THE CITY OF BENICIA, 
THE CITY OF DIXON, 

THE CITY OF FAIRFIELD, 
THE CITY OF RIO VISTA, 

THE CITY OF SUISUN CITY, 
THE CITY OF VACAVILLE, AND 

THE CITY OF VALLEJO 
THE NAPA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING AGENCY 

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT is made and entered into as ofthis 
__day of , 2009, by and among the SOLANO TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORITY, ajoint powers entity organized under Government Code section 6500 et 
seq. and the Congestion Management Agency of Solano County, hereinafter referred to 
as "STA ", and the governmental entities in Solano County providing intercity transit 
services to the citizens of Solano County; to wit: 

THE COUNTY OF SOLANO, a political subdivision of the State of 
California; and 
THE SEVEN MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS in Solano County: 

The City Of Benicia, 
The City Of Dixon, 

The City Of Fairfield, 
The City of Rio Vista 

The City Of Suisun City, 
The City Of Vacaville, 

The City Of Vallejo; and 
THE NAPA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING AGENCY, ajoint 

powers entity organized under Government Code section 6500 et seq. and the 
Congestion Management Agency of Napa County 

Unless specifically identified, the various public agencies herein may be 
commonly referred to as "the Parties" pr "MTAC Members" as the context may require. - Deleted: or "County and Cities" or "Jurisdictions" 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Parties have worked cooperatively in the pursuit of solutions to 
transportation and transit issues in Solano County through mechanisms such as the STA's 
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Technical Advisory Committee, who's membership consists of the Public Works 
Directors and staff of the various member agencies of the STA; and 

WHEREAS, land use planning throughout Solano County is increasingly related 
to transportation impacts and the need for transportation facilities; and 

WHEREAS, traffic modeling has developed from ajurisdiction by jurisdiction 
basis to recognition of the need to also have a comprehensive and consistent traffic 
modeling system for Solano and Napa Counti§.and the broader Northern California 
region, in order to provide the best evaluation to Agency policy makers of regional traffic 
impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties have, over the past several years, worked cooperatively to 
develop and maintain a comprehensive traffic model for Solano County and have 
recognized the need for a uniform system for evaluation of regional traffic impacts and 
the solutions to transportation and transit congestion; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties have informally met to supervise the maintenance and 
updating ofthe traffic model and now wish to more formally establish a multi-agency 
working group to provide oversight and supervision of the Napa-Solano Travel Demand 
Model. 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, STA, the County of Solano and the cities of BENICIA, 
DIXON, FAIRFIELD, RIO VISTA, SUISUN CITY, VACAVILLE and VALLEJO, and 
NAPA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING AGENCY mutually agree to 
create the Model Technical Advisory Committee as follows: 

I.	 Model Technical Advisory Committee: There is hereby created a Model 
Technical Advisory Committee for Solano County, hereinafter "MTAC." 

2.	 Membership: The MTAC membership shall consist of one representative from 
the STA, one representative from Solano County, and one representative from 
each city in Solano County. The MTAC members shall be appointed by the 
Public Works Directors of each agency. The STA member shall be appointed by 
the STA Director of Planning. The Napa County Transportation and Planning 
Agency may appoint one member to the Model TAC. Alternates may also be 
designated to serve when the primary appointee is unable to attend a meeting. 
The STA MTAC representative shall be the Committee Chair. 
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3.	 Land Use Subcommittee: There shall be a Land Use Subcommittee of the
 
MTAC. Land Use Subcommittee membership shall consist of one representative
 
from the STA, one representative from Solano County, and one representative
 
from each city in Solano County, or their designees. The Land Use
 
Subcommittee members shall be appointed by the Planning Directors of each
 
agency. The STA member shall be appointed by the STA Director of Planning.
 
The Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency may appoint one member
 
to the Land Use Subcommittee. Alternates may also be designated to serve when
 
the primary appointee is unable to attend a meeting. The STA Land Use
 
Subcommittee representative shall be the Subcommittee Chair.
 

4.	 Meetings: MTAC meetings shall be called by the Chair as necessary. The
 
MTAC shall meet at least quarterly. Land Use Subcommittee meetings shall be
 
called by the Chair as necessary. The Land Use Subcommittee shall meet at least
 
semi-annually.
 

5.	 Brown Act: MTAC and Land Use Subcommittee meetings shall be open to the
 
public and subject to the provisions of the Ralph M. Brown Act.
 

6.	 Purposes and Functions of the MTAC: The MTAC shall have the following
 
purposes and functions:
 

a.	 Provide oversight and supervision of the Napa-Solano Travel Demand
 
Model and seek to develop consensus on use, development and
 
adjustments to the Napa-Solano Travel Demand Model.
 

b.	 Review and propose changes to the road network and assumptions that are
 
a part of the Napa-Solano Travel Demand Model. All recommendations
 
of the Model TAC shall be reviewed by the STA's Technical Advisory
 
Committee. Final approval of changes in the Napa-Solano Travel
 
Demand Model shall be made by the STA Board of Directors.
 

7.	 Quorum and Votes: A quorum of the Model TAC shall be 6 or more members.
 
All actions taken by the Model TAC shall require the vote of at least 2/3 of the
 
members present at a meeting where a quorum has been established.
 

8.	 Purposes and Functions of the Land Use Subcommittee: The Land Use
 
Subcommittee wilI.[eview and propose changes to the land use data (base year __ - -( Deleted: study


'---------'----------------' 
and future year assumptions) that are part of the Napa-Solano Travel Demand
 
Model. All recommendations of the Model TAC shall be reviewed by the Solano
 
County Planning Directors. Final approval of land use changes in the Napa­

Solano Travel Demand Model shall be made by the STA Board of Directors.
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9.	 Quorum and Votes: A quorum of the Land Use Subcommittee shall be 6 or
 
more members. All actions taken by the Land Use Subcommittee shall require
 
the vote of at least 2/3 of the members present at a meeting where a quorum has
 
been established.
 

10. Additional Function of the STA: The STA shall be the agency to update the
 
existing network and land use information of the Napa-Solano Travel Demand
 
Model on a yearly basis unless more frequent modifications are necessary and
 
appropriate.
 

11. Notices. All notices required or authorized by this Cooperative Agreement shall
 
be in writing and shall be delivered in person or by deposit in the United States
 
mail, by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested. Any mailed
 
notice, demand, request, consent, approval or communication that a PARTY
 
desires to give to the other PARTIES shall be addressed to the other PARTIES at
 
the addresses set forth below. A PARTY may change its address by notifying the
 
other PARTIES of the change of address. Any notice sent by mail in the manner
 
prescribed by this paragraph shall be deemed to have been received on the date
 
noted on the return receipt or five days following the date of deposit, whichever is
 
earlier.
 

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
 
Daryl K. Halls, Executive Director
 
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
 
Suisun City, CA 94585
 
Attn: Robert Macaulay, STA Director of Planning
 

CITY OF BENICIA
 
Dan Schiada
 
Public Works Director
 
250 East "L"
 
Benicia, CA 94510
 

CITY OF DIXON
 
Royce Cunningham
 
City Engineer
 
600 East "A"
 
Dixon, CA 95620
 

CITY OF FAIRFIELD 
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Gene Cortright
 
Director of Public Works
 
1000 Webster St.
 
Fairfield, CA 94533
 

CITY OF RIO VISTA 

One Main Street
 
Rio Vista, CA 94571
 

SUISUN CITY
 
Public Works Director
 
701 Civic Center
 
Suisun City, CA 94585
 

CITY OF VACAVILLE
 
Rod Moresco
 
Public Works Director
 
650 Merchant St.
 
Vacaville, CA 95688
 

CITY OF VALLEJO
 
Gary Leach
 
Public Works Director
 
555 Santa Clara St.
 
Vallejo, CA 94590
 

COUNTY OF SOLANO
 
Paul Wiese
 
Engineering Manager
 
675 Texas St., Suite 5500
 
Fairfield, CA 94533
 

NAPA COUNTY TRANSPORTAnON AND PLANNING AGENCY
 
Paul W. Price
 
Executive Director
 
707 Randolph Street, Suite 100
 
Napa, CA 94559-2912
 

12. AmendmenUModification. Except as specifically provided herein, this
 
Agreement may be modified or amended with the prior written consent of STA
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and the PARTIES. 

13. Interpretation. Each PARTY has reviewed this Agreement and any question of
 
doubtful interpretation shall not be resolved by any rule or interpretation
 
providing for interpretation against the drafting party. This Cooperative
 
Agreement shall be construed as if all Parties drafted it. The headings used herein
 
are for convenience only and shall not affect the meaning or interpretation of this
 
Agreement. The terms of the Agreement are set out in the text under the headings.
 
This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California.
 

14. Disputes and Dispute Resolution. If a dispute should arise between some or all
 
of the PARTIES to this Agreement relative to the performance and/or
 
enforcement of any provision of this Agreement, the dispute shall first be
 
considered by the STATAC. Final resolution of disputes will be determined by
 
the STA Board of Directors.
 

15. Conflict oflnterest. The PARTIES hereby covenant that they presently have no
 
interest not disclosed, and shall not acquire any interest, direct or indirect, which
 
would conflict in any manner or degree with the performance of its obligations
 
hereunder, except for such conflicts that the PARTIES may consent to in writing
 
prior to the acquisition by a PARTY of such conflict.
 

16. Entirety of Cooperative Agreement. This Cooperative Agreement constitutes
 
the entire agreement between the PARTIES relating to the subject matter of this
 
Agreement and supersedes all previous agreements, promises, representations,
 
understandings and negotiations, whether written or oral, among the PARTIES
 
with respect to the subject matter hereof.
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement was executed by the PARTIES 
hereto as of the date first above written. 

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY	 APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: ---:-::c::-::-:::--:-::----=-----=------=--=----­	 By: ---=---=--__-==-----=-_,-­
Daryl K. Halls, Executive Director	 Charles Lamoree, STA Legal 

Counsel 

NAPA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION APPROVED AS TO FORM 
AND PLANNING AGENCY 

By: _	 By: _ 
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Paul W. Price, Executive Director 

CITY OF BENICIA 

By: 
Jim Erickson, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF DIXON 

By: 
Nancy Huston, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF FAIRFIELD 

By: _-,--_.,.-­
Sean Quinn, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF RIO VISTA 

By: 
Hector De La Rosa, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF SUISUN CITY 

By: 
Suzanne Bragdon, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF VACAVILLE 

By: -----=-=---=-------::-­
Laura Kuhn, City Manager 

_ 

CITY OF VALLEJO 

By: ---,--­ ,----­
Joseph M. Tanner, City Manager 

_ 

7 
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Silva DarbanianNCTPA Legal 
Counsel 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: -,------,-----c-----,----,---------:--­
Heather McLaughlin, City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: _,-----_----,- _ 
Michael Dean, City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: __---,------,------=-:-,----- _ 

Greg Stepanicich, City Attorney 

By: _ 
, City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: -=-:- _ 

Sky Woodruff, City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: ----,----,---------:------:_----=,----__ 
Shana Faber, Assistant City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: ,------,------------: _ 
Fred Soley, City Attorney 
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COUNTY OF SOLANO APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By: _ By: _ 
Michael D. Johnson, County Administrator Lori Mazzella, Dep. County Counsel 
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Agenda Item VIIL] 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 18,2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Kenny Wan, Assistant Project Manager 
RE: Disadvantaged Business Enterprise - Race Conscious 

Background: 
Caltrans is required under 49 Code of Federal Regulation, Part 26 to administer a Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise (DBE) Program. The DBE Program is intended to remedy past and current 
discrimination against DBEs, ensure non-discrimination in the execution of federal-aid contracts. 

In 2007, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) released a Disparity Study and 
found underutilization of the four ethnic groups namely Asian Pacific American, African 
American, Native American and Women. These four groups together are referred to as 
Underutilized Disadvantage Business Enterprises (UDBEs). 

In February 2009, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) authorized Caltrans return to a 
Race Conscious DBE program to address the underutilization. On March 4,2009, Caltrans 
received conditional approval from FHWA to immediately implement its Federal Fiscal Year 
2009 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Goal and Methodology. The 2009 Goal and 
Methodology provides for a 6.75 percent race-conscious (RC) goal and a 6.75 percent race­
neutral (RN) goal for an overall 13.5 percent program goal. 

Effective immediately Caltrans and local agencies receiving federal-aid funds must transition to 
the new RC DBE Program and implement RC DBE provisions. After June 2nd

, all agencies 
DBEs must be race conscious. Contracts awarded after June 2, 2009 must include RC DBE 
requirements or will be ineligible to obligate federal funding. 

Discussion 
Local agencies will have until June 2, 2009 to transition to the newly approved RC DBE Program. 
This allows local agencies until June 2, 2009, to adopt and execute the new RC DBE Program and 
allows projects authorized to proceed under the old Race Neutral (RN) DBE program to proceed to 
contract award. 

As soon as possible but before June 2,2009, local agencies must adopt and execute a new California 
Department of Transportation DBE Program Implementation Agreement. Upon execution of the new 
DBE Implementation Agreement, local agencies shall proceed under the new RC DBE Program. 
Under the new RC DBE Program, local agencies must incorporate the new race conscious contract 
specifications into all federal-aid consultant and construction contracts. 

Below are a few important reminders of this rapid transition. 

Impact to Federal- Aid Projects 

•	 All contracts awarded after June 2,2009 shall include RC DBE requirements (ie: contract 
goals, good faith efforts) 
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•	 Any project that receives Authorization to Proceed (E-76) under the old RN DBE 
requirements must award the contract by June 2, 2009 or before your agency turn into RC 
DBE program. Otherwise, the project will need to be re-advertized for bidding. 

•	 Once agency has filed to be Race Conscious (disregarding the June 2 deadline), all projects 
not yet awarded must be Race Conscious. 

•	 RC Goal limited to UDBEs 

•	 Local agencies must resubmit their projects to Caltrans for approval to ensure compliance 
with the new RC DBE requirement prior to bid opening. Authorizations to Proceed will be 
withdrawn if projects do not comply with the new RC DBE requirements. 

•	 Local agencies' Requests for Authorization to Proceed for projects under the old RN DBE 
Program will continue to be received and processed subject to the preceding conditions. 

•	 Requests for Authorization to Proceed with the new RC DBE requirements may be submitted 
for processing and have funds obligated/authorized before the District Local Assistance 
Engineer (DLAE) receives the new DBE Implementation Agreements; however, projects shall 
not be awarded prior to the approval of the new DBE Implementation Agreement by the 
DLAE. 

•	 New UDBE Implementation Agreement, PS&E Checklists, new DBE and ARRA boilerplate 
specifications are available online: www.dot.ca.gov/hqlLocalPrograms/DBE/forms/forms.htrn 

•	 Existing federal-aid project contracts awarded with race neutral requirements shall continue 
under the old RN DBE Program. 

Impact to ARRA Funded Projects 
MTC wants to alert local sponsors that they must now pursue a race conscious DBE program for 
their ARRA and STP/CMAQ projects even prior to the June 2 date. It appears that Caltrans is 
not preceding E-76 request for local ARRA projects until the sponsor has their race conscious 
DBE program approved. Caltrans cannot force the sponsor to adopt a race conscious program 
prior to June 2, but by holding up the E-76, Caltrans has effectively mandated the program 
adoption. This includes any ARRA and STP/CMAQ projects with pending E-76 approvals. 

Fiscal Impact: 
None. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 
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Agenda Item VIII.K 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Kenny Wan, Assistant Project Manager 
RE: Project Delivery Update 

Background:
 
As the Congestion Management Agency for Solano County, the Solano Transportation Authority
 
(STA) coordinates obligations and allocations of state and federal funds between local project
 
sponsors, Caltrans, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). To aid in the
 
delivery of locally sponsored projects, the STA continually updates the STA's Technical
 
Advisory Committee (TAC) on changes to State and Federal project delivery policies and
 
reminds the TAC about upcoming project delivery deadlines.
 

Discussion:
 
There were 5 project delivery reminders this month:
 

1.	 FY STP/CMAQ 2008-09 Federal Obligation Plan: 
MTC has adopted new federal funding obligation request deadlines, changing them 
from March 1,2009 to February 1, 2009 and the receive deadline from May 31,2009 
to April 30, 2009. This is in response to Caltrans moving up their Obligation 
Authority (OA) release date from June 1st to May 1st. With leftover OA becoming 
available sooner, MTC wants Bay Area projects ready to obligate. 

- $8.7 M in Federal funding 
- Submit E76 Request by February 1, 2009 
- Receive E76 by April 30, 2009 

A~ency TIP ill Project StatuslDeadlines 
Benicia SOL070045 State Park Road Bridge $1.67 M for CON (CMAQ & 

TE) On July CTC agenda for 
allocation. E76 for CON to 
be submitted Jan 30. 

Dixon SOL070046 SR-113 Pedestrian $90,000 for CON. 
Improvements Submitted E76 for CON. 

Fairfield SOL070027 W. Texas St. Gateway $85,000 for CON 
Project Phase I & II Field review to be scheduled. 

Design underway. 
Fairfield! SOL070012 "Cordelia Hill Sky Valley $640,000 in STIP-TE between 
Solano Enhancement Project" FY 2008/09 & 2009110. 
County (McGary Road) Complete funding identified. 
Solano SOL050024 Vacaville - Dixon Bike $337,000 for CON. 
County Route Phase II and III E76 for CON received on Jan. 

16,2009 
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Agency TIPID Project StatuslDeadlines 
Solano 
County 

SOL050046 Old Town Cordelia 
Enhancements 

$500,000 for CON. E76 
received on Feb 24, 2009. 

Vacaville SOL050013 Vacaville Intermodal 
Station 

$3,028,000 for CON. 
Requested E76 for CON. 

Vacaville SOL070028 Downtown Creekwalk $53,000 for PS&E 
$694,000 for CON 
E76 for CON submitted on 
Feb 1st. 

Vacaville SOL070029 Ulatis Creek - Allison to 
I-8O 

$169,000 for ENV. E76 
Received. Waiting for Field 
Review day. Field Review 
forms submitted in December. 

Vacaville SOL070047 Peabody & Marshall Road 
Pedestrian Improvements 

$152,000 CMAQ for CON. 
and $260,000 ARRA Fund. 
Requested E76 for CON. 

Vallejo SOLOI0027 Vallejo - Lemon St. 
Rehabilitation 

$672,000 for CON. 
E76 received on March 18 for 
CON. 

Vallejo SOL050048 Downtown Vallejo 
Pedestrian Enh. - Phase I 

$1,600,000 ARRA Fund and 
$580,000 CMAQ for CON. 
Currently in PS&E. Field 
Review part of economic 
stimulus process. 

2.	 Inactive Obligations 
To adhere to FHWA project delivery guidelines and MTC's Resolution 3606, project 
sponsors must invoice for obligated projects every 6 months or risk loss of funding. 

More information can be found on Caltrans Local Assistance website:
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocaIPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm
 

Currently listed Inactive Projects
 
Review Period: 10/01/08 - 12/31/08
 
Invoice Submission Due to LPA: March 2, 2009
 
Justification Due to DLAE: February 23, 2009
 
Agency Project Unexpended 

Funds 
Caltrans Status Agency 

Responses 

Fairfield 

Travis Blvd. From 
Oliver Rd. To N. 
Texas St. , Signal 
Upgrade, Traffic 
Sign Install 

$170,537 

Last Billed, 
10/06/06. No 
documentation 
rec'd; submit 
InVOICe or 
justification form 
by 5/22/09. 

Justification form 
was sent on 3/2/ 
09. 

Projects that will become 
inactive by June 2009 

Various Locations 
Vacaville In Vacaville And 

Dixon 

Authorized 
$10,000 09/08/02 

Staff is following 
up on the alto fuels 
projects 

208
 



Fairfield 
Linear Park 
Between N. Texas 
St. & Dover Ave. 

$330,000 
Authorized 
04/18/07 

Progress payment 
was paid on April 17, 
2009. Staff will send 
Caltrans invoice the 
week of April 20. 

Texas St. And Invoice was 

Fairfield 
Union 
StreetIDowntown 

$309,855 
Authorized 
04126/07 

submitted on 
February, 09. 

Fairfield 
Projects that will become 
inactive by September 2009 

Suisun 
City 

Vacious Locations 
Throughout City, 
striping for Bike 
Lanes 

$15,268 
Authorized 
8/1/2001. Last 
Billed 08125/06. 

Did not spend all 
money. Staff is 
reviewing final 
paper work. 

Woolner Ave. Construction 

Fairfield 

From Enterprise 
Dr. to Sheldon 
Elementary School, 

$53,100 
Authorized 
9/12/2007 

recently is 
complete. 
Fairfield plans to 

sidewalk invoice soon. 
improvement. 

3. STIP Allocation Status for FY 2008-09 Programmed Projects 

Projects programmed in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) must 
receive an allocation from California Transportation Commission (CTC) or Caltrans 
by the end of the fiscal year in which the funds are programmed. For projects 
programmed in FY 2008-09, and want to receive an allocation at the June 2009 CTC 
meeting, the deadline to submit allocation request has passed. For projects 
programmed in FY 2009-10, and want to receive an allocation at the July 2009 CTC 
meeting, sponsor must submit allocation request to MTC and Caltrans D4 Local 
Assistance by May 11, 2009. 

In accordance with recently adopted policy by MTC, all allocated construction funds 
must have a contact awarded within six months of allocation, and for federal projects 
(i.e. TE projects), be sure the sponsor's Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) 
program is approved by the Local Assistance. 

~ 
Submit allocation request by May 11, 2009 

Agency Project 
Unexpended 

Funds 
Status 

STA Jepson Parkway (1-80 reliever) $2,400,000 
Project will be reviewed 
on May CTC meeting 

Vacaville 
Jepson Pkwy Gateway 
Enhancement 

$120,000 
Allocation request 
submitted on April 13, 09 

Benicia State Park Overcrossing, Rt 780 $320,000 To obligate ARRA-TE 
Had been programmed for 

MTC TE reserve $381,000 McGary Road (ARRA­
TE) 
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4. 2009 TIP Revisions/Amendment 

The federally required Transportation hnprovement Program (TIP) is a 
comprehensive listing of Bay Area surface transportation projects that receive federal 
funds or are subject to a federally required action, or are regionally significant. The 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) prepares and adopts the TIP every 
two years, with scheduled amendment. Only projects consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) were included in the 2009 TIP as required by federal law. 
Newly proposed projects are reviewed for consistency with the RTP, as they are 
submitted for various funding programs. Only projects programmed in the current 
TIP are fundable and able to receive federal funds. 

From time to time circumstances dictate that changes be made to the TIP following its 
adoption. In order to ensure adequate time to review the amendments, deadlines have 
been established for submitting amendment requests to MTC. Failure to submit TIP 
Amendment on time will delay obligation request until project has been amended into 
the TIP through the subsequent scheduled amendment. The delay may also 
jeopardize funding opportunity for time sensitive project. Therefore, it is important 
for project sponsor to submit TIP amendment in a timely manner. See Attachment A 
for MTC tentative 2009 TIP Revision Schedule. 

5. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act update 

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which enacted a $787 billion economic recovery package 
calling for significant new spending as well as tax cuts. Of this funding, $9,730,000 
was programmed for Solano local agency Local Streets and Roads projects. 

The field reviews with Caltrans staff in late February and early March has been very 
efficient and successful. Local agencies have been getting their environmental 
clearance and receiving their Categorical Exemption/Categorical Exclusion Forms. 

Moving forward, Caltrans held PS & E pre-screening meetings on April 17 in STA 
for three local agencies. Other local agencies are getting close to finish their PS&E 
packages and are prepared to submit the package directly to Caltrans. 

Below is a table summarizing the funded projects and their current status of delivery. 
Also see Attachment B for the ARRA programming schedule for important deadlines. 

PROJECT RECEIVING ARRA FUNDING 
-NEPA Clearance & Final PS&E by April 30. 2009 
-Received E-76 by May 31, 2009 
-Award Contract by September 30, 2009 

Local Agency Project 
TitielDescriptiolllLocation 

ARRA$ Status $ OfMarch18 

City of Benicia 
Benicia - East 2nd Street 
Overlay $400,000 CE Received 

City of Dixon 
Dixon - VariOllS Streets and 
Roads Rehabilitation $300,000 CE Received 
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Local Agency Project 
TitIe/DescriptionILocation 

ARRA$ Status as of March 18 

City of Fairfield 
Fairfield - Gateway 
Boulevard Resurfacing $900,000 CE Received 

City of Fairfield 
Fairfield - East Tabor Ave 
Resurfacing $900,000 CEReceived 

Count of Solano 
Solano County - Various 
Streets Overlay $2,000,000 CE Received 

City of Suisun 
Suisun City - Sunset Avenue 
Road Rehabilitation $700,000 CE Received 

City of Vacaville 
Vacaville - Peabody 
RoadlMarshall Rd Pedestrian 
Safety Imps $260,000 E76 has been requested 

City of Vacaville 
Vacaville - Various Streets 
Overlay $1,330,000 

Project Resubmitted to 
Caltrans 

City of Vacaville 
Vacaville - GPS EVP System 
project $320,000 CE Received 

City of Vallejo 
Vallejo - Downtown Vallejo 
Streetscape $1,600,000 

Environmental revalidation 
Pending 

City of Vallejo 
Vallejo - Various Streets 
Overlay $1,020,000 CE Received 

Fiscal Impact: 
None. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment 
A. MTC Tentative 2009 TIP Revision Schedule 
B. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Programming Schedule 
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METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)
 

TENTATIVE 2009 TIP REVISION SCHEDULE (SUBJECT TO CHANGE)
 

as of February 23, 2008
 

-" '" 
'" 

>
t-3 

~ 
~ 

REVISION TYPE 
REVISION 
NUMBER 

NOTE 
TIP REVISION REQUEST 
SUBMISSION DEADLINE 

MTC 
APPROVAL" 

STATE APPROVAL" FED. APPROVAL" APPROVAL STATU~ 

Admin. Modification 09-01 First Admin Mod September 30, 2008 December 15, 2008 December 16, 2008 N/A APPROVED 

Amendment 09-02 First Amendment October 31,2008 December 17,2008 January 2, 2009 January 30, 2009 TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-03 December 31,2008 January 30, 2009 February 5,2009 N/A TBD 

Amendment 09-04 Expedited January 16, 2009 February 25, 2009 March 6, 2009 March 13, 2009 TBD 

Amendment1 09-05 
Economic Recovery 

(Revenues Onlv\ 
February 20, 2009 February 25,2009 February 26,2009 March 13, 2009 TBD 

Amendment 09-06 
RTP AQ Conformity 

Amendment 
August29,2008 March 25, 2009 April 10, 2009 May 15,2009 TBD 

Amendment3 09-07 
Economic Recovery 

(Grouoed Listlno\ 
January 30, 2009 February 25,2009 February 26,2009 March 13, 2009 TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-08 February 28, 2009 March 25, 2009 April 3, 2009 N/A TBD 

Amendmene 09-09 Economic Recovery February 28, 2009 March 25, 2009 April 10, 2009 April 30, 2009 TBD 

Amendment 09-10 UPP and Regular March 30, 2009 April 24, 2009 April 30, 2009 May 29,2009 TBD 

Amendment4 09-11 
Annual Transit 
Amendment 

April 30, 2009 May 27, 2009 June 12, 2009 June 30, 2009 TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-12 May 30, 2009 June 25, 2009 July 10,2009 N/A TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-13 June 30, 2009 July 24, 2009 July 30, 2009 N/A TBD 

Amendment 09-14 July 31, 2009 September 23, 2009 October 9, 2009 October 30, 2009 TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-15 August31,2009 September 25, 2009 September 30, 2009 N/A TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-16 September 30, 2009 October 23, 2009 October 30, 2009 N/A TBD 

Amendment 09-17 October 30, 2009 December 23, 2009 January 15, 2010 February 4, 2010 TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-18 November 30, 2009 December 28, 2009 January 5, 2010 N/A TBD 

Admin. Modification 09-19 December 31, 2009 January 25, 2010 January 30, 2010 N/A TBD 

Kindly Note: ~ 
tr'j

" Future approval dates are expected dates and are subject to change Z 
1 - Amendment 09-05 is the Special Economic Recovery Amendment with only Revenues added into the TIP 
2 - Amendment 09-06 is the air-quality amendment to add new non-exempt projects to the TIP that will only be approved by March 2009 > 
3 - Amendment 09-07, Amendment 09-09 are Special Economic Recovery Amendment Projects added to the TIP 
4 - Amendment 09-11 is the Annual Transit Program of Projects Amendment 
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ATTACHMENTB 

Attachment B. ARRA Programming Schedule 

American Recovery and Reinve~tment Act (ARRA.) Program 
Programmmg Schedule 

f ebmary 6, 2009 Pllrtnmbi.p Board meeting 

Febmary 10,2009 MTC Joint Ad...isor;; meeting 

Febmary 11. 2009 Programming and ."-lJoca.tion~ COllllDittee re...iew of regional programming proposal 

Febmary 17,1009 EJ:1ac ttnent of tile ARR~ 

Febmary 15. 2009 Commission approval of ARRA. pr-ogram and accompanying TIP amendment 

MaIch 5, 1009 PES;FIeld: Re\'iew Document'i ~ubmittaJ Deadline- - LS&R System Pre'lervarion Proj eets 

April 30, 2009 60-day l'\"EPA cle:-lIanc~ md Final PS&E Package Deadlin~ - LS&R System Presmration 

1\'!a::y 31,1009 
90-day Obligation (£-76) Deadline ­ LS&R System Pre'ier.ation PrOjEcts 
90-day Grant .!\ward Deadline - Transit System PIesero'ation PrOjects 

JUILe 30, 2009 Conditions met - ~on-Sy,tem Pre<;eIvation Project, 

S~ptember 30. 2009 21 O-day Contract Award De3dlin~ - LS.&R Sysrem Presen:ation Proj~m 

Now,ember 30.2009 nO-day Obligation/Grant A'.Yard Deadline ­ .4J.l ~on-S~"''item Pre~m.'a.tion Projecu 
nO-day Contract Award Deadline - Transit System Preservation. PrOjects 

December 31. 2009 300-day ContIElct Award Deadline- All Kon.-System Preservation Projects 
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Agenda Item VIII.L 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Judy Leaks, SNCI Program Manager/Analyst 
RE: Bike to Work Week May 11-15,2009 

Background: 
May 11-15, 2009 marks the fifteenth (l5th

) annual Bike to Work campaign in the Bay 
Area. Bike to Work (BTW) Day is Thursday, May 14th

. The goal of this campaign is to 
promote bicycling as a commute option by encouraging individuals to pledge to bike to 
work (or school, or transit) at least one day during Bike to Work Week. Prizes, energizer 
stations, and participant rewards are just some of the methods of encouragement. Last 
year over 1,100 individuals participated in BTW in Solano and Napa Counties. 

In addition the Energizer Stations on Bike to Work Day, there are two additional 
activities to honor cyclists. The Team Bike Challenge is a competition where teams 
compete to see who can travel the most days by bicycling during the month of May. The 
team with the most points wins a grand prize. The Bike Commuter of the Year Award 
honors a resident from each county who is committed to biking. This person epitomizes 
the health, environmental, social, and economic benefits of bicycling. 

STA's Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) staff is organizing the campaign in 
Solano and Napa counties. Staff has been participating in regional Bike to Work 
Technical Advisory Committee meetings and coordinating locally with the Solano 
County Bicycle Advisory Committee and the Napa County Bicycle Coalition. 

Discussion: 
To increase awareness about the BTW campaign, staff outreaches to employers, the 
bicycle community, and the general public. Regional materials and prizes are being 
incorporated and localized as needed. 

A mailing of BTW campaign materials was sent mid-April to major employers in Napa 
and Solano Counties. BTW pledge forms are distributed by mail, events, displays, and 
are available online. Posters are being distributed throughout the community. Web 
pages were updated on the STA's website so that individuals may register on-line as well 
as learn where energizer stations will be located. Articles and advertisements for this 
event will be placed in several community publications. 

Staff expanded the sponsorship program from soliciting prizes for our local drawing to a 
formal sponsorship program. Based on the level of support, sponsors could have their 
logos printed on coupon books, event posters, local print ads, musette bags and t-shirts. 
Sponsorship could be in any form, including products and services for our local prizes as 
well as financial contributions. 
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2009S,ponsors 
Platinum Sponsor - $1000 Napa Redevelopment Partners 
Gold Sponsors - $500 Authorized Bicycle Shop 

Bardessono Resort 
Fisk's Cyclery 
The Gaia Hotel & Spa 
Jelly Belly 
Napa River Velo 
Ray's Cycle 
Rockville Bike 

Silver Sponsors - $300 Balzac Communications 
Bicycle Works 
The Hub 
Napa County Office of Education-Safe Routes 2 School 
Napa Valley Adventure Tours 
St. Helena Cyclery 

Bronze Sponsor - $100 Calistoga Bike Shop 

Team Bike Challenge/Bike Commuter of the Year 
The Team Bike Challenge is where teams compete to see who can travel by bicycle the 
most days during the month of May (which is National Bike Month). Participants in the 
Team Bike Challenge form teams consisting of 2 to 5 individuals. Six (6) teams from 
Solano County registered last year, doubling the number of teams that participated the 
previous year. Our 2009 goal for Solano County is to increase the number of teams by 
20% to 8 teams. Staff will encourage employers and the community to promote the Team 
Bike Challenge during follow-up calls and face-to-face meetings. The SNCI program 
requested nominations from Solano and Napa Counties for the Bicycle Commuter of the 
Year. There is a winner selected from each county. All winners are recognized 
throughout the Bay Area. Nominations were accepted through April 20. 

Energizer Stations 
Each year SNCI hosts Energizer Stations on Bike to Work Day. These are usually a mix 
of traditional Energizer Stations operating from 7:00 am to 9:00 am to accommodate 
bicyclists on their way to work, and local bike shops that are open for business 10:00 am 
to closing. Bicyclists who stop by an Energizer Station will receive a musette bag 
(containing a BikeLinks map, ClifBar, some kind of giveaway like last year's "blinky 
light," and a coupon book for local bike shops) and refreshments that may include a 
bottle of water, fruit and a muffin. SNCI staff ensures that each Station is stocked to 
provide these items or will reimburse up to $75 the "host" of the station for the purchase 
of refreshments. This year there will be ten (10) Energizer Stations in Solano and at least 
one in every city. 

S I ounry E 
City 
Benicia 
Dixon 
Fairfield 
Fairfield 

o ano C t ner

Fairfield 

~zer Stations- May 14,2009 
Location 
City Hall 
Fisk's Cyclery 
Ray's Cycle 
Solano County Government Center 
Plaza 
Fairfield Transportation Center 
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Rio Vista Town Hall 
Suisun City Amtrak Station 
Vacaville Ray's Cycle 
Vacaville VacaValley Pkwy (2 stations) 
Vallejo Vallejo Ferry Tenninal 

Recommendation: 
Infonnational. 
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Agenda Item VIII.M 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 20, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 
RE: Funding Opportunities Summary 

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

American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) ­
National Clean Diesel 
Funding Assistance 
Program* 

Leslie T. Rogers, 
U.S. DOT 

(415) 744-3133 
April 28, 20091 

American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) ­
Transit Investments for 
Greenhouse Gas Energy 
Reduction* 

None available. All 
questions must be submitted 

in writing via email to: 
cleandiesel@epa.gov. 

May 22, 20091 

Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Grant 
Program - 5310 Elderly and 
Disabled Specialized Transit 
Program* 

Elizabeth Niedziela, 
Solano Transportation 

Authority (STA) 
(707) 424-6075 

-and-
Kristen Mazur, 

MTC 
(510) 817-5789 

May 20, 2009 

FTA Grant Program - 5316 
Job Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) Program 
for Small Urban Projects* 

Kristen Mazur, 
MTC 

(510) 817-5789 

June 26, 2009 
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Fund Source Application Available From Application Due --­
FTA Grant Program - 5317 
New Freedom Programfor 
Small Urban Projects* 

FTA Grant Program - 5316 
Job Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) Program 
for Rural Projects* 

FTA Grant Program - 5317 
New Freedom Programfor 
Rural Projects* 

Kristen Mazur, 
MTC 

(510) 817-5789 

Kristen Mazur,
 
Caltrans
 

(916) 654-8222
 

Tracey Frost,
 
Caltrans
 

(916) 654-8222
 

June 26, 2009 

September 25, 2009 

September 25,2009 

* New funding opportunity 

lNote regarding the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of2009 (also referred to as "Stimulus 
Bill"): The ARRA has some competitive grant programs, which are separate from ARRA funds available 
through Caltrans and MTC. Details and guidelines regarding the competitive ARRA grants are continuing to be 
developed. Please visit http://www.dot.gov/recovery/, for the most up-to-date information as it may change 
after the date of this report. 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the ARRA National Clean Diesel Funding Assistance 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 Regional, state, local, tribal or port agencies with jurisdiction over transportation or 
Project air quality. 
Sponsors: 

Program Funding must be used to achieve significant reductions in diesel emissions in terms 
Description: of: (1) tons of pollution produced; (2) diesel emissions exposure, particularly from 

fleets operating in areas designated by the Administrator as poor air quality areas; 
and (3) the ability to maximize job preservation and creation. 

Funding Approximately $156 million is available nationwide. Award floor is $250,000 and 
Available: award ceiling is $10 million. Expected number of awards is 150. 

Eligible Eligible projects must include one or more of the following diesel emissions 
Projects: reduction solutions: verified emission control technologies including retrofit 

devices, cleaner fuels, and engine upgrades, idle reduction technologies; certified 
engine repowers; and/or certified vehicle or equipment replacement. 

Further http://epa.gov/otag/eparecovery/prognational.htm 
Details: http://www.westcoastdiesel.org/ 

Program None available. All questions must be submitted in writing via email to: 
Contact cleandiesel@epa.gov. 
Person: 

STA Sara Woo, STA Planning Assistant, 
Contact (707) 399-3214 
Person: swoo@sta-sncLcom 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the ARRA Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction 
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: 

Program 
Contact 
Person: 

STA 
Contact 
Person: 

Public transportation agencies. 

This program will provide grants to public transit agencies for capital investments 
that will assist in reducing the energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of 
their public transit agencies. 

Approximately $100 million is available nationwide. Minimum proposal is $2 
million. Award ceiling is $100 million. Expected number of awards is 150. 

Examples: 
•	 compact fluorescents/solar panels for reduction of energy use in bus
 

maintenance facility
 
•	 replacing 10 buses in a 100 vehicle bus fleet with more energy-efficient 

buses 

http://www07.grants.gov/search/search.do?&mode=VIEW&flag2006=false&oppId 
=45906 

Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator, U.S. Department of Transportation ­
Region 9 
(415) 744-3133 

Sara Woo, STA Planning Assistant, 
(707) 399-3214 
swoo@sta-snci.com 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the FTA 5310 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: 

Program Contact 
Person: 

STA Contact Person: 

Private nonprofit corporations or public agencies where no private 
nonprofits are readily available to provide the proposed service or that 
have been approved by the State of California to coordinate services 
for elderly persons and persons with disabilities. 

The FTA 5310 Program is designed for meeting the transportation 
needs of elderly persons and persons with disabilities in areas where 
public mass transportation services are otherwise unavailable, 
insufficient, or inappropriate. Note: the application for this program is 
due both to the appropriate County Paratransit Coordinating Council 
(PCC) andMTC by 5:00 p.m. May 20,2009. 

Approximately $12.6 million is available in the federal fiscal year 
2009. 

The program allows for the procurement of accessible vans and buses; 
communication equipment; mobility management activities; and 
computer hardware and software for eligible applicants. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/5310.html 

Kristen Mazur, FTA grant staff liaison (MTC), 
(510) 817-5789 
kmazur@mtc.ca.gov 

Liz Niedziela, STA Transit Manager/Analyst, 
(707) 424-6075 
eniedziela@sta-snci.com 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary ofthe FTA 5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) 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 Private nonprofit organizations, state or local government authority, 
Sponsors: operators of public transportation services, including private operators 

of public transportation services, and tribal governments. 

Program Description:	 The JARC Program provides funding for projects designed to 
transport welfare recipients and eligible low-income individuals to and 
from employment and employment-related activities. 

Funding Available:	 Approximately $3 million is available for JARC small urban projects. 

Minimum local match requirements are 20 percent for capital projects 
and 50 percent for operations projects. 

Eligible Projects:	 Operating: Capital: 
•	 Late night/weekend service • Intelligent Transportation Systems 
•	 Guaranteed ride home service (ITS) 

•	 Shuttle service • Promotion of operating activities 
•	 Expanded fixed-route public transit • Vehicles 

routes • Mobility management activities 
•	 Demand-responsive service 
•	 Ridesharinglcarpooling activities 

Voucher programs 

Further Details:	 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/5316.html 

Program Contact Kristen Mazur, FTA grant staff liaison (MTC), 
Person: (510) 817-5789 

kmazur@mtc.ca.gov 

STA Contact Person:	 Liz Niedziela, STA Transit Manager/Analyst, 
(707) 424-6075 
eniedziela@sta-snci.com 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the FTA 5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) 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 Private nonprofit organizations, state or local government authority, 
Sponsors: operators of public transportation services, including private operators 

ofpublic transportation services, and tribal governments. 

Program Description:	 The New Freedom Program provides funding to assist transit 
operators and public agencies to provide new transportation services 
for individuals with disabilities, above and beyond the minimum 
required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 

Funding Available:	 Approximately $1.6 million is available for New Freedom Small­
Urban projects. 

Minimum local match requirements are 20 percent for capital projects 
and 50 percent for operations projects. 

Eligible Projects:	 Operating: Capital: 
•	 Expansion of hours for paratransit • Acquisition of accessibility 

service equipment beyond ADA 
•	 Enhancement of services requirements 

•	 Voucher programs • Purchasing accessible vehicles to 
support taxi, vanpooling, and/or •	 Volunteer driver programs 
ridesharing programs 

•	 Mobility management activities 

Further Details:	 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqlMassTrans/5317.html 

Program Contact Kristen Mazur, FTA grant staff liaison (MTC), 
Person: (510) 817-5789 

kmazur@mtc.ca.gov 

STA Contact Person:	 Liz Niedziela, STA Transit Manager/Analyst, 
(707) 424-6075 
eniedziela@sta-snci.com 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the FTA 5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) 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 Private nonprofit organizations, state or local government authority, 
Sponsors: operators of public transportation services, including private operators 

ofpublic transportation services, and tribal governments. 

Program Description:	 The FTA 5316 JARC program provides funding to support projects 
designed to transport welfare recipients and eligible low-income 
individuals to and from employment activities and employment 
related activities and to transport residents of urbanized areas and non­
urbanized areas to suburban employment opportunities. 

Funding Available:	 Approximately $l.4million is available for JARC rural projects. 

Eligible Projects:	 Operating: Capital: 
•	 Late night/weekend service • Intelligent Transportation Systems 
•	 Guaranteed ride home service (ITS) 

•	 Shuttle service • Promotion of operating activities 
•	 Expanded fixed-route public transit • Vehicles 

routes • Mobility management activities 
•	 Demand-responsive service 
•	 Ridesharing/carpooling activities 
•	 Voucher programs 

Further Details:	 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/5316.html 

Program Contact Tracey Frost, Acting Branch Chief (Caltrans), 
Person: (916) 654-8222 

tracey_frost@dot.ca.gov 

STA Contact Person:	 Liz Niedziela, STA Transit Manager/Analyst, 
(707) 424-6075 
eniedziela@sta-snci.com 
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TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Sara Woo, Planning Assistant 

This summary of the FTA 5317 - New Freedom 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 Private nonprofit organizations, state or local government authority, 
Sponsors: operators of public transportation services, including private operators 

of public transportation services, and tribal governments. 

Program Description:	 The FTA 5317 New Freedom program provides funding to assist 
transit operators and public agencies to provide "new" transportation 
services for individuals with disabilities above and beyond the 
minimum currently required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.c. 12101, et esq.). 

Funding Available:	 Approximately $0.7 million is available for New Freedom Rural 
Projects. 

Minimum local match requirements are 20 percent for capital projects 
and 50 percent for operations projects. 

Eligible Projects:	 Operating: Capital: 
•	 Expansion of hours for paratransit • Acquisition of accessibility 

service equipment beyond ADA 
•	 Enhancement of services requirements 

•	 Voucher programs • Purchasing accessible vehicles to 
•	 Volunteer driver programs support taxi, vanpooling, and/or 

ridesharing programs 
•	 Mobility management activities 

Further Details:	 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/5317.html 

Program Contact Tracey Frost, Acting Branch Chief (Caltrans), 
Person: (916) 654-8222 

tracey_frost@dot.ca.gov 

STA Contact Person:	 Liz Niedziela, STA Transit Manager/Analyst, 
(707) 424-6075 
eniedziela@sta-snci.com 
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Agenda Item VIII.N 
April 29, 2009 

s,ra
50eano 'ltanspottation Authotibj 

Solano Transportation Authority
 
Board Meeting Highlights
 

April 8, 2009
 
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 April 8, 2009 STA Board Meeting 

Following is a summary of the actions taken by the Solano Transportation Authority at 
the Board meeting of April 8, 2009. If you have any questions regarding specific items, 
please call me at (707) 424-6008. 

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Jim Spering (Chair) County of Solano 
Pete Sanchez (Vice Chair) City of Suisun City 
Elizabeth Patterson City of Benicia 
Jack Batchelor City of Dixon 
Chuck Timm (Alternate Member) City of Fairfield 
Jan Vick City of Rio Vista 
Len Augustine City of Vacaville 
Osby Davis City of Vallejo 

ACTION -FINANCIAL ITEMS 

A.	 Solano Rail Crossing Inventory and Improvement Plan Consultant Contract 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Executive Director to issue a Request for Proposals and enter into a 
contract to conduct the Solano Rail Crossing Inventory and Improvement Plan Study for 
an amount not to exceed $75,000. 

On a motion by Board Member Patterson, and a second by Board Member Vick, the STA 
Board unanimously approved the recommendation. 
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B.	 1-80 Eastbound Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation Project Implementation 
Recommendation: 
Approve Resolution 2009-06 and Funding Allocation Request from Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) for $20.7 million for final design and right-of-way 
acquisition for the 1-80 Eastbound Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation Project. 

On a motion by Board Member Batchelor, and a second by Board Member Vick, the STA 
Board unanimously approved the recommendation. 

ACTION - NON FINANCIAL ITEMS 

A.	 Updating STA's Joint Powers Agreement 
After discussion, the Board unanimously agreed to add the following language in the 
Planning section of the proposed amendments: 

"STA will work to integrate local and regional land use and transportation planning 
initiatives. In addition to STA's role in helping the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission develop the Regional Transportation Plan for Solano County, the STA will 
coordinate the development ofa Sustainable Community Strategy or Alternative 
Planning Strategy for Solano County as appropriate in partnership with the Solano City 
County Coordinating Council. The STA will also work to periodically produce statistical 
information needed to analyze progress towards implementing such regional programs." 

Recommendation:
 
Approve the following:
 

1.	 Revisions to the STA's Joint Powers Agreement as specified in Attachment A 
(Exhibit A); and 

2.	 Authorize the Executive Director to seek approval of the JPA Amendment by all 
member agencies. 

On a motion by Board Member Patterson, and a second by Board Member Vick, the STA 
Board unanimously approved the recommendation with the amended language shown 
above in bold italics. 

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 

On a motion by Vice Chair Sanchez, and a second by Board Member Patterson, the STA Board 
approved Consent Calendar Items A thru I. 

A.	 STA Board Meeting Minutes of March 18,2009 
Recommendation: 
Approve STA Board Meeting Minutes of March 18, 2009. 

B.	 Review TAC Draft Minutes for the Meeting of March 25, 2009 
Recommendation: 
Receive and file. 
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C.	 Safe Routes to School Mapping Project - Request for Qualifications 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Executive Director to release a Request for Qualifications for the STA's 
Safe Routes to School Mapping Project and enter into a contract for an amount not to 
exceed $60,000. 

D.	 2009 Model TAC Work Plan 
Recommendation: 
Approve the 2009 Model Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Work Program. 

E.	 Unmet Transit Needs Response for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 
Recommendation: 
Approve the following: 

1.	 The FY 2009-10 Unmet Transit Needs response as specified in Attachment B; and 
2.	 Authorize the Executive Director to submit the FY 2009-10 Unmet Transit Needs 

response to MTC. 

F.	 Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC) Appointment 
Recommendation: 
Appoint Dawna Ferneau as a Social Service representative to the PCC for a 3-year term. 

G.	 Environmental Mitigation Partnership with Solano Community College 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the Executive Director to enter into an agreement with the Solano Community 
College for implementation of the mitigation site for the North Connector Project, the High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes Project and the 1-80 Eastbound Cordelia Truck Scales 
Project on Solano Community College property, with constructing a commensurate 
amount of additional parking and pathway improvements on Solano Community College 
property 

H.	 Support for Local Grant Applications for the State Safe Routes to School (SR2S) 
Program 
Recommendation: 
Approve Resolution No. 2009-07, committing the STA to supporting Safe Routes to 
School activities and projects for the five schools described in each local agency's State­
legislated Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program grant application, should these schools 
receive grant funding. 

I.	 Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) Application Review 
Committee 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the STA Board Chair to appoint two STA Board Members or STA Board 
Alternates from the YSAQMD area to participate in the STA/YSAQMD Clean Air 
Application Review Committee. 
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COMMENTS FROM METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC), 
CALTRANS, AND STAFF: 

A.	 Caltrans Report: 
On behalfofCaltrans, STA's Janet Adams announced Caltrans will be opening 
bids on the 1-80 SHOPP Rehabilitation Project next Tuesday, April 14, 2009. 

B.	 MTC Report: 
Chair Spering announced that at an earlier meeting, MTC's Programming and 
Allocations Committee approved the recommendation for the state element of the 
American Recovery Reinvestment Act (ARRA) for 2009 also known as the 
Federal Stimulus. He listed the projects to receive funding as follows: 

• The Benicia State Park Overcrossing ofI-780 $320,000 
• McGary Road Enhancement Project	 $640,000 
• Old Town Cordelia Bikeway Improvement Project $800,000 

He added that MTC agreed to allocate an additional $23 million to Local Streets 
and Roads (LS&R) preservation including $1.8 million in additional LS&R for 
Solano County. 

C. STA Reports: 
1.	 Travis Air Force Base South Gate Access Improvement presented by 

County of Solano's Paul Wiese 
2.	 STA Status Reports: 

A.	 Projects - An update of the North Connector (East End) Project 
was provided by Janet Adams 

B.	 Planning - An update of the Rail Performance and Projects 
provided by Robert Macaulay 

C.	 Transit and Rideshare - An update of the Bike to Work Week 
Campaign for 2009 was presented by Judy Leaks 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

A.	 Update on the 1-8011-68011-780 Corridors Highway Operations Implementation Study 

B.	 Discussion of Draft STA Overall Work Plan for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-10 and FY 
2010-11 

C.	 Legislative Update 

D.	 2009 Congestion Management Program (CMP) Update 

E.	 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) Update 

F.	 Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) Biennial Needs Revenue and Performance Survey 

G.	 Project Delivery Update 
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H. Funding Opportunities Summary 

I. STA Board Meeting Schedule for 2009 

ADJOURNMENT 

The STA Board meeting was adjourned at 7:00 p.m. The next regular meeting of the STA Board 
is scheduled for Wednesday, May 13,2009,6:00 p.m., Suisun City Hall Council Chambers. 
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Agenda Item VIII. 0 
April 29, 2009 

DATE: April 21, 2009 
TO: STA TAC 
FROM: Johanna Masiclat, Clerk of the Board 
RE: STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule for 2009 

Background: 
Attached are the STA Board and Advisory Committee meeting schedule for calendar year 
2009 that may be of interest to the STA TAC. 

Fiscal Impact: 
None. 

Recommendation: 
Informational. 

Attachment: 
A. STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule for 2009 
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STA BOARD AND ADVISORY ATTACHMENT A 
COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE51 a 

CALENDAR YEAR 2009Solano 'It/Vl5pottation ~ 

-.' • . . • • • 
Wed., January 28 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Thurs., February 5 6:30 p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., February 11 6:00 p.m. STA Board Meetin~ Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Wed., February 25 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee fTAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Thurs., March 5 6:30p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., March 11 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Fri., March 20 12 noon Paratransit Coordinating Council rpCC) Fairfield Community Center Confirmed 
Thurs., March 19 6:00 p.m. Pedestrian Advisorv Committee rPAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., March 25 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Wed., April 8 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Wed., April 29 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
-, 

Monday, May 4 12:00 p.m. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) SCAC Confirmed 
Monday, May 4 1:00 p.m. Transit Consolidation Steering Committee SCAC Confirmed 
Thurs., May 7 6:30p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., May 13 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Thurs., May 14 6:00p.m. Pedestrian Advisorv Committee rPAC) STA Conference Room Tentative 
Fri.. May 15 12 noon Paratransit Coordinating Council rpCC) IFK Library· Valleio Confirmed 
Wed., May 27 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Wed., June 10 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Wed., June 24 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Thurs., July 2 6:30 p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Thurs., July 8 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Thurs., July 16 6:00p.m. Pedestrian Advisorv Committee rPAC) STA Conference Room Tentative 
Fri., luly 17 12:30 p.m. Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC) Ulatis Community Center Confirmed 
July 29 (No Meeting) SUMMER Intercitv Transit Consortium N/A N/A 

RECESS Technical Advisorv Committee (TAC) N/A N/A 

August 12 (No Meeting) SUMMER STA Board Meeting NJA NJA 
RECESS 

Wed., August 26 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 
1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Thurs., September 3 6:30p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., September 9 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Thurs. September 17 6:00 p.m. Pedestrian Advisorv Committee rPAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Thurs., September 18 12:30 p.m. Paratransit Coordinating Council rpCC) Dixon Senior Center Confirmed 
Wed., September 30 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Wed., October 7 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun Citv Hall Confirmed 
Wed., October 28 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Thurs., November 5 6:30p.m. Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 
Wed., November 11 6:00p.m. STA's 11<h Annual Awards TBD ­ Rio Vista TBD 
Thurs., November 19 6:00p.m. Pedestrian Advisory Committee rPAC) STA Conference Room Tentatiye 
Fri., November 20 12:30 p.m. Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC) Suisun City Hall Confirmed 
Wed., November 25 10:00 a.m. Intercitv Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Confirmed 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Confirmed 

Wed., December 09 6:00p.m. STA Board Meeting Suisun Citv Hall Confirmed 
Wed., December 30 10:00 a.m. Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room Tentative 

1:30 p.m. Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room Tentative 

SUMMARY: 
STABoard: 
ConsortiumjTAC: 
BAC: 
PAC: 
PCC: 

Meets 2nd Wednesday of Every Month 
Meets Last Wednesday ofEvery Month 
Meets 1st Thursday of every Odd Month 
Meets 3rd Thursday of every Odd Month 
Meets 3rd Fridays of every Odd Month 
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