
 
 
 

       

 

 
 Tuesday, January 3, 2012, 1:30 P.M. Chairperson: Art Dao 
 1333 Broadway, Suite 300,  Staff Liaison: Matt Todd 
 Oakland, California 94612 Secretary: Claudia Leyva 
 (see map on last page of agenda)   

 
AGENDA 

Copies of Individual Agenda Items are Available on the: 
Alameda CTC Website --  www.AlamedaCTC.org 

 
1 INTRODUCTIONS 
 
2 PUBLIC COMMENT 
Members of the public may address the Committee during “Public Comment” on any item not on the 
agenda.  Public comment on an agenda item will be heard when that item is before the Committee.  
Anyone wishing to comment should make his or her desire known to the Chair.  
 
3 CONSENT CALENDAR 
 3A Minutes of December 6, 2011 – Page 1 A 
 3B Review CTC Meeting Summary– Page 9  

4 ACTION ITEMS  

 4A Approval of Third Cycle Lifeline Program Structure – Page 11 A 
 4B Approval of Advance Programming of $45,000 of Lifeline Cycle 3 Funding for the 

Neighborhood Bike Centers Program – Page 39 
A 

 4C Approval of Transportation Fund of Clean Air Program Manager Funding for a Goods 
Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement 
Program) – Page 55 

A 

 4D Approval of STIP Award Deadline Time Extension Request for the Union City 
Intermodal Station Project, Phase II – Page 79 

A 

5 NON ACTION ITEMS  
 5A Review of  Congestion Management Program: Quarterly Update of the Land Use 

Analysis Program Element (1st and 2nd Quarter) FY 2011/12 – Page 89 
D/I

 5B Review of Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and Transportation Expenditure 
Plan and Update on Development of a Sustainable Community Strategy 
(SCS)/Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) –Page 95 

D/I
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 5C Review Evaluation of Bike to Work Day and Ride into Life/Get Rolling Campaigns – 

Page 107 
I 

 5D Review of MTC OneBayAreaGrant Program* I 

6 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM UPDATE  
 6A Approval of 2012 Alameda CTC Legislative Program – Page 197 A 

7 STAFF AND COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS  
 7A Review of Delivery Schedule for 2011/12 Federal Program * I 

8 ADJOURNMENT AND NEXT MEETING: February 7, 2012 

 
Key: A- Action Item; I – Information Item; *Material will be provided at meeting. 

(#)  All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Committee. 

 

PLEASE DO NOT WEAR SCENTED PRODUCTS SO INDIVIDULAS WITH 
ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITIES MAY ATTEND 

 
 
 

Alameda County Transportation Commission 
1333 Broadway, Suites 220 & 300, Oakland, CA 94612 

(510) 208-7400 
(510) 836-2185 Fax (Suite 220) 
(510) 893-6489 Fax (Suite 300) 

www.alamedactc.org 
 





Glossary of Acronyms 
 

ABAG Association of Bay Area  Governments 

ACCMA Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency 

ACE Altamont Commuter Express 

ACTA Alameda County Transportation  Authority 
(1986 Measure B authority) 

ACTAC Alameda County Technical Advisory 
Committee 

ACTC Alameda County Transportation 
Commission 

ACTIA Alameda County Transportation 
Improvement Authority (2000 Measure B 
authority) 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

Caltrans California Department of  Transportation 

CEQA California Environmental Quality  Act 

CIP Capital Investment Program 

CMAQ Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality 

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CTC California Transportation  Commission 

CWTP Countywide Transportation Plan 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

HOT High occupancy toll 

HOV High occupancy vehicle 

ITIP State Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program 

LATIP Local Area Transportation Improvement 
Program 

LAVTA Livermore-Amador Valley Transportation 
Authority 

LOS              Level of service 

 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MTS Metropolitan Transportation System 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NOP  Notice of Preparation 

PCI Pavement Condition Index 

PSR Project Study Report 

RM 2 Regional Measure 2 (Bridge toll) 

RTIP Regional Transportation  Improvement 
 Program 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan (MTC’s 
Transportation 2035) 

SAFETEA-LU    Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act 

SCS Sustainable Community Strategy 

SR State Route 

SRS Safe Routes to Schools 

STA State Transit Assistance  

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 

STP Federal Surface Transportation Program 

TCM Transportation Control Measures 

TCRP Transportation Congestion Relief  Program 

TDA Transportation Development Act 

TDM Travel-Demand Management 

TEP Transportation Expenditure Plan 

TFCA Transportation Fund for Clean Air 

TIP Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program 

TLC Transportation for Livable Communities 

TMP Traffic Management Plan 

TMS Transportation Management System 

TOD Transit-Oriented Development 

TOS Transportation Operations Systems 

TVTC Tri Valley Transportation Committee 

VHD Vehicle Hours of Delay 

VMT Vehicle miles traveled 



 

 

Directions to the Offices of the 
Alameda County Transportation  
Commission: 
 
1333 Broadway, Suite 220 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Public Transportation
Access: 
 
BART: City Center / 12th  Street Station 
 
AC Transit:  
Lines 1,1R, 11, 12, 13, 14,  
15, 18, 40, 51, 63, 72, 72M,  
72R, 314, 800, 801, 802, 
805, 840 
 
Auto Access: 
• Traveling South:  Take 11th  
           Street exit from I‐980 to  
  11th  Street 

 

• Traveling North: Take 11th   
              Street/Convention Center 
              Exit from I‐980 to 11th  
              Street 
 
• Parking: 
             City Center Garage –  
             Underground Parking,  
             (Parking entrances located on 
             11th or 14th  Street) 
 

 

 
Alameda County  
Transportation Commission 
1333 Broadway, Suite 220 
Oakland, CA 94612 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF DECEMBER 6, 2011 

 
 

1 INTRODUCTIONS 
 
2 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
3 CONSENT CALENDAR 
3A Minutes of November 1, 2011 
3B Review CTC Meeting Summary 
3C Review Funding Opportunities 

2012 FHWA Solicitation for 12 Discretionary Programs 
A motion was made by Frascinella (Hayward) to approve the consent calendar; Odumade 
(Fremont) made a second. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
4 ACTION ITEMS 
4A Approval of Draft Master Programs Funding Agreements and Implementation Guidelines for 

Measure B and Vehicle Registration Fee Funds Disbursement 
 

Lengyel requested ACTAC to make a recommendation to approve the draft Master Programs 
Funding Agreement and Implementation Guidelines which will serve as the contract 
documents to distribute funds from the current Measure B Pass-Through Programs and the 
new Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) Programs. Lengyel informed ACTAC that she will be 
incorporating the clarifications into the Master Funding Agreements and will show all the 
changes in redline format. Lengyel also stated that items that are still not defined in the 
Agreements include the Timelines for the Policies on Complete Streets and the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plans which need to be coordinated with the OBAG efforts and will be incorporated 
after input from MTC is received. Lengyel also stated that she will ensure the maximum 
amount of time is allowed to meet the requirements. ACTAC members had several comments 
including: the language in the PUC that was sent does not match the language that is in the 
draft agreement and should match; issues regarding direct costs; the requirement to update the 
Pedestrian Plan every 5 years; a definition for administrative staff; the formula for distribution 
of funds based on road miles; and questioned if they will have to compete for the funds for the 
operation element that has been apportioned to each jurisdiction.  A motion was made by 
Frascinella (Hayward) to recommend the Commission approve the Draft Master Programs 
Funding Agreements and Implementation Guidelines for Measure B and Vehicle Registration 
Fee Funds Disbursement with the provision that staff consider modified language regarding the 
definition of local funds. Cook (San Leandro) made a second.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
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5 NON ACTIONS ITEMS 
5A Review of Alameda County Jurisdiction Survey Responses to the One Bay Area Grant Draft 

Proposed Criteria 
Walukas reviewed with ACTAC the Alameda County Survey Responses to the One Bay Area 
Grant Draft Proposed Criteria.  ACTAC members had several comments including: the 
definition of on street - off street; how has the state law changed.  This item was presented for 
information only. 
 

5B Review Transportation Fund for Clean Air County Program Manager Funds 
Model Year 2004 Drayage Truck Replacement Program 
Todd reviewed the Transportation Fund for Clean Air County Program Manager Funds Model 
Year 2004 Drayage Truck Replacement Program.  Todd requested ACTAC provided 
comments and input on this item.  ACTAC members had several comments including: will a 
formula be applied to drayage trucks to find out what the reduction is on a truck by truck basis; 
and a request to consider CMAQ funding as a grant under OBAG.  Damian Breen of 
BAAQMD briefed ACTAC members on the projects and answered questions from ACTAC 
members regarding the program. An item will be brought to the Commission in January for 
their consideration. This item was presented for information only. 
 

5C Review of Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and Transportation Expenditure Plan and 
Update on Development of a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) 
Walukas reviewed the Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and Transportation 
Expenditure Plan and Update on Development of a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) 
Regional Transportation (RTP).  Staff informed ACTAC that there is an ADHOC Committee 
that has been formed with the following Commissioners: Olsen, Green, Haggerty, Miley, 
Worthington and Kaplan.  This item was presented for information only. 
 

5D Review Lifeline Cycle 3 Information and Proposed Schedule 
Taylor reviewed the Lifeline Cycle 3 Information and Proposed Schedule.  This item was 
presented for information only. 
 

6 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM UPDATE 
6A Review Legislative Program Update 

Lengyel provided a brief update on several Legislation items which included an update on the 
state and federal budgets, appropriations and triggers.  This item was presented for information 
only. 

 
7 STAFF AND COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS 
7A Review of Local Streets and Roads Working Group (LSRWG) Update 

Taylor gave ACTAC a brief update regarding archiving projects from the TIP.  She also 
informed ACTAC that she has received the final STP/CMAQ obligation plan for FY 11/12 and 
final comments are due on December 19, 2011.  Additional information regarding these items 
to be distributed by e-mail from staff.  This item was presented for information only. 
 

8 ADJOURNMENT AND NEXT MEETING: DECEMBER 6, 2011 
NEXT MEETING:  January 3, 2012.  

Location: Alameda CTC Offices, 1333 Broadway, Suite 300,  

Page 2



Oakland, CA  94612. 
 
 
Attest by: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Claudia D. Leyva, Secretary 
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Programming and Allocations Committee 

January 11, 2012 Item Number 6 
California Transportation Commission Update 

Subject:  Update on the December 2011 California Transportation Commission Meeting 
 
Background: The California Transportation Commission is responsible for the programming and 

allocation of funds for the construction of highway, passenger rail, and transit 
improvements throughout California. The CTC consists of eleven voting members 
and two non-voting ex-officio members. The San Francisco Bay Area has three (3) 
CTC members in its geographic area: Bob Alvarado, Jim Ghielmetti, and Carl 
Guardino.  

 
December CTC Meeting (December 14-15, Riverside, California) 
The Commission met and discussed the following issues of significance to the Bay 
Area: 
 
Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) Update 
The CTC requested Proposition 1B CMIA sponsors of projects with challenges or 
slower delivery to give an update on the status of their projects.  The projects 
included highway improvements on I-580 and I-880 in Alameda County, US-101 
and I-280 in Santa Clara County, I-80 in Solano County, and US-101 in Sonoma 
County.  
 
As a reminder, the CMIA program has a statutory deadline of December 2012 to 
begin construction. CTC is aiming to have all projects allocated by May 2012 in 
order to make this deadline.  The early deadline is to account for uncertainty in 
bond sales beyond the current project year. With the exception of the I-80/680/12 
Interchange project in Solano County, all projects would be able to meet the 
May/June 2012 allocation deadline set by CTC. For more discussion on the Solano 
Interchange project, refer to item 5b on today’s agenda. 
 
Financial Allocations and Amendment for SMART 
The Sonoma-Marin Area Rapid Transit District (SMART) received a number of 
approvals from CTC related to funding of the SMART Initial Operating Segment 
project. This included allocation of $4.9 million in Proposition 1B State-Local 
Partnership Program (SLPP) funds, and re-distribution of $23 million of Proposition 
116 funds from pre-construction to the construction phase. 
 

Issues: None 
 
Recommendation: Information. No action required. 
 
Attachments:  None 
 
 
J:\COMMITTE\PAC\2012 PAC Meetings\01_Jan'12_PAC\6_CTC_Update.doc 
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Memorandum 

 
DATE: December 27, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
 
FROM: Jacki Taylor, Program Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Third Cycle Lifeline Program Structure 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission: 

1. Approve the project evaluation criteria and weighting to be used for the project selection 
process of the Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program (Cycle 3), and  

2. Approve the programming of Cycle 3 funding for updating Community-Based Transportation 
Plans (CBTPs).  

 
Summary 
MTC released the Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines on December 21st. As 
with the Cycle 2 Lifeline program the Alameda CTC, as the Congestion Management Agency, has 
been designated as the county-level Lifeline Program Administrator. The MTC Guidelines allow for 
additional evaluation criteria and weighting to be added to MTC’s standard evaluation criteria. 
Changes from the Cycle 2 program are proposed and include the addition of STP funds which allow 
for CBTP updates. A proposed schedule for Cycle 3 programming is attached (Attachment B).The 
call for projects is scheduled to be released in late January and adopted county programs are due to 
MTC in May 2012. 
 
Background 
MTC established the Lifeline Transportation Program in 2006 to address the mobility needs of low-
income residents of the San Francisco Bay Area. The Lifeline Program is intended to support 
community-based transportation projects that: 

• Are developed through a collaborative and inclusive planning process that includes broad 
partnerships among a variety of stakeholders. 

• Address transportation gaps and/or barriers identified through a Community-Based 
Transportation Plan (CBTP) or are otherwise based on a documented assessment of needs 
within the designated communities of concern. 

• Expand the range of transportation choices by adding a variety of new or expanded services. 

Two Lifeline funding cycles have been completed to date, providing $74 million for 125 projects 
regionwide. Projects are selected at the county level and are tailored to meet a broad range of locally 
identified needs, including fixed-route transit, transit stop improvements, pedestrian and bicycle 
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access improvements, senior and children’s transportation, community shuttles, auto loan programs, 
and mobility management activities. 
 
Third Cycle Program  
MTC’s Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines are attached (Attachment A). Cycle 
3 proposes $87 million in funding for the region from the following mix of state and federal funds: 

• Proposition 1B Transit,  
• State Transportation Assistance (STA),  
• Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), and  
• Surface Transportation Program (STP).  

Of this amount, $9.5 million is estimated for Alameda County from the STA, JARC, and STP 
sources, with the Proposition 1B funds programmed directly to transit operators in the county (See 
MTC Guidelines, Tables B and C). Appendix 1 of the MTC Guidelines provides detailed information 
by fund source, including sponsor and project eligibility, local match, timing of funds, and reporting 
requirements.  Changes from the Cycle 2 Lifeline program include the following: 

• Proposition 1B Transit funds to be distributed directly to transit operators, approximately $46 
million, (with Alameda CTC concurrence required). This revised process streamlines program 
administration by recognizing Proposition 1B funding eligibility limitations. 

• Low-income population factors to be updated with 2010 Census Data. 

• Three year funding cycle (note the amount of funds anticipated for the 3rd year, FY 12/13, is 
uncertain).  

• Expands the list of acceptable plans from which Lifeline projects must be derived. CBTPs or 
“other substantive local planning efforts” are accepted. 

• Includes a mobility management solicitation. MTC will solicit 1 or 2 mobility management 
projects toward development of Consolidated Transportation Agencies (CTSAs) using 
approximately $0.7 million in available JARC funds. 

• Applicants with multi-county projects will apply to all affected counties. Lifeline Program 
Administrators will work together to score and if selected, determine appropriate funding. 

• $1 million of program to be set aside for the development /implementation of a regional 
means-based fare discount program.  

• For MTC grant administration, transit operators will be required to apply for and maintain 
their own FTA grants. MTC will apply for and maintain FTA grants for non-transit operators. 

• Added project delivery requirements. MTC may reprogram funds if project sponsors fail to 
obligate funds within 12 months of program approval. Sponsors have three years to complete 
their projects. 

 
An estimated $2.1 million of STP funds is included in the overall $9.5 million available, and should 
provide a flexible funding mix for the program including allowing for Community-Based 
Transportation Plan (CBTP) updates. Staff proposes to use a portion of the available STP to update 
the previously completed CBTPs in Alameda County. MTC requires a county-led process involving 
multiple stakeholders to establish a way to prioritize the updates (e.g., oldest first, largest populations, 
highest percentage of implemented projects). Staff proposes use up to 5% of the total Cycle 3 Lifeline 
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Program funds (about $475,000 of STP) to update CBTPs. Staff proposes to prioritize CBTPs 
completed prior to 2008. Additional information on the status and requirements to update these plans 
will be available at the meeting. Because MTC has limited the expenditure period for Cycle3 funds to 
three years, the number of CBTP updates proposed for Cycle 3 may be limited.  
 
Project Selection Process 
Attachment B is the Alameda CTC’s proposed programming schedule for the Lifeline Cycle 3 
program. The Call for Projects is scheduled for release by the end of January. Proposition 1B 
applications will be due mid-February with applications for all other fund sources due at the end of 
February. In light of the complex mix of funding sources and eligibility requirements, the Alameda 
CTC plans to hold an application workshop in February 2012. Received applications will be 
evaluated by a review panel as per the MTC Guidelines. 
  
MTC has established standard evaluation criteria to be used to assess and select projects. The six 
criteria include (1) project need/goals and objectives, (2) community-identified priority, (3) 
implementation plan and project management capacity, (4) coordination and program outreach, 
(5) cost-effectiveness and performance indicators, and (6) project budget/sustainability. Lifeline 
Program Administrators may establish the weight to be assigned for each criterion in the assessment 
process. Additional criteria may be added to a county program but should not replace or supplant the 
regional criteria. MTC staff will review the proposed county program criteria to ensure consistency 
and to facilitate coordination among county programs.  

 
Attachment C is the evaluation criteria and weighting used for the Cycle 2 Lifeline Program and the 
proposed criteria for Cycle 3. ACTAC is requested to recommend approval of the project evaluation 
criteria and weighting to be used for the project selection process of the Cycle 3 Lifeline 
Transportation Program. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  MTC Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines 
Attachment B:  Alameda CTC Proposed Programming Schedule for Lifeline Cycle 3 Program 
Attachment C:  Lifeline Cycle 2 Evaluation Criteria and Weighting  
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 Date: December 21, 2011 
 W.I.: 1311 
 Referred by: PAC 
 
 

ABSTRACT 

Resolution No. 4033 

 

This Resolution adopts the Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines and Fund 

Estimate.   

The following attachment is provided with this Resolution:  

Attachment A — Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines and Funding 
FY2010-11 through FY2012-13 

 

Further discussion of the Lifeline Program Guidelines is provided in the Programming and 

Allocations Committee Summary dated December 14, 2011. 
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 Date: December 21, 2011 
 W.I.: 1311 
 Referred by: PAC 
  
 
 
RE: Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines and Fund Estimate 

 
 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 4033 
 
 

 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional 

transportation agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code Section 

66500 et seq.; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC adopted Resolution 3814, which directed Proposition 1B funds to the 

Lifeline Transportation Program; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC adopted Resolution 3837, which established a consolidated policy for 

State Transit Assistance (STA) – population-based funds, including a set percentage to the 

Lifeline Transportation Program; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC is the designated recipient for federal Job Access Reverse Commute 

(JARC) funds and has incorporated these funds into the Lifeline Transportation Program; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC is the designated recipient for regional Surface Transportation 

Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funds for the 

San Francisco Bay Area and has incorporated or will incorporate certain STP and/or CMAQ 

funds into the Lifeline Transportation Program; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC has conducted a program evaluation of the Lifeline Transportation 

Program and has made revisions to the program based on evaluation results; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC will use the process and criteria set forth in Attachment A of this 

Resolution to fund a program of projects for the third-cycle of the Lifeline Transportation 

Program; now, therefore be it 
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MTC Resolution No. 4033 
Page 2 
 
 

  

 RESOLVED, that MTC approves the program guidelines to be used in the administration 

and selection of the Third Cycle of Lifeline Transportation projects, as set forth in Attachment A 

of this Resolution; and be it further 

 

 RESOLVED, that the Executive Director of MTC is authorized and directed to modify 

the programming targets in Attachment A if the final Lifeline funding apportionments differ 

from the estimated amounts; and be it further 

 

 RESOLVED, that the Executive Director of MTC shall forward a copy of this 

Resolution, and such other information as may be required, to such other agencies as may be 

appropriate. 

 
 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
 
 
   
 Adrienne J. Tissier, Chair 
 
 
 
The above Resolution was entered into by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
at a regular meeting of the Commission held in  
Oakland, California on December 21, 2011. 
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 Date: December 21, 2011 
 W.I.: 1311 
 Referred by: PAC 
  
 Attachment A  
 MTC Resolution No. 4033 

Page 1 of 16 
 

 

Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program Guidelines and Funding 

FY 2011 through FY 2013 
 
Program Goals:  The Lifeline Transportation Program is intended to fund projects that result in 
improved mobility for low-income residents of the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties, and 
are expected to carry out the following regional Lifeline Program goals: 

 
The Lifeline Program supports community-based transportation projects that: 

 

• Are developed through a collaborative and inclusive planning process that 
includes broad partnerships among a variety of stakeholders such as public 
agencies, transit operators, community-based organizations and other community 
stakeholders, and outreach to underrepresented stakeholders. 

• Improve a range of transportation choices by adding a variety of new or expanded 
services including but not limited to: enhanced fixed route transit services, 
shuttles, children’s programs, taxi voucher programs, improved access to autos, 
and capital improvement projects.  

• Address transportation gaps and/or barriers identified in Community-Based 
Transportation Plans (CBTP) or other substantive local planning efforts involving 
focused outreach to low-income populations.  While preference will be given to 
community-based plan priorities, strategies emerging from countywide or 
regional welfare-to-work transportation plans, the Coordinated Public Transit-
Human Services Transportation Plan or other documented assessment of need 
within the designated communities of concern will also be considered.  Findings 
emerging from one or more CBTPs or other relevant planning efforts may also be 
applied to other low-income areas, or otherwise be directed to serve low-income 
constituencies within the county, as applicable. 

• Transportation needs specific to elderly and disabled residents of low-income 
communities may also be considered when funding projects.  Existing 
transportation services may also be eligible for funding. 

 
Program Administration:  The Lifeline Program will be administered by county congestion 
management agencies (CMAs) or other designated county-wide agencies as follows: 
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 Attachment A  
 MTC Resolution No. 4033 

Page 2 of 16 
 

  

County Lifeline Program Administrator 

Alameda  Alameda County Transportation Commission 

Contra Costa Contra Costa Transportation Authority 

Marin Transportation Authority of Marin 

Napa Napa County Transportation Planning Agency 

San Francisco San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

San Mateo City/County Association of Governments 

Santa Clara Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority and Santa Clara County 

Solano Solano Transportation Authority 

Sonoma Sonoma County Transportation Authority 

 
Lifeline Program Administrators are responsible for soliciting applications for the Lifeline 
Program.  This requires a full commitment to a broad, inclusive public involvement process and 
using multiple methods of public outreach.  Methods of public outreach include, but are not 
limited to highlighting the program and application solicitation on the CMA website; sending 
targeted postcards and e-mails to local community-based organizations, city departments, and 
non-profit organizations (particularly those that have previously participated in local planning 
processes); and contacting local elected officials and their staffs.  Further guidance for public 
involvement is contained in MTC’s Public Participation Plan. 
 
For the selection of projects involving federal funds, Lifeline Program Administrators must also 
consider fair and equitable solicitation and selection of project candidates in accordance with 
federal Title VI requirements, i.e. funds must be distributed without regard to race, color, and 
national origin. 
 
Fund Availability:  Fund sources for the Third Cycle Lifeline Program (FY2010-2011 to 
FY2012-2013) include State Transit Assistance (STA), Proposition 1B - Transit funds, Job 
Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), and Surface Transportation Program (STP), as shown in 
Table A.  Note that MTC may apply Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 
(CMAQ) funds instead of STP to CMAQ-eligible projects, and references throughout these 
guidelines to “STP” should be considered as “STP or CMAQ”.  Funding for STA, JARC1, and 
STP will be assigned to counties by each fund source, based on the county’s share of the regional 
poverty population consistent with the estimated distribution outlined in Table B.  Note that the 
county shares were updated using 2010 census data which resulted in some shifts compared to 
previous Lifeline cycles.  Lifeline Program Administrators will assign funds to eligible projects 
in their counties based on a competitive process to be conducted by the Lifeline Program 
Administrators in each county.  Proposition 1B funding will be assigned by MTC directly to 
transit operators and counties based on a formula that distributes half of the funds according to 
the transit operators’ share of the regional low-income ridership and half of the funds according 
to the transit operators’ share of the regional low-income population. The formula distribution is 
shown in Table C.  All funded projects must meet the eligibility requirements of the respective 
funding source. See Appendix 1 for detailed eligibility requirements by fund source. 
 

                                                 
1 Consistent with federal JARC guidance, MTC may set aside up to five percent of the region's FY11, FY12 and 
FY13 JARC apportionments to fund administration, planning and technical assistance. 
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 Attachment A  
 MTC Resolution No. 4033 

Page 3 of 16 
 

  

MTC will set aside up to $1 million in STA funds toward the development and implementation 
of a regional means-based discount. In Phase 1 of the means-based discount project, MTC will 
develop the regional concept, including identifying who is eligible, costs, funding, relationship to 
other discounts, etc. MTC will convene a regional Technical Advisory Committee to assist with 
scope development and project oversight. Depending on the results of Phase 1, any remaining 
funds from the $1 million set-aside will be used for implementation activities. 
 
Multi-Year Programming:  The Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program will cover a three-
year programming cycle, FY2010-2011 to FY2012-2013.   
 
Competitive Process:  Projects must be selected through an open, competitive process with the 
following exceptions: 
 
(1) In an effort to address the sustainability of fixed-route transit operations, Lifeline Program 
Administrators may elect to allocate some or all of their STA funds directly to transit operators 
for Lifeline transit operations within the county.  Projects must be identified as Lifeline projects 
before transit operators can claim funds, and will be subject to Lifeline Program reporting 
requirements. 
 
(2) In most cases, Proposition 1B Transit funds will be allocated directly to transit operators by 
MTC, due to the limited eligibility and uses of this fund source.  Upon concurrence from the 
applicable governing board of the CMA, transit operators may program funds to any capital 
project that is consistent with the Lifeline Program and goals, and is eligible for this fund source. 
Transit operators are encouraged to consider needs throughout their service area. Projects must 
be identified as Lifeline projects before transit operators can claim funds, and, at the discretion of 
the Lifeline Program Administrators, may be subject to Lifeline Program reporting requirements.  
For Solano and Sonoma counties, Proposition 1B funds are being directed to the CMA, who 
should include these funds in the overall Lifeline programming effort (keeping in mind the 
limited sponsor and project eligibility of Proposition 1B funds). 
 
Other exceptions may be considered by MTC on a case-by-case basis but must meet the 
guidelines/restrictions of the applicable fund sources. LPAs should contact MTC staff as early as 
possible for any exception requests. 
 
Grant Application:  To ensure a streamlined application process for project sponsors, a universal 
application form (or standard format and content for project proposals) will be used, but, with 
review and approval from MTC, may be modified as appropriate by the Lifeline Program 
Administrator for inclusion of county-specific grant requirements.  
 
Applicants with multi-county projects must notify the relevant Lifeline Program Administrators 
and MTC about their intent to submit a multi-county project, and submit copies of their 
application to all of the relevant counties. If the counties have different application forms, the 
applicant can submit the same form to all counties, but should contact the Lifeline Program 
Administrators to determine the appropriate form. If the counties have different application 
deadlines, the applicant should adhere to the earliest deadline. The Lifeline Program 
Administrators will work together to score and rank the multi-county projects, and, if selected, to 
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determine appropriate funding. (Note: Multi-county operators with projects that are located in a 
single county need only apply to the county where the project is located.) 
 
Program Match:  The Lifeline Program requires a minimum local match of 20% of the total 
project cost; new Lifeline Transportation Program funds may cover a maximum of 80% of the 
total project cost. 
 
There are two exceptions to the 20% match requirement: 
 
(1) JARC operating projects require a 50% match.  However, consistent with MTC’s approach in 
previous funding cycles, Lifeline Program Administrators may use STA funds to cover the 30% 
difference for projects that are eligible for both JARC and STA funds. 
 
(2) All auto-related projects require a 50% match. 
 
Project sponsors may use certain federal or local funding sources (Transportation Development 
Act, operator controlled State Transit Assistance, local sales tax revenue, etc.) to meet the match 
requirement.  The match may include a non-cash component such as donations, volunteer 
services, or in-kind contributions as long as the value of each is documented and supported, 
represents a cost that would otherwise be eligible under the program, and is included in the net 
project costs in the project budget. 
 
For JARC projects, the local match can be non-Department of Transportation (DOT) federal 
funds.  Eligible sources of non-DOT federal funds include: Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF), Community Services Block Grants (CSBG) and Social Services Block Grants 
(SSBG) administered by the US Department of Health and Human Services or Community 
Development Block grants (CDBG) and HOPE VI grants administered by the US Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  Grant funds from private foundations may also be 
used to meet the match requirement. 
 
Eligible Projects:  Per the requirements set forth in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), projects selected for funding 
under the JARC program must be “derived from a locally developed, coordinated public transit-
human services transportation plan”, and the plan must be “developed through a process that 
includes representatives of public, private, and non-profit transportation and human services 
providers and participation by members of the public.”  A locally developed, coordinated, public 
transit-human services transportation plan (“coordinated plan”) identified the transportation 
needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with low incomes, and provides 
strategies for meeting those local needs.  The Bay Area’s Coordinated Plan was adopted in 
December 2007 and is available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/pths/.  The plan includes a 
low-income component and an elderly and disabled component.  
 
Eligible operating projects, consistent with requirements of funding sources, may include (but 
are not limited to) new or enhanced fixed route transit services, restoration of lifeline-related 
transit services eliminated due to budget shortfalls, shuttles, children’s transportation programs, 
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taxi voucher programs, improved access to autos, etc.  See Appendix 1 for additional details 
about eligibility by funding source. 
 
Eligible capital projects, consistent with requirements of funding sources, include (but are not 
limited to) purchase of vehicles; bus stop enhancements, including the provision of bus shelters, 
benches, lighting or sidewalk improvements at or near transit stops; rehabilitation, safety or 
modernization improvements; or other enhancements to improve transportation access for 
residents of low-income communities.  See Appendix 1 for additional details about eligibility by 
funding source. 
 
Eligible planning projects, consistent with requirements of funding sources, include (but are not 
limited to) planning assistance for updating Community-Based Transportation Plans (CBTP), 
consolidated transportation services planning, and bicycle and pedestrian planning projects.  
CBTP updates are eligible for STP funding provided the following conditions are met: 1) All of 
the previously identified CBTPs in the county have been completed2; 2) The county has 
identified a lead agency to update the status of existing plans, needs, and projects, and to track 
implementation of projects over time; 3) A county-led process involving multiple stakeholders 
has established a way to set priorities for plan updates within the county (e.g., oldest first, largest 
populations, highest percentage of implemented projects); 4) Communities getting plan updates 
must be identified as Communities of Concern (CoCs) as part of the Plan Bay Area process to 
have priority, but countywide updates will be considered in counties with either no CoCs or with 
more than two-thirds of the county low-income population residing outside designated CoCs.  
Counties may decide whether and/or how to prioritize CBTP updates over other eligible uses 
such as bicycle and pedestrian projects. See Appendix 1 for additional details about eligibility by 
funding source. 
 
Transportation needs specific to elderly and disabled residents of low-income communities may 
also be considered when funding Lifeline projects. 
 

Project Selection/Draft Program of Projects:  MTC is the designated recipient for the Bay Area’s 
large Urbanized Area (UA) funding apportionment of JARC funds.  Caltrans is the designated 
recipient for California’s small and non-UA funding apportionment of JARC funds.  As the 
designated recipient, MTC is responsible for ensuring a competitive selection process to 
determine which projects should receive funding.  For the large UA apportionment, the 
competitive selection is conducted on a county-wide basis.  For the small and non-UA 
apportionment, the competitive selection is conducted by Caltrans. 
 
For the MTC process, standard evaluation criteria will be used to assess and select projects.  The 
six criteria include (1) project need/goals and objectives, (2) community-identified priority, (3) 
implementation plan and project management capacity, (4) coordination and program outreach, 
(5) cost-effectiveness and performance indicators, and (6) project budget/sustainability.3  Lifeline 

                                                 
2 Because funding has been available for completing the region’s remaining CBTPs since 2008, counties who have 
not completed all of their existing plans will not be eligible for any plan update funds. MTC’s expectation is that all 
CBTPs will be complete by the end of this cycle. 
3 For future cycles of the Lifeline Transportation Program, transit operations projects will need to be consistent with 

recommendations stemming from MTC’s Transit Sustainability Project. See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tsp/ 
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Program Administrators may establish the weight to be assigned for each criterion in the 
assessment process. 

 

Additional criteria may be added to a county program but should not replace or supplant the 
regional criteria.  MTC staff will review the proposed county program criteria to ensure 
consistency and to facilitate coordination among county programs. 
 
Each county will appoint a local review team of CMA staff, the local low-income or minority 
representative from MTC’s Policy Advisory Council, and representatives of local stakeholders, 
such as, transit operators, other transportation providers, community-based organizations, social 
service agencies, and local jurisdictions, to score and select projects.  Counties are strongly 
encouraged to appoint a diverse group of stakeholders for their local review team.  Each county 
will assign local priorities for project selection. 
 
In funding projects, preference will be given to strategies emerging from local CBTP processes 
or other substantive local planning efforts involving focused outreach to low-income 
populations.  Projects included in countywide regional welfare-to-work transportation plans, the 
Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan or other documented 
assessment of need within the designated communities of concern will also be considered.  
Findings emerging from one or more CBTPs or other relevant planning efforts may also be 
applied to other low-income areas, or otherwise be directed to serve low-income constituencies 
within the county, as applicable.  Regional Lifeline funds should not supplant or replace existing 
sources of funds. 
 

A full program of projects is due to MTC from each Lifeline Program Administrator on May 15, 
2012.  However, with state and federal funding uncertainties, sponsors with projects selected for 
FY2013 JARC funds should plan to defer the start of those projects until the funding is 
appropriated and secured.  Lifeline Program Administrators, at their discretion, may opt to 
prioritize high scoring projects with FY2011 and FY2012 funds.  MTC staff will work with 
Lifeline Program Administrators on this sequencing; more will be known about the FY2013 
funds near the end of calendar year 2012. 
 
Project Delivery:  All projects funded under the county programs are subject to MTC obligation 
deadlines and project delivery requirements. STP funds are subject to all of the delivery 
requirements in MTC Res. 3606. All projects will be subject to a “use it or lose it” policy.  
Beginning this cycle, MTC is adding a project delivery requirement that project sponsors must 
expend the Lifeline Transportation funds within three years of the grant award or execution of 
subrecipient agreement with MTC, whichever is applicable. 
 

Policy Board Adoption:  Prior to the programming of funds to any project, MTC requires that the 
project sponsor adopt and submit a resolution of local support. Projects recommended for STA, 
JARC and STP funding must be submitted to and approved by the respective governing board of 
the Lifeline Program Administrator. Projects funded with Proposition 1B Transit funds must 
have concurrence from the applicable CMA; furthermore, Caltrans requires that Proposition 1B - 
Transit projects either be consistent with the project sponsor’s most recent short-range transit 
plan (SRTP), as evidenced by attaching the relevant SRTP page to the allocation request, or be 
accompanied by a certified Board Resolution from the project sponsor’s governing board. For all 
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funds, the appropriate governing board shall resolve that approved projects not only exemplify 
Lifeline Program goals, but that the local project sponsors understand and agree to meeting all 
project delivery, funding match and eligibility requirements, and obligation and reporting 
deadlines and requirements. 
 

Project Oversight:  For Lifeline projects funded by STA, JARC, and STP, Lifeline Program 
Administrators are responsible for programmatic and fiscal oversight, and for ensuring projects 
meet MTC obligation deadlines and project delivery requirements.  In addition, Lifeline Program 
Administrators will ensure that projects substantially carry out the scope described in the grant 
applications for the period of performance, and are responsible for approving reimbursement 
requests, budget changes, and scope of work changes, prior to MTC’s authorization.  All scope 
changes must be fully explained and must demonstrate consistency with Lifeline Program goals.  
Any changes to JARC or STP funded projects must be reported to MTC and reconciled with 
FTA (or FHWA, as applicable for STP funds). 
 
For projects funded by Proposition 1B, the Lifeline Program Administrators are encouraged to 
continue coordination efforts with the project sponsors if they feel that it would be beneficial 
toward meeting the Lifeline goals; however, this may not be necessary or beneficial for all 
Proposition 1B projects. 
 
See appendix 1 for detailed accountability and reporting requirements by funding source. 
 

As part of the Call for Projects, applicants will be asked to establish project goals, and to identify 
basic performance indicators to be collected in order to measure the effectiveness of the Lifeline 
projects.  At a minimum, performance measures for service-related projects would include: 
documentation of new “units” of service provided with the funding (e.g., number of trips, service 
hours, workshops held, car loans provided), cost per unit of service, and a qualitative summary 
of service delivery procedures employed for the project. For capital projects, project sponsors are 
responsible for establishing milestones and reporting on the status of project delivery.  For 
planning projects, project sponsors are responsible for establishing a schedule of deliverables 
related to the project.  Project sponsors are responsible for satisfying all reporting requirements, 
as referenced in Appendix 1.  Lifeline Program Administrators will forward all reports 
containing performance measures to MTC for review and overall monitoring of the Lifeline 
Transportation Program. 
 
Fund Administration: 
For projects receiving JARC Funds: MTC will enter all projects into the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). For projects sponsored by non-Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) grantees, e.g., nonprofits or other local government entities, MTC will enter projects into 
MTC’s FTA grant planned to be submitted in fall 2012. Following FTA approval of the grant, 
MTC will enter into funding agreements with subrecipients. Transit operators who are FTA 
grantees will act as direct recipients, and will submit grant applications to FTA directly.  MTC 
reserves the right to reprogram funds if direct recipients fail to obligate the funds through grant 
submittal and FTA approval within 12 months of program approval. See Appendix 2 for federal 
compliance requirements. 
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For projects receiving STA funds: For transit operators receiving STA funds, MTC will allocate 
funds directly through the annual STA claims process. For other STA eligible projects 
administered by sponsors who are not STA eligible recipients, the project sponsor is responsible 
for identifying a local transit operator who will act as a pass-through for the STA funds, and will 
likely seek to enter into a funding agreement directly with the project sponsor. 
 
For projects receiving Proposition 1B Transit Funds: Project sponsors receiving Proposition 1B 
funds must submit a Proposition 1B application to MTC for submittal to Caltrans with prior 
review by MTC.  The estimated due date to Caltrans is June 1, 2012.  The state will distribute 
funds directly to the project sponsor.  Note that although the Proposition 1B Transit Program is 
intended to be an advance-payment program, actual disbursement of funds is dependent on the 
State budget and State bond sales.   
 
For projects receiving STP funds: Projects must comply with the provisions of the Cycle 2 
STP/CMAQ programming guidelines and program adoption, and project sponsors must submit a 
Local Resolution of Support (template located on MTC’s Website at: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/STPCMAQ/) meet all of the delivery requirements in MTC 
Resolution 3606 (located on MTC’s Website at: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/delivery/) and 
STP funds must be obligated by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or transferred to 
FTA by April 30, 2014. Furthermore, the following provisions apply accordingly: 
  

• Transit operators who are FTA grantees will act as direct recipients, and will enter 
projects into the TIP, request FHWA transfers through Caltrans and submit grant 
applications to FTA directly. MTC reserves the right to reprogram funds if direct 
recipients fail to obligate the funds through grant submittal and FTA approval within 
18 months of MTC approval of the project. 

• For non-FTA grantees with transit projects, the CMA (or appropriate agency) will enter 
projects into the TIP, request a transfer of funds from FHWA to FTA, and include the 
projects into an FTA grant for submittal in spring 2013. Following FTA approval of the 
grant, the CMA or appropriate agency will execute funding agreements with the 
implementing entity. 

• Local non-transit agencies with non-transit projects (e.g., planning, bicycle, and 
pedestrian projects) will receive the funding directly, and will enter projects into the TIP 
and submit obligation/authorization requests through Caltrans to FHWA. (See Appendix 
2 for federal compliance requirements.) 
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Timeline Summary 
 

Program Action Date 

JARC/STA/STP MTC issues guidelines to counties December 21, 2011 

Prop 1B Transit operators submit draft project lists to 
CMAs 

February 15, 2012 

Prop 1B Allocation requests due to MTC (concurrence 
from the CMA is required) 

April 11, 2012 

Prop 1B MTC & transit operators submit TIP 
amendments 

End of April – Deadline TBD 

Prop 1B Commission approval of Prop 1B projects May 23, 2012 

Prop 1B MTC submits FY11 request to Caltrans June 1, 2012 

JARC/STA/STP Board-approved programs due to MTC from 
CMAs 

May 15, 2012 

JARC/STA/STP MTC and transit operators submit TIP 
Amendments 

June/July 2012 – Deadline TBD 

JARC/STA/STP Commission approval of Program of Projects June 27, 2012 

STA Operators can file claims for FY12 and FY13 After Commission Approval 

JARC MTC and transit operators submit FTA grants 
with FY11 and FY12 JARC projects 

November/December 2012 

(following TIP approval) 

JARC FY11 and FY12 JARC-funded project sponsors 
enter into funding agreements 

January/February 2013 

(following FTA grant approval) 

JARC/STP MTC confirms availability of FY13 funds; 
MTC and transit operators submit TIP 
Amendments for FY13 projects 

Winter/Spring 2013 (est.) 

JARC/STP MTC and transit operators submit FTA grant or 
FHWA obligation request with FY13 projects 

Spring/Summer 2013 

(following TIP approval) 

JARC/STP FY13 project sponsors enter into funding 
agreements (if applicable) 

Summer/Fall 2013 

(following FTA grant approval) 

STP Deadline for STP funds to be obligated or 
transferred to FTA 

April 30, 2014 
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Appendix 2 

Lifeline Transportation Program Third Cycle Funding  
 

Compliance with Federal Requirements for 

Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) and Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds 
 

Applicants should be prepared to abide by all applicable federal requirements as specified in 49 U.S.C. Section 
5316, FTA Circulars C 9050.1 and 4702.1A, the most current FTA Master Agreement MA(13), and the most 
current Certifications and Assurances for FTA Assistance Programs. 
 
MTC includes language regarding these federal requirements in its funding agreements with subrecipients and 
requires each subrecipient to execute a certification of compliance with the relevant federal requirements.  
Subrecipient certifications are required of the subrecipient prior to the execution of a funding agreement by MTC 
and annually thereafter when FTA publishes the annual list of certifications and assurances. 
 
Direct recipients are responsible for adhering to FTA requirements through their agreements and grants with FTA 
directly. 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
In connection with MTC’s Title VI monitoring obligations, as outlined in FTA Circular 4702.1A (Title VI and 
Title VI-Dependent Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients), applicants will be required to 
provide the following information in the grant application: 

a. The organization’s policy regarding Civil Rights (based on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act) and for 
ensuring that benefits of the project are distributed equitably among low-income and minority population 
groups in the project’s service area. 

b. Information on whether the project will provide assistance to predominately minority and low-income 
populations. (Projects are classified as providing service to predominately minority and low-income 
populations if the proportion of minority and low-income people in the project’s service area exceeds the 
regional average minority and low-income population.) 

 
In order to document that federal funds are passed through without regard to race, color or national origin, and to 
document that minority populations are not being denied the benefits of or excluded from participation in the 
Lifeline Transportation Program, MTC will keep a record of applications submitted for Lifeline funding.  MTC’s 
records will identify those applicants that would use grant program funds to provide assistance to predominately 
minority and low-income populations and indicate whether those applicants were accepted or rejected for funding. 
 
MTC requires that all JARC and STP subrecipients submit all appropriate FTA certifications and assurances to 
MTC prior to funding agreement execution and annually thereafter when FTA publishes the annual list of 
certifications and assurances.  MTC will not execute any funding agreements prior to having received these items 
from the selected subrecipients.  MTC, within its administration, planning, and technical assistance capacity, also 
will comply with all appropriate certifications and assurances for FTA assistance programs and will submit this 
information to the FTA as required. 
 
 
The certifications and assurances pertaining to civil rights include: 

1. Nondiscrimination Assurances in Accordance with the Civil Rights Act 
2. Documentation Pertaining to Civil Rights Lawsuits and Complaints 

 
Nondiscrimination assurances included above involve the prohibition of discrimination on the basis of race, color, 
creed, national origin, sex, or age, and prohibit discrimination in employment or business opportunity, as 
specified by 49 U.S.C. 5332 (otherwise known as Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964O, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 2000d et seq.) and U.S. DOT regulations, Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs of the 
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Department of Transportation-Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, 49 C.F.R. Part 21. By complying 
with the Civil Rights Act, no person, on the basis of race, color, national origin, creed, sex, or age, will be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of any program for which the subrecipient receives federal 
funding via MTC. 
 
As a condition of receiving JARC and STP funds, subrecipients must comply with the requirements of the US 
Department of Transportation’s Title VI regulations.  The purpose of Title VI is to ensure that no person in the 
United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance.  Subrecipients are also responsible for ensuring compliance of each third party contractor at any tier of 
the project. 
 
Subrecipients must develop procedures for investigating and tracking Title Vi complaints filed against them and 
make their procedures for filing a complaint available to members of the public upon request.  In order to reduce 
the administrative burden associated with this requirement, subrecipients may adopt the Title VI complaint 
investigation and tracking procedures developed by MTC. 
 
Subrecipients must prepare and maintain a list of any active investigations conducted by entities other than FTA, 
lawsuits, or complaints naming the subrecipient that allege discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national 
origin.  This list shall include the date, summary of allegations, current status, and actions taken by the 
subrecipient in response to the investigation, lawsuit, or complaint. 
 
Subrecipients must provide information to the public regarding their Title VI obligations and apprise members of 
the public of the protections against discrimination afforded to them by Title VI. Subrecipients that provide transit 
service shall disseminate this information to the public through measures that can include but shall not be limited 
to a posting on the agency’s Web site. 
 
All successful subrecipients must submit compliance reports to MTC. The following contents will be required 
with the submission of the standard agreement and annually thereafter with the submission of the annual FTA 
certifications and assurances: 
 
1. A summary of public outreach and involvement activities undertaken and a description of steps taken to 

ensure that minority and low-income people had meaningful access to these activities. 
 
2. A copy of the subrecipient’s plan for providing language assistance for persons with limited English 

proficiency (LEP) that was based on the DOT LEP Guidance or a copy of the agency’s alternative 
framework for providing language assistance. 

 
3. A copy of the subrecipient procedures for tracking and investigating Title VI complaints.  
 
4. A list of any Title VI investigations, complaints, or lawsuits filed with the subrecipient. This list should 

include only those investigations, complaints, or lawsuits that pertain to the subrecipient submitting the 
report, not necessarily the larger agency or department of which the entity is a part. 

 
5. A copy of the subrecipient’s notice to the public that it complies with Title VI and instructions to the public 

on how to file a discrimination complaint. 
 
The first compliance report, submitted with the standard agreement, must contain all of the contents listed above. 
If, prior to the deadline for subsequent compliance reports, the subrecipient has not altered items 2, 3 and 5 above 
(its language assistance policies, procedures for tracking and investigating a Title VI complaint, or its notice to the 
public that it complies with Title VI and instructions to the public on how to file a Title VI complaint), the 
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subrecipient should submit a statement to this effect in lieu of copies of the original documents. The annual 
compliance report should include an update on items 1 and 4. 
 
Dun and Bradstreet (D&B) Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) 
JARC and STP recipients/subrecipients will be required to have a Dun and Bradstreet (D&B) Data Universal 
Numbering System (DUNS) number and provide it during the application process.4  A DUNS number may be 
obtained from D&B by telephone (866-705-5711) or the Internet (http://fedgov.dnb.com/webform). 
 
Role of Recipients/Subrecipients:  JARC and STP recipients/subrecipients’ responsibilities include: 

- For direct recipients (transit operators who are FTA grantees), submitting a grant application to FTA 
and carrying out the terms of the grant; 

- Meeting program requirements and grant/funding agreements requirements including, but not limited 
to, Title VI reporting requirements; 

- Making best efforts to execute selected projects; and 
- Complying with other applicable local, state, and federal requirements.  

 
 

                                                 
4 A Dun and Bradstreet (D&B) Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) number is a unique, non-indicative 9-digit 
identifier issued and maintained by D&B that verifies the existence of a business entity. The DUNS number is a universal 
identifier required for Federal financial assistance applicants, as well as recipients and their direct subrecipients. 
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 Alameda CTC Proposed Programming Schedule for Lifeline Cycle 3 

Programming Activities Date 

Draft fund estimate and schedule to ACTAC December 6, 2011 

MTC to release guidelines  December 21, 2011 

Alameda CTC review/approve process January 2012 

Alameda CTC to release Call for Projects (CFP) January 31, 2012 

Alameda CTC to hold application workshop February 2012 

Applications due to Alameda CTC for Transit 
Operator Prop. 1B requests 

Mid-February 2012 

Applications due to Alameda CTC for other 
(STA/JARC/STP) funding sources requests 

End of February 2012 

Alameda CTC to approve Transit Operator Prop. 1 B 
proposed projects 

March/April 2011 

Draft program of projects to Alameda CTC 
Committees and Board 

April 2012 

Alameda CTC approved Transit Operator Prop. 1B 
requests due to MTC  

April 11, 2012 

Final program to Alameda CTC Committees and 
Board 

May 2012 

Alameda CTC approved program due to MTC  May 15, 2012 

MTC approval of program June 27, 2012  

Operators can file STA claims for FYs 11/12 and 
12/13 

Following MTC 
approval 

Sponsors of FYs 10/11 and 11/12 JARC/STP funded 
projects enter into funding agreements with MTC 

Jan/Feb 2013 
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Memorandum 

 
DATE: December 22, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
 
FROM: Jacki Taylor, Program Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Advance Programming of $45,000 of Lifeline Cycle 3 Funding for 

the Neighborhood Bike Centers Program 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the advance programming of $45,000 of federal Job 
Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) funding from the Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation 
Program (Cycle 3) to the Neighborhood Bike Centers program. 
 
Summary 
The Neighborhood Bike Centers, operated by Cycles of Change, was initially funded for two years 
through the Cycle 2 Lifeline program. In MTC’s evaluation of the Cycle 2 Program, the 
Neighborhood Bike Centers program was highlighted as an example of best practices. Cycles of 
Change has managed to stretch the original Lifeline funding to last an additional 6 months, to 
December 2011, but operations will cease after the end of the year if additional funding is not 
identified. Cycles of Change intends to apply for Lifeline Cycle 3 funding to continue the program, 
but the Cycle 3 JARC funds are not anticipated to be available until January 2013. An advance will 
allow this program to apply for future funding through Cycle 3.  
 
Background 
As detailed in Attachment A, the Neighborhood Bike Centers (Bike-Go-Round) Program, operated 
by the non-profit, Cycles of Change, recovers, restores, and distributes bicycles for use by eligible 
low-income residents of targeted communities of concern. Individuals are invited to take part in the 
program based on their commitment to use bicycling and transit as their primary transportation in 
getting to work, school, shopping, and other daily needs. In addition to receiving a bicycle lock and 
helmet, program participants complete an urban cycling training course from certified instructors and 
are given personal transportation consultation which enables them to plan and conduct their daily 
activities using bicycles and transit. Neighborhood Bike Centers currently operate at the following 
two locations: (1) West Oakland, based at MOHR 1 Community Center at 741 Filbert St. serving 
residents within a two-mile radius of the West Oakland BART station, and (2) Central/East Oakland, 
based at the Bikery, Cycles of Change Community Bicycle shop, at 2289 International Blvd, serving 
residents within two miles of the 12th St., 19th St., Fruitvale, and Coliseum BART stations. 
 
Lifeline is a funding program that addresses the mobility needs of low-income residents and is 
intended to support community-based transportation projects that address transportation gaps and/or 
barriers within designated communities of concern and expand the range of transportation choices by 
adding a variety of new or expanded services. In 2009, the Alameda County Congestion Management 
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Agency Board (a predecessor agency to the Alameda CTC) approved Cycle 2 Lifeline funding for the 
Neighborhood Bike Centers. The program has provided a total of 1,450 adults and youth with on-
road safety training and distributing 325 bicycles to youth for the purpose of attending school and to 
440 adults for the purpose of commuting to employment. In MTC’s recent evaluation report of the 
Cycle 2 Lifeline program, the Neighborhood Bike Centers was a project highlighted as an example of 
best practices. Attachment B provides an overview of the first year of the Neighborhood Bike Centers 
program (2010). 
 
The Cycle 2 Lifeline grant provided $314,000 of federal JARC funds for two years of program 
operations, ending June 30, 2011. The JARC funds required a 50% match. Through cost savings and 
reduced program operations, Cycles for Change has been able to stretch the original 2-year budget to 
last an additional 6 months, through December 31, 2011, but they have not been successful in 
securing additional funds to continue the program beyond this date. A call for projects for the Cycle 3 
Lifeline program is scheduled to be released in early 2012, but the funding will not be available to the 
approved projects until early 2013. Cycles of Change intends to apply for Cycle 3 funding of Lifeline 
funding, but even if successful, because Cycle 3 funds are not anticipated to be available until 
January 2013, it is faced with a one-year funding gap for 2012 and has indicated that program 
operations will cease December 31, 2011 unless additional funding can be secured. 
 
Working with MTC, Cycles of Change, East Bay Bicycle Coalition and other Lifeline program 
partners, staff propose to advance $45,000 of Cycle 3 Lifeline JARC funding to the Neighborhood 
Bike Centers program. This scenario is dependent upon securing the 50% local match required for the 
proposed JARC funds. Cycles of Change has prepared a budget (Attachment C) showing two 
program options: (1) continuation of the current program (that allows for two classes per month) with 
a $161,600 annual cost and (2) a scaled-back program of approximately 50% of current operations 
(allowing for one class per month) with a $95,000 annual cost. Given that the scenario requires the 
advancing of Cycle 3 Lifeline funding, staff proposes to fund operations at the $95,000 level for 
2012, limiting the federal funding requested to $45,000.  Staff also proposes to secure the required 
local match from the Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund. At its 
December 15th meeting, the Alameda County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 
recommended Board approval of the $50,000 request for Measure B for the Neighborhood Bike 
Centers.   
 
This funding proposal, comprising $45,000 JARC and $50,000 Measure B, will provide funding for 
the Neighborhood Bike Centers program for calendar year 2012, allowing Cycles of Change to apply 
for additional Lifeline funds through the regular Cycle 3 programming process. 
 
Next Steps.  
The ACTAC and BPAC recommendations will be brought to the PPC and Alameda CTC Board in 
January 2012. Concurrently, MTC will be considering the same request for the advance of the Cycle 
3 funding. If the advance and related actions are approved by both Alameda CTC and MTC in 
January, MTC will enter into a funding agreement with Cycles of Change for the JARC funds which 
will allow for program costs incurred as of January 1, 2012 to be eligible for reimbursement.  
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Neighborhood Bike Centers program - 2012 Scope 
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Attachment B:  Neighborhood Bike Centers program - 2012 Project Budget 
Attachment C:  Neighborhood Bicycle Transportation Centers program – Year One Overview  
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Lifeline Transportation Program:  Cycles of Change Neighborhood Bicycle Centers 
 

2-YEAR PROGRAM OUTCOMES 
 
Number of adults and youth provided on-road safety training: 1,450 
Youth that received bicycle for purpose of attending educational institution: 325 
Adults that received bicycle for purpose of attending employment/other: 440 
 

AMENDED SCOPE OF WORK (for Lifeline funding agreement)  
 
Proposed outcomes for 3rd year (2012) with modified schedule (scaled back by one half): 
 
Number of adults and youth provided on-road safety training: 600 
Youth receiving bicycle for purpose of attending educational institution:  100 
Adults receiving bicycle for purpose of attending employment/other: 120 
 
 
RECIPIENT shall use Lifeline funds to continue its Neighborhood Bicycle 
Transportation Centers bicycle distribution and education program at two neighborhood-
based centers of social services: 
 
1. West Oakland, based at MOHR 1 Community Center at 741 Filbert St. serving 
residents within a two-mile radius of the BART station. 
2. Central/East Oakland, based at the Bikery, Cycles of Change Community Bicycle 
shop at 2289 International Blvd, serving residents within two miles of the 12th St. and 
19th St. Oakland BART stations, Fruitvale, and Coliseum BART station. 
 
RECIPIENT shall continue to work with existing partnerships to recover, restore, and 
distribute bicycles for use by eligible low-income residents of targeted communities of 
concern. Individuals shall be invited to take part in the program based on their 
commitment to use the bicycle and transit as their primary transportation in getting to 
work, school, shopping, and other daily needs. In addition to receiving a bicycle lock and 
helmet, program participants shall complete an urban cycling training course from 
certified instructors. Finally, program participants shall be given personal transportation 
consultation which shall enable them to plan and conduct all their weekly activities using 
bicycles and transit. 
 
Over the next year, RECIPIENT’s bicycle distribution and education programs shall 
enable 600 low-income residents of the targeted areas to successfully use their bicycle 
and transit system to satisfy their daily transportation needs. Participants will be able to 
reach jobs over a wide geographic range that involve working off-hours, or are away 
from major bus lines. In addition, bicycles and training received will allow easier access 
to far more choices for basic necessities, services, and community resources. Having an 
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efficient, reliable, zero-cost, flexible, safe transportation system will open up a wide array 
of economic possibilities for participants while easing one of the major stresses of their 
lives. 
Cycles of Change currently operates bicycle education and distribution programs at 
schools and community centers in low-income communities around the East Bay. The 
neighborhood-based service centers would continue to overcome basic barriers by: 

• Making commuter-outfitted bicycles (helmet, rack, lock) available at no cost; 

• Educating participants how to ride safely in traffic;  

• Teaching participants how to maintain and fix their bicycles; and  

•  Creating a personalized bicycle-based transportation plan using routes that are safe 
from traffic and other hazards, and making connections to BART and main bus lines. 

 
RECIPIENT shall select individuals who are interested in the program based on their 
commitment to use the bicycle as a main form of transportation (50% of trips), including 
to get to work or school. As part of the selection process, each participant shall be asked 
to attend a workshop to introduce them to the basics of how to use the bike to get around 
their area, including safe riding practices, route-planning, and basic maintenance. At the 
end of each workshop, program staff shall give individual consultation to each 
participant, walking them through their daily transportation needs and advising them on 
how to meet them using bicycles and transit-based travel. 
 
A month after receiving the bicycle (along with helmet, lock, and bicycle map), program 
staff shall do a follow-up evaluation with each participant that tracks how they are using 
the bicycle to meet their daily transportation needs. Through these follow-up evaluations, 
along with initial surveys, staff will be able to determine the effect to which the program 
is achieving desired program goals of providing low-income persons with low-cost, 
efficient transportation to work, school, and basic needs. The program coordinator shall 
record operating data in a spreadsheet and monitor program expenses using existing 
processes that track financial and operating information. 
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CYCLES OF CHANGE 
 

 
 

Bike-Go-Round Adult Commuter Program 

Year One Program Overview 
January 20, 2010 
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Cover Photo:  Adult participants practice signaling while test-riding their refurbished bicycles. 

 
1. Accomplishments 
Background: 

Since 1998, Cycles of Change has operated bicycle distribution and bicycle education programs 
in low-income areas around the east bay. Working in close partnership with public schools, 
community centers, and social service providers we have assisted over 13,500 youth and adults 
in using bikes and public transit systems as their main transportation.   

Lifeline funds for 2009-2011 has enabled Cycles to expand this work through our existing and 
newly forged partnerships.  Our objective of recovering, restoring, and distributing bicycles for 
use by eligible low-income adult residents, has met with great success in our targeted 
communities.   

B-G-R 

As stated by our plan, our intention was to present a class in urban bike commuting safety and 
give the participants a restored mountain or commuter bike, equipped with a cargo rack, safety 
lights, a U-lock, and a helmet.  The four hour training we provide to participants includes on-
road training, basic traffic laws and basic bike maintenance.  Upon completion of this one-day 
session, the new Bike Go Round (BGR) member is ready to hit the streets with their new 
transportation options.  Six weeks after this training, participants return for a follow-up survey 
and consultation to let us know how often they ride and any outstanding concerns. 

Our plan to operate from existing neighborhood bicycle centers in our target communities has 
been successful and contributed to our expanding the level of services provided in those 
neighborhoods. Our most developed Neighborhood Bicycle Center to date is the East Oakland 
site, the Cycles of Change bike repair shop, The Bikery.   

Located at 2289 International Blvd., a half mile away from Cycles of Change first school 
program at Roosevelt Middle School (founded in 1998), the Bikery facility opened in the 
Summer of 2009.  Since that time, Lifeline funding has expanded our hours of operation and 
supports salaries for bike mechanic staff that restore donated bicycles to recycle back out to the 
community through the Bike Go Round Program.  

Our initial plan identified three target communities in the greater east bay where we wanted to be 
viable.  These areas are West Oakland (2-mile radius of West Oakland BART station), East 
Oakland (2-mile radius of Fruitvale and Coliseum BART stations), and West Alameda (West of 
Webster Street and Naval Base). [see APENDIX i, page 6] 

Our first class and bike give-away in West Oakland was held Sunday, March 7, 2010. Fifteen 
adult participants were present for the class, and they all received bikes and the accompanying 
gear.  To date, we have given five classes, and given away thirty-eight bikes in West Oakland. 

The first class in West Alameda was held on Sunday, March 21, 2010.  This class consisted of 
eleven adults, and each received bicycles and gear. To date, two classes have been held in this 
community, and seventeen bikes have been distributed. 
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Our final target area of East Oakland had it’s first class at the Cycles of Change Bikery in the 
densely populated community called The Fruitvale. The class was held on Sunday, April 25, 
2010, with eight people in attendance. All participants received bikes and the accompanying 
gear. To date this site has held ten classes, and distributed 130 bikes. 

  

2. Partners  
Our initial application for the Lifeline Funding was submitted to the MTC in Summer of 2008. 
At the time, three service areas, connected to community service organizations to be known as 
Partners, were designated.  However, by the time we were awarded the funds in late 2009, 
changes within those organizations initially contacted required us to adjust, recruit and establish 
new partnerships.  

A. Original Regions* and Partner Organizations:  (*see appendix i.) 

West Oakland - Oakland Housing Authority/Science Discovery Center-Serving residents 
within a two mile radius of the BART Station.  950 Union St., Oakland, CA 

Central/East Oakland - Day Laborers’ Center - Serving residents within two miles of the 
Fruitvale BART Station, and within two miles of the Coliseum BART Station. 

West Alameda- Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) - Serving residents within two miles of 
the decommissioned Naval Base. 

An example of Cycles of Change’s experience with the need to be flexible in terms of 
partnerships can be seen in the following instance. To serve low-income citizens residing in the 
Downtown area of Oakland, an additional partnership with the St. Vincent de Paul 
Organization (SVDP) had been discussed. Their long valued work amongst the homeless men 
and women of this region led us to regard this potential partnership as a particularly promising 
relationship.  

However, after many efforts to schedule a class, we were only successful in holding one class at 
the site.  Eight bikes were distributed to the receptive group. Follow-up discussions with the 
SVDP staff revealed that in the time between our initial discussions and the current year, they 
had begun donating bicycles to a similar program for youth and were not interested in steering 
any of those resources towards their adult clients, which precluded a working relationship with 
us.        

As far as the Oakland Housing Authority, we have had initial meetings and pitched the program 
to them, but as of yet, they haven’t followed up to coordinate next steps. 

The Day Labor Center ceased operation and closed after our initial grant proposal was filled.  

B. New Partners 

The Bike Go Round Program’s expansion is due to our success with the groups that have heard 
of our work, largely by word of mouth, and referral from happy bike recipients. We are also 
involved in ongoing active recruitment on a person to person, as well as organizational basis. As 
a result of this, the growing list of our new partners is noted below: 
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West Oakland   MOHR I Apartments- 741 Filbert St., Oakland, CA 

   Prescott Elementary School - 920 Campbell Street, Oakland CA 

   Bikes 4 Life Bike Shop -1600 7th Street, Oakland CA  

 

East Oakland    International Rescue Committee (IRC)-1305 Franklin St.  Oakland, CA 

                Crossroads Shelter - 7515 International Blvd., Oakland, CA 

   Black Organizing Project (BOP)-1218 East 21st St. Oakland, CA 

                         Cycles of Change/The Bikery- 2289 International Blvd., Oakland, CA 

Alameda           Playa del Alameda - 148 Crolls Garden Court, Alameda, CA    

   Changing Gears Bike Shop (Formerly APC)- 677 Ranger Alameda, CA 

 

3. Year Two Targets  
Our year two implementations will expand to reach development goals laid out in the initial 
proposal of this project. The first of these is job training for local residents. To accomplish this, 
we will be training high school youth in bicycle maintenance through paid internships.  Youth 
will learn mechanical skills, as well as organizational and teaching skills.  

The second new implementation will be to create opportunities for bike recipients themselves to 
learn more advanced mechanical skills that will make bike commuting more sustainable as a 
reliant mode of everyday transportation.  To accomplish this we will offer mechanics classes to 
former BGR participants out of our Neighborhood Bicycle Center, the Bikery, situated in the 
community where most of the participants to date live.  

We will also ally with existing Neighborhood Bicycle Centers such as Bikes 4 Life in West 
Oakland and Changing Gears in Alameda to provide follow-up support for program participants, 
as many of them may not have the time or ability to learn bicycle mechanics. 

Finally we will coordinate group rides and other social activities for participants geared towards 
making riders more safe and competent on the road, which will also serve as a visible reflection 
of our support for participants as a growing bicycle community centered here in Oakland, CA. 
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4. Project Recognition 
Press for B-G-R:  
 

• Ticket to Ride? Get a Bike – and training – through new Oakland program 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/info/cycles_of_change.htm (originally from 
oaklandlocal.com) 
 

Press for THE BIKERY: 

• Eugene Kang & Cycles of Change 
http://oaklandlocal.com/article/eugene-kang-cycles-change 
 

Awards for Cycles of Change:  

• MTC Biennial Transportation Award 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/about_mtc/awards/index.htm 

MTC's Transportation Awards recognize people and organizations who have made 
extraordinary contributions to the way people get around in the Bay Area each day. For 
nearly three decades, MTC has recognized day-to-day and long-term efforts that are 
improving transportation in the region. 

Awards for The Bikery: 

• Oaklandish Innovator Award 
http://www.oaklandish.org/COMMUNITY/community.html 

 
This award was created in the spirit of those Oakland legends who have had a direct 
influence on global culture; Architect Julia Morgan, Martial Artist Bruce Lee, Musician 
Larry Graham, Dancer Isadora Duncan, Aviator Joe Fong Guey, Artist Mike "Dream" 
Francisco, and Director Russ Myer, among many many others. 

Testimony from BGR Members (Bike Recipients) 

 “It helped me loose 10 pounds and get to the store and park without driving.”     
      -Shavonne Scott 4/20/10 

 
“This is better than Christmas!”                                                 -Jack Johnson 4/25/10 

 
“I am learning to be free of a car and saving money.  It is a challenge to ride my bike long 
distance… Nevertheless it is a good daily exercise and I have noticed some persons ask me with 
a tone of surprise about my bike as a way of transportation.  “           -Rosa Sanson  9/14/10 
 
 
“Being able to ride has allowed me to slow down and appreciate life in a different sense. This is 
such a bike friendly city and I appreciate being able to be a better steward of the planet.” 

- Nacole Predom   9/29/10 
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Appendix  

i. Target Areas: (Includes all or part of zip codes listed) 

WEST ALAMEDA: 94501 

WEST OAKLAND: 94607, 94625, 94612 

EAST OAKLAND: 94606, 94601, 94602  

EAST OAKLAND: 94603, 94619, 94621 

 

ii. Adult Bike Distribution by Region 
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iii. Photos   
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Memorandum 
 

DATE: December 28, 2011 

TO: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 

FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming 

SUBJECT: Approval of Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program Manager Funding 
for a Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 2004 Port 
Truck Replacement Program)  

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission consider providing Transportation Fund for Clean Air 
(TFCA) Program Manager funding for a Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program 
(Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program).  
 
Summary 
The California Air Resources Board (ARB) Statewide Drayage Truck Regulation and the 
resulting December 31, 2011 milestone requirement that model year (MY) 2004 Port drayage 
trucks meet certain emission standards was raised at the September 22, 2011 Alameda CTC 
Board meeting with the request for additional information to be presented at a future meeting. In 
response, additional information was provided at the October 27, 2011 Alameda CTC Board 
meeting. Based on ACTAC and Commission discussion, staff is proposing options to consider 
for participation in the BAAQMD-proposed MY 2004 Drayage Truck Replacement Program that 
offers assistance to Alameda County truck owners in meeting the December 31, 2011 regulation 
requirement.  
 
Background 
In December 2007, the ARB approved a new regulation to reduce emissions from drayage 
trucks. Drayage trucks are defined as those that access ports and intermodal rail yards. The first 
phase of the regulation went into effect on December 31, 2009, beginning a series of milestones 
that culminate in requirements to MY 2005 and 2006 engines by December 31, 2012. The next 
milestone requires MY 2004 engines to meet certain emission standards by December 31, 2011. 
Phase 2 of the regulation requires all drayage trucks to meet 2007 engine emission standards by 
December 31, 2013.  
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Table 1: ARB Drayage truck regulation compliance schedule 
Phase Date Engine Model 

Years (MY) Regulation requirement 

Phase 1 
12/31/09 1993 and older Prohibited from operation as a  

drayage truck
1994 – 2003 Install a Level 3 retrofit device 

12/31/11 2004 Install a Level 3 retrofit device 
12/31/12 2005 and 2006 Install a Level 3 retrofit device 

Phase 2 12/31/13 1994 – 2006 Meet 2007 * engine emissions 
standards

* Trucks with 2007-2009 model year engines are compliant through 2022.  Trucks with 2010 
and newer engines are fully compliant 

 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has offered financial assistance in 
the past to assist owners of trucks in meeting the regulation requirements for drayage trucks. 
Approximately $26 million was used to assist over 1,500 trucks operating at the Port of Oakland 
to meet the ARB regulations. Those funds have been exhausted.  
 

Table 2: Drayage truck population as of July 2011 

Engine Model Year 
(MY) 

Compliant 
until 

# of Drayage 
trucks in 

Northern CA* 

# of trucks 
that 

received 
grant funds

Grant funds 
expended ** 

MY 1994-2003 
(w/ retrofits) 12/31/13 1,700 1,319 $15,586,534 

MY 2004 12/31/11 700 0 $0 
MY 2005 & 2006 12/31/12 2,150 0 $0 
MY 2007 – 2009 2022 1,350

203 $10,150,000 MY 2010 + Fully 
compliant 400 

Total 6,300 1,522 $25,736,534
* Number of trucks registered in the ARB Drayage Truck Registry (DTR) with zip codes North of Fresno. 
** Funding sources for the BAAQMD’s Year 1 port truck funding program: TFCA ($5 million), Port ($5 

million), ARB Prop 1B ($13,835,133), and DERA (~$2 million) 
 
Approximately 700 MY 2004 trucks are identified in the ARB Drayage Truck Registry (DTR) 
with zip codes North of Fresno. Based on further analysis of the ARB DTR by BAAQMD staff: 

• Of the 700 vehicles, 247 trucks (35%) are registered to a Bay Area addresses 
• Of the 247 trucks with Bay Area addresses, 143 trucks are registered to addresses in 

Alameda County to 74 companies 
• Of the 143 trucks located in Alameda County 

o About 50 are in fleets of 4 trucks or more 
o About 90 trucks are in fleets of three or fewer (most likely owned by single 

owner/operators) 
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o Information regarding truck registration by city is included in Attachment A 

For a drayage truck with a MY 2004 engine to continue to access the Port of Oakland after 
December 31, 2011, the truck must: 

• Have a level 3 retrofit device installed (provides reduction of particulate matter (PM)) 
• Will provide compliance with Port Drayage Truck Regulations through December 

31, 2013 (2 years) 

OR 

• Upgrade to a MY 2007 or newer engine (provides reduction of PM and NOx) 
• Will provide compliance with Port Drayage Truck Regulations through at least 2022 

 
Funding Assistance Opportunities 
Currently, the ARB will offer a 15% loan guarantee (15% of the cost of a truck) to a financial 
institution which is a member of the CalCap program. The CalCap program is a form of loan 
portfolio insurance provided by the State through the California Pollution Control Financing 
Authority which may provide a certain percentage of coverage on loan defaults and would 
benefit truck owners who may not ordinarily qualify for loans. Loan guarantees are not restricted 
to truck owners with poor credit and are available to all owners of MY 2004 vehicles. 
Information on the ARBs program is available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/truckstop.htm.  
 
BAAQMD Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 2004 Port Truck 
Replacement Program)  
The BAAQMD has developed a proposal for a regional MY 2004 Drayage Truck Replacement 
Program (Program) that will assist truck owners in meeting the December 31, 2011 regulation 
requirement. Grant funding will provide approximately $10,000 for each eligible Bay Area truck 
owner towards the cost of a truck with a compliant MY 2007 engine. The program allows the 
engine MY 2004 truck owner to trade their current vehicle in for its worth. The BAAQMD has 
procured a contractor program administrator that guarantees that the trade-in and replacement is 
done in such a manner that the engine MY 2004 trucks surrendered do not return to service in 
California for 10 years. 
 
The BAAQMD program includes:  

 Replacement truck costs cannot exceed $60,000.  
 A trade-in value of between $8,000 and $15,000 on the engine MY 2004 truck being 

traded in (dependent on condition). 
 Use of a "CalCap" qualified lender  
 Assistance to truckers in availing themselves of the program and to meet all Air District 

administrative requirements. 
 
Additional information is included in Attachment B 
 
County TFCA Program Manager Funds 
TFCA is generated by a $4.00 vehicle registration fee and collected by the BAAQMD. As the 
TFCA Program Manager for Alameda County, the Alameda CTC is responsible for 
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programming 40 percent of the four dollar vehicle registration fee that is collected in Alameda 
County for this program. Per the Alameda CTC TFCA Guidelines, 70 percent of the available 
funds are allocated to the cities/county based on population, with a minimum of $10,000 to each 
jurisdiction. The remaining 30 percent of the funds are allocated to transit-related projects on a 
discretionary basis. All available TFCA funds are required to be completely programmed 
annually. Projects proposed for TFCA funding are required to meet the eligibility and cost-
effectiveness requirements of the TFCA Program. This program generates approximately $1.8 
million annually and is administered in accordance with the BAAQMD approved TFCA 
Program Manager Guidelines.  
 
Funding Options 
The BAAQMD has requested the Alameda CTC to contribute (program) $1.43 million of TFCA 
County Program Manager funds (based on 143 Alameda County trucks x $10,000/truck). The 
BAAQMD has also requested funding from partner agencies such as Bay Area CMAs and the 
Port of Oakland to provide additional funds for the program (see Attachment C). The BAAQMD 
has programmed $1.04 million in TFCA Regional Fund monies to support the Program. The 
$1.04 million would provide funding for 104 drayage trucks, or 42% of the 247 total MY 2004 
drayage trucks registered in the Bay Area.  
 
There was considerable discussion on the question of funding the Engine MY 2004 Port Truck 
Replacement Program at the December ACTAC meeting. The air quality aspect of the project 
would make it seem federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds may be an 
appropriate fund source, but the contribution of funds to individual truck owners as well as the 
timing of the program implementation already being underway make the use of CMAQ 
infeasible.   
 
The BAAQMD has indicated that TFCA County Program Manager funds are eligible to fund the 
Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program. The next TFCA Program Manager funds 
would be available for FY 2012/13. The BAAQMD staff have indicated that the Alameda CTC 
could program the 2012/13 funds in January 2012 and the funds would be eligible to fund the 
proposed MY 2004 Drayage Truck Replacement Program. The 2012/13 TFCA Program 
Manager funds are projected to be about $1.8 million. $1.43 million is about 80% of the annual 
projected revenue. 
 
Through the discussion at the December ACTAC, many issues and concerns were discussed 
including: 

 Concern that the Port of Oakland has not contributed financially, 
 Concern regarding the use of “local” TFCA funds for a regional program,  
 Concern regarding the precedent of assisting in the regional program for one year’s 

milestone, with additional milestones and additional vehicles being impacted over the 
next two years, 

 Concern costs of program are localized with the benefit of the Port extending across the 
region, state and nation, 

 Concern regarding precedent of using TFCA funds for the benefit of privately owned 
vehicles, and 
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 Concern on effect of certain projects/programs that have received TFCA funds for 
ongoing operations. 

 
The East Bay Bicycle Coalition has also submitted a letter in opposition to the use of Alameda 
TFCA Program Manager funds for the Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program 
(Attachement D). 
 
Per the Alameda CTC TFCA Guidelines (70 percent to the cities-county based on population / 
30 percent transit-related projects), options can be considered how to provide funding within the 
Alameda County program formula. Options to provide funding to the Engine MY 2004 Port 
Truck Replacement Program include: 
 

 Oakland/County First– Use 100 percent of the Oakland and County available balance, 
with the remainder of the required funds split by population percentage across the 
remaining cities. Based on credits from prior year programming, Oakland and the County 
would be contributing about $.661 million (about 46% of request). This option would 
allow the remaining funds to be focused on certain ongoing operational projects 
(attachment E, option 1).  

 Cities/County First – Assign the $1.43 million of funds split by TFCA population 
percentage across the cities/county. This option would allow the remaining funds to be 
focused on certain ongoing operational projects (Attachment E, option 2) 

 Off the Top - $1.43 million off the top, and distribute the remainder of the funds by the 
70 / 30 percent distribution formula (attachment E, option 3). 

 
Using of $1.43 million of TFCA Program Manager funds would preclude the use of the funds for 
other TFCA eligible projects. Funding would not be available to fund traditional TFCA projects 
such as bike projects and the “Free B” Broadway shuttle in Oakland and City of Alameda shuttle 
programs and arterial management projects. It should be noted that all available TFCA funds are 
required to be completely programmed annually, so any remaining funds not programmed to a 
drayage truck program will still need to be programmed to an eligible project(s).  
 
Additional issues that also need to be addressed prior to approving Alameda TFCA Program 
Manager funds include: 

 How would grant costs be split between Regional TFCA/Alameda TFCA/Other partners 
funds? 
 Include stipulation that Regional funds be used first, and Alameda funds last.  

 What if funds remain unused? 
 Funds not required, based on the initial applications received through January 13, 

2012 should be returned. 

 Alameda CTC TFCA administrative formula, using the total annual TFCA revenue, must 
be honored. 

 This is a one time contribution to assist with the December 31, 2011 milestone, the 
Alameda CTC will not participate in programs to meet future ARB drayage truck 
milestones.  
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At the December ACTAC meeting, BAAQMD staff was also requested to consider an option of 
the TFCA County Program Manager funds being “loaned” to the regional program. Staff is 
working with BAAQMD staff to follow up on this concept. 
 
ACTAC is requested to recommend to the Commission an option for providing TFCA County 
Program Manager Funding for a Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 
2004 Port Truck Replacement Program).  
 
Next Steps 
The BAAQMD has initiated the Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program in 
December 2011 with the release of a call for projects. Applications for the Program are due 
January 13, 2012. The BAAQMD will be able to fund approximately 104 trucks with the funding 
currently allocated to the program. Additional funding would allow for the Program to provide 
assistance for additional truck purchases.  
 
Alameda CTC will defer the release of the call for projects for 2012/13 TFCA County Program 
Manager funds from the end of December 2011 to the end of January 2012 to allow the 
consideration of Alameda CTC to contribute TFCA funds to the Engine MY 2004 Port Truck 
Replacement Program.  
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Analysis of Trucks Registered by City in Alameda County 
Attachment B: Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program Fact Sheet 
Attachment C: Copy of Letter from BAAQMD to Port of Oakland 
Attachment D: East Bay Bicycle Coalition Letter 
Attachment E: TFCA Program Manager Proposed Funding Scenarios Options 
Attachment F: Overview of Statewide Drayage Truck Regulation 
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Alameda County Trucks

City Number of 
Companies

Number of 
Trucks % of Trucks

Alameda 1 3 2%

Berkeley 1 1 1%

Dublin 1 1 1%

Emeryville 1 4 3%

Fremont 2 4 3%

Hayward 1 23 16%

Livermore 1 3 2%

Newark 1 5 3%

Oakland 1 70 49%

San Leandro 3 23 16%

San Lorenzo 1 1 1%

Union City 1 5 3%

Totals 14 143 100%
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Engine MY2004 Port Truck Replacement Program  

Fact Sheet 
 

When can I apply? 

Between December 14, 2011 and January 13, 2012, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(District) will accept applications for Class 8 (GVWR 33,001+ lbs) drayage trucks with engines 

manufactured in 2004 that operate primarily in Bay Area maritime and rail ports and are registered in 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) Drayage Truck Registry (DTR) at an address within the nine-

county Bay Area jurisdiction. The District anticipates contracting for selected projects within the first two 

months of 2012. 

 

How much funding is available for 2004 truck replacement projects? 

At least $1.04 million is available for funding eligible projects. If additional funding becomes available, it 

will be assigned to trucks in this same Program. Each project is anticipated to receive a $10,000 grant 

towards the purchase of a replacement truck with an engine certified to 2007 emissions standard or 

cleaner. These trucks are expected to cost between $59,000 and $69,400 depending on their mileage. The 

District has contracted with Cascade Sierra Solutions (CSS) to ensure trade-in values for old/existing 

trucks that further offset the purchase price. Grantees are responsible for paying the balance, including 

taxes, fees, and warranties. 

 

Which trucks are eligible for replacement through this Program? 

Class 8 (GVWR 33,001lbs or greater) drayage trucks with engines manufactured in 2004, travel an 

average of 20,000 miles per year, are registered at addresses within the Bay Area air basin*, currently 

entered into the CARB DTR, and are primarily used to transport bulk or containerized cargo to or from 

Bay Area maritime or rail ports.  
(*Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, S. Sonoma Co., S. Solano Co.) 

 

How will projects be selected? 

Funds will be awarded to eligible projects on a first-come, first-served basis. All applications will be 

screened to ensure Program requirements are met. Trucks applied for will be pre-inspected soon after the 

application is received. Submitting an application for the Program is not a guarantee of funding but will 

be used to determine the potential emission reduction benefits of the proposed project. Any equipment 

purchased before the full execution of a Grant Agreement signed with the District for this Program will 

not be considered for funding.  

 

How can I apply? 

Project applications are available at OT411 (Maritime Ave/Alaska Rd, Port of Oakland) or may be printed 

from the District’s website: www.baaqmd.gov/goods. Only complete applications will be accepted. Paper 

application and all required supplemental materials must be hand-delivered to Program staff at OT411 

(Mon-Fri 11am-4pm). No mailed, faxed or emailed applications will be accepted. Applications must be 

completed and submitted no later than Friday, January 13, 2012, at 5:00pm PST. 

 

What paperwork do I need to submit with my application? 

Submit a photocopy of your current DMV registration card, current proof of insurance and mileage 

documentation (see below) with your application form. At the time of pre-inspection, your photo 

identification will be photographed: for driver/owners this will be a TWIC card, if truck owner does not 

have a TWIC card, substitute CA Driver’s License. If the owner of a truck is a company, a photocopy of 

the TWIC or Driver’s License of the company’s contract-signing-authority should be submitted.  
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Preferred mileage documentation is any type of maintenance/repair, operational, tax or inspection records 

that show a clear odometer reading with date for the specific truck applied for. Two (2) odometer records 

are required: one from approximately 24 months ago and one from approximately 12 months ago. The 

District requests as few documents as possible to show odometer or miles driven. If no records of 

odometer readings are available, examples of alternate materials that may be submitted are:   

 

 Daily manifest, driver log, safety booklet, electronic tracking record or similar records showing 

daily miles driven. If this option is used, discuss which records to submit in advance with 

Program staff. Excessive photocopies will not be accepted without staff permission. 

 Any records such as GPS, fuel tax reports, gas card tracking, etc. that allow Program staff to 

calculate average miles driven for two 12 month periods during the past 2 years.  

 Part IV or Part V of U.S. Federal Tax form Schedule C (Business Profit & Loss) showing claimed 

mileage or deducted annual diesel expenses of each separate truck (not for a fleet); 

 If odometer is broken or no records are available, discuss documentation options with Program 

staff 

 

Where can I get answers to my questions, and help with my application? 

 Visit OT411 Trucker Information Center – Maritime Ave/Alaska Rd, Port of Oakland, Mon-Fri 

11:00 am-4:00 pm 

 Contact the District (general questions):  415/749-4994 (option 1), Email grants@baaqmd.gov, 

Website: www.baaqmd.gov/goods,  or 

 Contact Cascade Sierra Solutions (application & loan info):  541/246-2344 

 

Can I choose whom to purchase the replacement truck from? 

The District has contracted with Cascade Sierra Solutions to assist with program administration and to 

provide replacement trucks for this Program. All truck purchases must be processed through Cascade 

Sierra Solutions to ensure compliance with the Program requirements.  

 

How do I arrange financing for the replacement truck?  

CSS can assist applicants with financing. Alternately, an applicant may arrange financing on their own 

but must work with CSS to ensure that financing arrangements comply with Program requirements.  

 

What happens to my old truck? 

All existing trucks funded by the Program must be turned in to CSS for resale overseas or outside 

California. CSS will be able to offer up to $15,000 of trade-in value for existing trucks based on 

condition. DMV title for the old truck must be clear, meaning all leases or loans paid and title signed off 

by lessor/lender. Existing (old) trucks are required to remain out of California for a minimum of 10 years.  

 

When will I get the grant funding to replace my truck? 

The District will enter into a Grant Agreement (contract) for each truck funded as part of this Program. 

The grant will be paid after the new truck has been delivered and inspected, and the old truck has been 

removed from service.  

 

Will I be able to continue entering ports with my existing truck until I receive my new vehicle? 

Participation in this Program does not allow waiver or extension of any CA truck regulations. Grant 

recipients will continue to be subject to the CARB Drayage Truck Regulation. The CARB Drayage Truck 

Regulation requires trucks with 2004 model year engine to have a retrofit installed to enter a California 

port or railyard after December 31, 2011. The Regulation is a state rule and any modifications to the 

compliance schedule can only be made by CARB.  
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December 19, 2011

Matt Todd,
Manager of Programming
Alameda County Transportation Commission
1333 Broadway, Suite 200
Oakland CA 94612

Re: Transportation Fund for Clean Air County Program Manager Funds Model Year 2004 
Drayage Truck Replacement Program

Dear Mr. Todd:

The East Bay Bicycle Coalition strongly opposes any proposal to use TFCA funds in Alameda County 
for the purchase of new trucks and new truck engines for Drayage trucks at the Port of Oakland. 
TFCA funds are used in our County to fund many important bikeway projects and the staff proposal 
to redirect $1.43 million in TFCA 2012/2013 fund year would decimate this program for that year.

We support efforts to clean the technology of vehicles and we know that the community of West 
Oakland is unfairly impacted by dirty diesel trucks entering and leaving the Port of Oakland. We also 
support the development of a truck parking facility in West Oakland away from neighborhoods. 
However, the Port of Oakland, and its clients, should pay for the replacement trucks/engines of 
Drayage trucks. Taxpayers should have to shoulder these costs. Before any additional staff proposals 
are brought forward, we also request to the Alameda CTC consider the following information:

1. How much money the Port of Oakland is contributing to this proposal and how much money 
they should be contributing as a matter of good public policy?

2. What bikeway projects would cities in Alameda County use this $1.43 million to fund?

This additional information is necessary before an informed discussion and decision can be made 
about how best to address the issue of polluting diesel trucks at the Port of Oakland. Until this 
information is available, we are adamantly opposed to this proposal.

For context, the recent Countywide Transportation Plan call for projects resulted in $4.5 billion is 
bike/ped projects submitted for funding. This was the 2nd highest category of need in the County 
(behind transit operations). To our knowledge, the Port of Oakland did not even submit this proposal 
as a project. Regardless, there is simply too much demand for bikeway projects in Alameda County 
for this proposal to be considered sound transportation planning. Please develop an alternative 
planning scenario, such as additional Prop 1B money, or state or federal funding sources.

Thank you for your consideration of our position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dave Campbell
Program Director
Email: dave.campbell@ebbc.org

EAST BAY BICYCLE COALITION
Working for safe, convenient and enjoyable bicycling for all people in the East Bay

P.O. BOX 1736  OAKLAND, CA 94604 ● BERKELEY BIKE STATION, 2208 SHATTUCK AVE. 
www.ebbc.org    (510) 845-RIDE
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California Environmental Protection Agency | AIR RESOURCES BOARD

OVERVIEW OF

The Statewide Drayage Truck Regulation
Rule to achieve signifi cant emission reductions and protect public health.

In December 2007, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) approved a new regulation to reduce 
emissions from drayage trucks at California’s ports and intermodal rail yards. Staff subsequently 
proposed, and the board approved, changes to the regulation at the ARB’s December 17th, 2010 
hearing. These changes will become law upon Offi ce of Administrative Law approval.

Why is this regulation needed?

Drayage trucks tend to be older vehicles with little or no emission controls. These vehicles tend to 
congregate near ports and rail yards and emit large amounts of smog forming oxides on nitrogen 
(NOx), and toxic soot (Particulate Matter (PM)). Nearby communities are more heavily impacted by 
these emissions which contribute to many adverse health effects, including asthma, cancer, and 
premature deaths. Reducing emissions from these trucks is necessary to meet federally imposed 
clean air standards and to reduce adverse health effects – especially to nearby communities.

What types of vehicles are subject to this regulation?

The regulation applies to all on-road class-7* and class 8 (GVWR > 26,000 lbs) diesel-fueled 
vehicles that visit California’s ports and intermodal rail yards regardless of the state or country 
of origin or visit frequency. The regulation does not apply to certain types of vehicles including 
emergency vehicles, military tactical support vehicles and dedicated use vehicles. 

*During the December 2010 Board hearing, the Board approved the expansion of the regulation’s 
applicability to include class-7 trucks (GVWR 26,001 to 33,000 lbs) and drayage trucks operating off 
of port or intermodal rail yard properties. These changes will become effective pending Offi ce of 
Administrative Law approval.

Can I re-certify my truck to lower the GVWR (Gross Vehicle Weight Rating)? 

No. According to Vehicle Code Section 350:

• “Gross Vehicle Weight Rating” (GVWR) means the weight specifi ed by 
the manufacturer as a loaded weight of the single vehicle.  

The GVWR on the certifi cation label can only be assigned by the manufacturer and it is the only 
valid GVWR for complying with the Drayage Truck Regulation’s requirements.  

Who must comply with the regulation?

The regulation establishes requirements for drayage truck drivers, drayage truck owners, motor 
carriers that dispatch drayage trucks, port and marine terminals, intermodal rail yards, and port 
and rail authorities.

What does the regulation require?

In general, the regulation requires emission reductions from drayage trucks as well as 
recordkeeping and reporting to help monitor compliance and enforcement efforts. The basic 
responsibilities for each stakeholder are as follows: truck drivers must provide motor carrier 
contact information, load destination, and origin to enforcement offi cers, if requested; truck 
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owners are required to register their trucks in the State administered Drayage Truck Registry (DTR), 
ensure their trucks meet emission standards by the appropriate deadline dates (see table below), 
and ensure that emission control technologies are functioning properly; motor carriers must 
ensure that dispatched trucks are compliant with the regulation, provide a copy of the regulation 
to truck owners, and keep dispatch records for fi ve years; and terminals are required to collect 
information from each noncompliant truck entering their facility and report it to their respective 
port or rail authority, who then reports this information to the ARB.

When do truck owner requirements take effect?

The regulation requires truck owners to register their trucks in the State run DTR prior to port or 
railyard entry. Truck owners are also required to meet emission standards shown in the following 
table.

Class 8 compliance schedule
Truck Engine Model Year Emission Requirements

1993 and Older Prohibited by December 31, 2009

1994 thru 2003 After December 31, 2009, reduce PM emissions by 85% and 

After December 31, 2013, meet 2007 engine emission standard

2004 After December 31, 2011, reduce PM emissions by 85% and

After December 31, 2013 , meet 2007 engine emission standard

2005 and 2006 After December 31, 2012, reduce PM emissions by 85% and

After December 31, 2013, meet 2007 engine emission standard

2007-2009 Compliant through 2022

2010 and Newer Fully compliant

Class 7 compliance scheduleEmiss

Truck Engine Model Year Emission Requirements  

1993 and older Prohibited 

1994 thru 2006 while operating in 

the South Coast Air Basin

After December 31, 2011, reduce PM emissions by 85% and 

After December 31, 2013, meet 2007 engine emission standard

1994 thru 2006 After December 31, 2013, meet 2007 engine emission standard

2007 thru 2009 Compliant through 2022

2010 and Newer Fully compliant

What are the benefi ts of the regulation?

The regulation is projected to provide signifi cant emission reductions that will have a positive air 
quality impact in California – especially in and around affected ports and intermodal rail yards. 
PM emissions are projected to be reduced by about 2.6 tons per day starting in 2010 and NOx 
emissions are projected to be reduced by 34 tons per day starting in 2014. Staff estimates that 
approximately 580 premature deaths would be avoided by 2014 in addition to 17,000 fewer cases 
of asthma-related symptoms.

Is incentive money available?

Incentive funds may be available in many areas of the state. Please see the following ARB website 
for additional information: www.arb.ca.gov/ba/fi ninfo.htm.

For more information

Contact the ARB Drayage Truck Hotline at 888-247-4821.
Please visit our website at : www.arb.ca.gov/drayagetruck

To obtain this document in an alternative format or language please contact the ARB’s Helpline 
at (800) 242-4450 or at helpline@arb.ca.gov. TTY/TDD/ Speech to Speech users may dial 711 
for the California Relay Service.
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Memorandum 
 
DATE: December 28, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
 
FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of STIP Award Deadline Time Extension Request for the Union City 

Intermodal Station Project, Phase II 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the request for a six-month time extension to the STIP 
award deadline for the Union City Intermodal Station, Phase II. Union City is requesting a six-
month extension from December 31, 2011 to June 30, 2012.  
 
Summary  
Union City requests a six-month time extension to the STIP award deadline from December 31, 
2011 to June 30, 2012 for both $715,000 of STIP and $3,000,000 of STIP TE for a total of 
$3,715,000, allocated on June 23, 2011, for the Construction phase of the project. The total project 
cost for Phase 2 is approximately $20 million. The two extension requests are attached.  
 
Background 
The STIP timely use of funds provisions enacted by SB 45 are intended to encourage local and 
regional agencies to accurately program, monitor and deliver STIP projects in a timely manner. Per 
the STIP Guidelines, the CTC may grant a one-time extension to each of the allocation, expenditure, 
award (which includes FTA transfer), and completion deadlines only if it finds that an unforeseen 
and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that 
justifies the extension. The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly attributed to the 
extraordinary circumstance and will in no event be for more than 20 months. 
 
This Intermodal Station infrastructure project continues to modify and reconfigure the existing 
Union City BART Station to improve access for all modes - pedestrians, bicyclists, vehicles and 
transit - which includes the creation of an east side entrance to the Station including installation of 
fare gates and other automated fare collection equipment; relocation of elevators; expansion of the 
east platform; improvements to pedestrian circulation in and around the Station and construction of 
a pedestrian overpass as required by the California PUC.  
 
The City of Union City is partnering with BART to deliver this project. The agencies have executed 
a cooperative agreement, under which BART will award and administer the construction contract. 
The funding for the project includes $715,000 of STIP funding and $3.0 million in STIP-TE funds 
which have been requested to be transferred to an FTA grant. At the time of the CTC allocation in 
June 2011, it was expected that the funds would be transferred to the FTA and a contract awarded 
within the 6-month timeframe stipulated in the STIP Guidelines. 
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An extension is requested due to the delay of the FTA transfer. The transfer request was not 
processed until November 2011 with the delay caused by issues with the transition to the new 
federal fiscal year (October 1st to September 30th). This has in turn delayed the contract award as 
BART policy prohibits advertising the project until all funding agreements are executed. 
Consequently, project advertisement will not occur prior to January 2012, which is the earliest the 
FTA transfer is anticipated to be completed. The two agencies have coordinated closely from the 
project's inception and will continue to work together to expedite awarding the contract.   
 
The extension request for the $715,000 STIP funding was submitted to Caltrans in November 2011 
and may be scheduled for consideration at the January 25, 2012 CTC meeting, while the second 
extension request for the $3 million STIP-TE was submitted in December 2011 and will likely be 
scheduled for consideration at the February 23, 2012 CTC meeting. MTC requires Alameda CTC 
concurrence for all STIP extension requests. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – STIP Time Extension Request for $715,000 
Attachment B – STIP Time Extension Request for $3,000,000 
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Memorandum 

 

Date:  December 22, 2011 

To:  Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 

From: Laurel Poeton, Assistant Transportation Planner 

Subject: Review of Congestion Management Program: Quarterly Update of the Land 
Use Analysis Program Element (1st and 2nd Quarter) FY 2011/2012 

 

Recommendations: 
ACTAC is requested to review the attached list of projects and 1) verify all projects are included; 
2) inform staff if projects are complete; and 3) confirm that the information presented is accurate. 
The deadline for responses is January 27, 2012.  The list of projects is part of the annual 
conformity requirements for the Land Use Analysis Program element of the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP).  
 

Summary: 
The Land Use Analysis Program information provided by staff is part of the annual conformity 
requirements to show that the jurisdictions are conforming with the CMP. At this time Alameda 
CTC staff is providing a quarterly update of the Land Use Analysis Program for the period from 
July 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011.  Staff is requested to provide information on the Land Use 
Analysis Program by reviewing and providing any changes to the attached table that shows Notice 
of Preparations (NOPs), Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and General Plan Amendments 
(GPAs).  
 

Attachments: 
Attachment A: CMP – Land Use Analysis Program for the period  

July 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011 
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Memorandum 
 

DATE: December 19, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 

 
FROM: Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning 
 Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Policy, Public Affairs and Legislation 
  
SUBJECT: Review of Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and Transportation 

Expenditure Plan and Update on Development of a Sustainable Community 
Strategy (SCS)/Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)  

 
Recommendation 
This item is for information only.  No action is requested.    
 
Summary 
This item provides information on regional and countywide transportation planning efforts related to 
the updates of the Countywide Transportation Plan and Sales Tax Transportation Expenditure Plan 
(CWTP-TEP) as well as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the development of the 
Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS).   
 
Discussion 
Ten separate committees receive monthly updates on the progress of the CWTP-TEP and RTP/SCS, 
including ACTAC, the Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee (PPLC), the Alameda CTC 
Board, the CWTP-TEP Steering Committee, the Citizen’s Watchdog Committee, the Paratransit 
Advisory and Planning Committee, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee, and the Technical and Community Advisory Working Groups.   The purpose of 
this report is to keep various Committee and Working Groups updated on regional and countywide 
planning activities, alert Committee members about issues and opportunities requiring input in the 
near term, and provide an opportunity for Committee feedback in a timely manner.  CWTP-TEP 
Committee agendas and related documents are available on the Alameda CTC website.  RTP/SCS 
related documents are available at www.onebayarea.org.   
 
January 2012 Update: 
This report focuses on the month of January 2012.  A summary of countywide and regional planning 
activities for the next three months is found in Attachment A and a three year schedule for the 
countywide and the regional processes is found in Attachments B and C, respectively.  Highlights at 
the regional level include release of draft Project Performance and Targets Assessment results, draft 
Scenario Analysis results and the beginning of the discussion about tradeoffs and investment 
strategies.  At the county level, highlights include the release of the draft Transportation Expenditure 
Plan for approval by the Alameda CTC Board at its January meeting and submittal of draft CWTP 
projects and programs to MTC for development of the Preferred SCS and transportation network.       
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1) SCS/RTP    
MTC released draft results of the project performance and targets assessment in November 2011 
followed by the draft scenario analysis results on December 9, 2011.  ABAG continued work on the 
One Bay Area Alternative Land Use Scenarios.  Comment letters are being prepared by Alameda 
CTC staff and will be distributed to the committees as they are available.  MTC and ABAG will use 
the results of the project performance and targets assessment along with the results of the scenario 
analysis to begin framing the discussion about tradeoffs and investment strategies that will ultimately 
result in the selection of a preferred land use and transportation scenario.  This scenario will be 
evaluated February 2012 and results released in March 2012.   
 
2) CWTP-TEP 
At the December 16, 2011 Commission retreat, staff presented the Administrative Draft CWTP, 
revised project and program list, draft CWTP evaluation results and second draft Transportation 
Expenditure Plan.  After receiving extensive public comment on the draft Transportation Expenditure 
Plan, the Commission directed staff to set up a meeting between an ad hoc committee made up of 
members of the CWTP-TEP Steering Committee and specific advocacy groups to discuss aspects of 
the expenditure plan.  These meetings will be held by mid-January in order to prepare and distribute 
the Draft Transportation Expenditure Plan for Steering Committee review.  At its January meeting, 
the Steering Committee is anticipated to recommend that the Commission approve the Transportation 
Expenditure at its meeting the same day.  Once approved the Transportation Expenditure Plan will be 
taken to each city council and the Board of Supervisors for approval by May 2012.  Both the Draft 
Transportation Expenditure Plan and the CWTP will be brought to the Commission in May/June 2012 
for approval so that the Board of Supervisors can be requested at their July 2012 to place the 
Transportation Expenditure Plan on the ballot on November 6, 2012.   
 
3) Upcoming Meetings Related to Countywide and Regional Planning Efforts: 
Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
CWTP-TEP Steering Committee Typically the 4th Thursday of the 

month, noon 
Location: Alameda CTC offices 

January 26, 2012
March 22, 2012 
May 24, 2012 

CWTP-TEP Technical Advisory 
Working Group 

2nd Thursday of the month, 1:30 p.m. 
Location: Alameda CTC 

January 12, 2012
March 8, 2012 
May 10, 2012

CWTP-TEP Community Advisory 
Working Group 

Typically the 1st Thursday of the 
month, 2:30 p.m. 
Location: Alameda CTC 
 

January 12, 2012*
March 1, 2012 
May 3, 2012 
 
Note:  The January 
CAWG meetings 
will be held jointly 
with the TAWG and 
will begin at 1:30.

SCS/RTP Regional Advisory Working 
Group 

1st Tuesday of the month, 9:30 a.m. 
Location:  MetroCenter,Oakland 

January 3, 2012* 
February 7, 2012 
March 7, 2012 
 
*Meeting cancelled 

SCS/RTP Equity Working Group  2nd Wednesday of the month, 11:15 a.m. 
Location:  MetroCenter, Oakland 

January 11, 2012
February 8, 2012 
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Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
March 7, 2012

SCS Housing Methodology Committee Typically the 4th Thursday of the 
month, 10 a.m. 
Location: BCDC, 50 California St., 
26th Floor, San Francisco 

February 23, 2012 

One Bay Area Public Outreach 
One meeting per County 

Time and Location 
6:00 PM; City of Dublin Civic 
Center 

January 11, 2012 

 
Fiscal Impact 
None.   
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Summary of Next Quarter Countywide and Regional Planning Activities 
Attachment B:   CWTP-TEP-RTP-SCS Development Implementation Schedule  
Attachment C:   OneBayArea SCS Planning Process (revised October 2011) 

  ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                   Agenda Item 5B

Page 97



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

  ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                   Agenda Item 5B

Page 98



 
Summary of Next Quarter Countywide and Regional Planning Activities  

(January 2012 through March 2012) 
 
Countywide Planning Efforts (CWTP-TEP) 
The three year CWTP-TEP schedule showing countywide and regional planning milestone schedules 
is found in Attachment B.  Major milestone dates are presented at the end of this memo.  During the 
January 2012 through March 2012 time period, the CWTP-TEP Committees will be focusing on: 
 

• Coordinating with ABAG and local jurisdictions to provide comments on the Alternative Land 
Use Scenarios for the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS);  

• Preparing and submitting comments to MTC on the project performance and targets 
assessment and scenario evaluation results;  

• Coordinating with the local jurisdictions and ABAG to develop a draft Alameda County 
Locally Preferred SCS to test with the financially constrained transportation network in Spring 
2012;  

• Responding to comments on the Administrative Draft and releasing the Draft CWTP; 
• Refining the financially constrained list of projects and programs for the Draft CWTP; 
• Refining the countywide 28-year revenue projections consistent and concurrent with MTC’s 

28-year revenue projections;  
• Presenting the Draft CWTP and Draft TEP to the Steering Committee and Commission for 

approval; and 
• Seek jurisdiction approvals of the Draft TEP. 

 
Regional Planning Efforts (RTP-SCS) 
Staff continues to coordinate the CWTP-TEP with planning efforts at the regional level including the 
Regional Transportation Plan (MTC), the Sustainable Communities Strategy (ABAG), Climate 
Change Bay Plan and amendments (San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC)) and CEQA Guidelines (Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)).   
 
In the three month period for which this report covers, MTC and ABAG are or will be:  
 

• Framing the tradeoff and investment strategy discussion and developing policy initiatives for 
consideration; 

• Refining draft 28-year revenue projections;  
• Finalizing maintenance needs and Regional Programs estimates; and 
• Conducting public outreach.   

 
Staff will be coordinating with the regional agencies and providing feedback on these issues, through:   
 

• Participating on the MTC/ABAG Regional Advisory Working Group (RAWG);  
• Submitting local transportation network priorities through the CWTP-TEP process; and  
• Assisting in public outreach. 

 
 
Key Dates and Opportunities for Input1 
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2 
 

The key dates shown below are indications of where input and comment are desired.  The major 
activities and dates are highlighted below by activity:   
 
Sustainable Communities Strategy: 
Presentation of SCS information to local jurisdictions:  Completed   
Initial Vision Scenario Released:  March 11, 2011:  Completed 
Draft Alternative Land Use Scenarios Released:  Completed (released August 26, 2011) 
Preferred SCS Scenario Released/Approved:  March/May 2012 
 
RHNA 
RHNA Process Begins:  January 2011 
Draft RHNA Methodology Adopted:  July 2012 
Draft RHNA Plan released:  July 2012 
Final RHNA Plan released/Adopted:  April/May 2013 
 
RTP 
Develop Financial Forecasts and Committed Funding Policy:   Completed 
Call for RTP Transportation Projects:  Completed 
Conduct Performance Assessment:  Completed 
Transportation Policy Investment Dialogue:  November 2011 – April 2012 
Prepare SCS/RTP Plan: April 2012 – October 2012 
Draft RTP/SCS for Released:  November 2012 
Prepare EIR:  December 2012 – March 2013 
Adopt SCS/RTP:  April 2013 
 
CWTP-TEP 
Develop Alameda County Locally Preferred SCS Scenario:  May 2011 – May 2012 
Call for Projects:  Completed 
Administrative Draft CWTP:  Completed 
Preliminary TEP Program and Project list:  Completed 
Draft TEP Released:  January 2012 
Draft CWTP Released:  March 2012 
TEP Outreach:  January 2011 – June 2012 
Adopt Final CWTP and TEP:  May/June 2012 
TEP Submitted for Ballot:  July 2012 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: December 20, 2011 
 
To: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
 
From: Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner 
  
Subject: Review Evaluation of Bike to Work Day and Ride into Life/Get Rolling 

Campaigns 
 
Recommendations 
It is requested that ACTAC review and provide input on the draft Bike to Work Day and Get 
Rolling Advertising Campaign Assessment Report in Attachment A. Comments are due by 
January 10, 2012. 
 
Summary  
Attachment A, the Draft Bike to Work Day and Get Rolling Advertising Campaign Assessment 
Report, is the result of an assessment of how effective the Get Rolling/Ride into Life advertising 
campaigns and the Bike to Work Day program are in encouraging commuters to travel to work 
by bicycle and to bicycle more in general.  The assessment was conducted per direction of the 
Alameda CTC Board in October 2009 and was funded through TFCA grant funds.  The Board 
was seeking information to help guide decisions about whether the Get Rolling advertising 
campaign and Bike to Work Day Program should continue to be funded, and at what level, and 
to identify other ways to encourage commuters to bicycle to work.  It is requested that ACTAC 
review the report and provide input on its recommendations.  These findings and 
recommendations will be used to help guide how funding and resources applied to Bike to Work 
Day and the advertising campaign in 2012, and beyond. 
 
Background 
In October 2009, the Alameda CTC Board approved Transportation for Clean Air (TFCA) 
funding to conduct a two year study to assess how effective the Get Rolling advertising 
campaign and the Bike to Work Day program are at encouraging commuters to travel to work by 
bicycle.  The information from the study was intended to provide information to help guide the 
Board’s decisions about whether the Bike to Work Day Program should continue to be funded at 
the same level and to identify other ways to encourage commuters to bicycle to work, and to 
bicycle in general.  The Board has been supporting the Bike to Work Day effort with funding 
since 2007. The Get Rolling advertising campaign was initiated in 2008, and has been 
implemented in every year since then.  The campaign name was changed to Ride into Life in 
2011. The Bike to Work Day effort is one of the ways that Alameda CTC encourages Alameda 
County residents to make trips via other transportation modes besides driving alone in their cars.  
This is part of Alameda CTC’s mission and legislative requirements under the Congestion 
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Management Program and state clean air legislation (SB 375 and AB 32) to reduce traffic 
congestion, promote transportation choices and reduce air pollution emissions from cars.   
 
The Draft Assessment Report is based on two years of surveys and a comparison of Alameda 
CTC’s Bike to Work Day program to other Bike to Work Day programs throughout the U.S.  
The surveys were conducted in November/December 2010 and again in June 2011.  In both 2010 
and 2011, a telephone survey was conducted to adult residents throughout the county and a web 
survey was conducted targeting bicyclists in the county.  The telephone surveys reached 
approximately 400 adults residents each year while the web survey reached over 650 bicyclists 
each year.  Bike to Work Day was held May of each year. The surveys were conducted at 
different intervals after Bike to Work Day and the advertising campaign period occurred, and 
therefore likely reflect differing recollections about behaviors on Bike to Work Day and 
memories of seeing the Get Rolling/Ride into Life campaign advertisements. 
 
The Draft Assessment Report includes highlights of the findings regarding Bike to Work Day, 
the Get Rolling/Ride into Life campaigns and other ways to encourage commuters and residents 
to travel by bicycle in Alameda County.  It includes recommendations based on these findings 
for the Bike to Work Day effort and Get Rolling/Ride into Life campaigns going forward.  The 
Draft Report describes two methodologies (one for 2010 and one for 2011) for segmenting the 
county’s adult population into groups that are most likely to bicycle, as a way to determine who 
to effectively target for the Bike to Work Day and advertising campaign efforts. The Draft 
Report includes detailed findings from the various surveys as well as comparisons to other Bike 
to Work Day programs throughout the United States. 
 
ACTAC is requested to review the Draft Report and to provide feedback, in particular on the 
recommendations. These findings and recommendations will be used to help guide how funding 
and resources applied to Bike to Work Day and the advertising campaign in 2012, and beyond. 
 
The Draft Report was brought to a Working Group of stakeholders for their input on December 
13, 2011; and to the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) meeting on December 15, 
2011. It will be presented to the Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee on January 9, 2012 
and the full Commission January 26, 2012, for their input and approval.  Comments are due by 
January 10, 2012. 
 
Attachments 

A. Draft Bike to Work Day and Get Rolling Advertising Campaign Assessment Report 
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Background 
 

Alameda County Transportation Commission 

The  Alameda  County  Transportation  Commission  (Alameda  CTC)  is  the  public  agency  in 
Alameda County charged with planning, funding, and delivering a broad range of transportation 
projects  and  programs  to  provide  a  range  of  transportation  choices  throughout  Alameda 
County.  As part of its mission and legislative requirements under the Congestion Management 
Program  and  state  clean  air  legislation  (SB  375  and  AB  32),  Alameda  CTC  supports  and 
encourages transportation choices to help reduce traffic congestion and air pollution emissions 
from  cars.   One  of  the ways  it  does  this  is  to  support Alameda  County’s  Bike  to Work Day 
efforts. 

  

Bike to Work Day  

Bike to Work Day is a San Francisco Bay‐Area event designed to promote bicycling for Bay Area 
commutes.   It  is held  in early to mid‐May as a component of National Bike Month, which was 
started  nationally  in  1956.    Alameda  County  is  one  of  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties  that 
participates  in  Bike  to  Work  Day‐related  events  and  activities  throughout  the  month  and 
especially on Bike to Work Day  itself. The event was  initiated  in Alameda County  in 1994, and 
regionally in 1995.  

 

Starting  in  2008,  the  East  Bay  Bicycle Coalition  (EBBC)  and Alameda CTC  (formerly Alameda 
County  Transportation  Improvement  Authority  (ACTIA)  and  Alameda  County  Congestion 
Management Agency (ACCMA)) have collaborated on an advertising campaign that is designed 
to promote bicycling in general. The ads have run in April and May of each year to also support 
the promotion of Bike to Work Day.  For each of the two years studied in this report, 2010 and 
2011,  Alameda  CTC  provided  $20,000  in  funding,  as well  as  a  significant  amount  of  in‐kind 
assistance,  to  support  the  advertising  campaign  to  encourage  more  bicycling  in  Alameda 
County. 

 

ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                  Agenda Item 5C 
                     Attachment A

Page 112



BTWD/Get Rolling Assessment Research Report 
DRAFT 12/21/2011  EMC Research  5 

In Alameda County, the East Bay Bicycle Coalition (EBBC) is the lead agency coordinating Bike to 
Work Day  and Month  activities.    EBBC  receives  funding  for  Bike  to Work Day  from  several 
sources  including  the  Alameda  CTC,  the  Bay  Area  Bicycle  Coalition,  local  jurisdictions, 
sponsoring companies, and bicycle shops,. Bike to Work Day and Month activities have included 
coordinating and  staffing  “energizer  stations,” where bicyclists  stop on  their way  to work on 
Bike to Work Day.   

The East Bay Bicycle Coalition (EBCC) promotes registration for Bike to Work Day each year for 
participants.    They  also  organize  bicyclist  counts  at  each  of  their  energizer  stations.    The 
number of people  counted at  the  same energizer  stations  in 2010  and 2011  is  listed below.  
These numbers  represent a  comparison of  the  change  in  the number of people at  the  same 
stations over two years.   

• Bike to Work Day 2010 (May 13, 2010): 9, 799 counted 

• Bike to Work Day 2011 (May 12, 2011): 11,083 counted  

Additionally, EBBC organizes and staffs the Bike Away From Work Party for bicycle commuters, 
promotes the Team Bike Challenge, and conducts outreach and promotion for Bike to Work Day 
events.  The Team Bike Challenge is a team competition for teams of two to five people to earn 
the most points by commuting by bicycle  for as many days and as many miles as possible  in 
May.    Winning  teams  are  selected  from  division  for  county,  regional  and  company  bike 
challenge, in addition to individual performance, with prizes from certificates of recognition to 
bicycle accessories. 

A number of other events to encourage bicycling occur during Bike to Work Month in Alameda 
County,  such  as  bike‐in movies,  Bike  to  School  Days,  Kids  Bike  Rodeos,  bike  safety  classes, 
organized rides, Bike Commuter of the year awards, Bicycle‐Friendly Business awards, bicycle‐
oriented exhibits, and outreach at local festivals and farmer’s markets. 

2010 Advertising Campaign 

The 2010 advertising campaign was branded Get Rolling, and consisted of bicycling lifestyle ads 
around  the  county.    The  ads  showcased  bicyclists  riding  to  work,  school,  the market,  the 
movies, and as a family.  Ads ran for a four‐week period leading up to Bike to Work Day, from 
April 19 to May 15, 2010.   
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2010 Advertising Summary 

• Total  Number  of  Ads  Placed:    333  (including  Contra  Costa  County,  which  was  not 
funded by Alameda CTC) 

      Get Rolling” advertisements were placed in Alameda County as follows: 

• AC Transit Bus “Tails”  (ads on backs of buses): 150 bus  tails on buses  traveling  from 
Fremont to Richmond (1 in 7 AC Transit buses; 

• Bus Shelters: 45 bus shelters from Hayward to Richmond; 

• Street Pole Banners:  127 street pole banners were installed in Albany/Berkeley (Solano 
Avenue), Oakland (Telegraph Avenue  in the Temescal and MacArthur Boulevard  in the 
Dimond District), San Leandro  (San Leandro Boulevard), Hayward  (Mission Boulevard), 
Dublin (all around), Pleasanton (Owens Drive at Dublin/Pleasanton BART), and El Cerrito 
(San Pablo Avenue); 

• BART  Stations:  10‐foot  banners  were  hung  at  the  following  BART  Stations:  North 
Berkeley, MacArthur,  Rockridge,  Fruitvale,  San  Leandro,  Fremont, Walnut  Creek  and 
Dublin/Pleasanton; 

• Print: Ads ran  in the East Bay Express (May 5 Bike to Work Day Guide) and the Tri‐City 
Voice (week of May 4); 

• Kiosks: Berkeley downtown BART Station. 

2011 Advertising Campaign 
The  2011  advertising  campaign was  branded Get  Rolling/Ride  Into  Life!,  and  consisted  of  a 
similar set of bicycling lifestyle advertisements as in 2010, with much of the same imagery and 
look  as  in 2010, but different  tag  lines  (Ride  Into  Life was  added).   Ads  ran  for  a  four‐week 
period leading up to Bike to Work Day.   

• Total  Number  of  Ads  Placed:    178  (including  Contra  Costa  County,  which  was  not 
funded by Alameda CTC) 

 “Get Rolling/Ride Into Life!” ads were placed in Alameda County as follows: 

• LAVTA Bus Tails: 20 bus tails in the Tri‐Valley; 

• Bus Shelters: 25 bus shelters in the City of Oakland; 

• Street Pole Banners:  127 street pole banners were installed in Albany/Berkeley (Solano 
Avenue),  Oakland  (Telegraph  Avenue  in  the  Temescal  and  MacArthur  Blvd  in  the 
Dimond District), San Leandro  (San Leandro Boulevard), Hayward  (Mission Boulevard), 
Dublin (all around), Pleasanton (Owens Drive at Dublin/Pleasanton BART), and El Cerrito 
(San Pablo Avenue); 

ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                  Agenda Item 5C 
                     Attachment A

Page 114



BTWD/Get Rolling Assessment Research Report 
DRAFT 12/21/2011  EMC Research  7 

• Print: Ads ran in the East Bay Express (May 4 Bike to Work Day Guide); 
• Kiosks:  4 were  placed  (Berkeley  Bike  Station, Old Oakland,  Jack  London  Square,  and 

Fremont central business district). 
• BART Station Banners:  displayed in 2010 only 

Differences between 2010 and 2011 Ad Campaigns 
While  the  Alameda  CTC  contributed  the  same  amount  of  funds  to  the  Bike  to Work  Day 
advertising campaign  in 2010 and 2011,  the 2010 campaign  included placing more ads on AC 
Transit and  in BART stations, while the 2011 campaign was focused on re‐branding to add the 
“Ride Into Life” message to the “Get Rolling” message and shifting some of the bus advertising 
to LAVTA buses in East County.   
 

• Ads on AC Transit Bus Tails: 2010 only 
• LAVTA Bus Tails: 2011 only 
• Print: Tri‐City Voice was used in 2010 only 
• Kiosks: In 2010, only one kiosk ad was placed; in 2011, 4 were placed 
• Bus  Shelters:  2010  had  nearly  twice  as  many  placements  as  2011,  with  a  wider 

geographic spread than in 2010 

 
Project  

In October 2009, the Alameda CTC Board approved Transportation for Clean Air (TFCA) funding 
to conduct a two year study to assess how effective the Get Rolling advertising campaign and 
the Bike to Work Day program are at encouraging commuters to travel to work by bicycle.  The 
information  from  the  study was  intended  to  provide  information  to  help  guide  the  Board’s 
decisions about whether  the Bike  to Work Day Program should continue  to be  funded at  the 
same  level  and  to  identify  other ways  to  encourage  commuters  to  bicycle  to work,  and  to 
bicycle in general.   

 

Questions addressed as part of this research project follow, along with the section in this report 
where the responses to the questions are found: 

• Should the agency continue to promote BTWD and the Get Rolling advertising campaign 
at current levels? (See 2, Recommendations) 

• Are  there other ways  to more effectively encourage  commuters  to  shift  to bicycling? 
(See 2, Recommendations) 

• What are the perceived barriers to bicycle commuting?  (See 1, Top Research Findings) 
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• What  can  be  done  to  help  overcome  barriers  to  bicycle  commuting?    (See  2, 
Recommendations) 

• How many reduced vehicle miles and resulting reduced emissions from eliminated trips 
can be attributed to BTWD in 2010 and 2011? (See 5C, Bike to Work Day and Events) 

• How many county residents participate in BTWD? (See 1, Top Research Findings) 

• Who is the ‘next’ likely group to participate in BTWD – how large is that group, and what 
would  help  encourage  their  participation?  (See  1,  Top  Research  Findings  and  5d, 
Targeting Future Promotions) 

This report summarizes findings from the two‐year project, which consisted of two telephone 
surveys of county adult  residents and  two web‐based surveys of bicyclists.    It also  includes a 
comparative report on Bike to Work Day activities  in programs throughout the United States.  
The  report  is  organized  into  the  following  sections  (detailed  section  breakout  with  page 
numbers can be found in the table of contents): 

1. Top Research Findings 
2. Recommendations 
3. Methodology 
4. Detailed Research Findings 

a. Bicycling Habits and Perceptions 
b. Advertising Campaign 
c. Bike to Work Day/Bike to Work Events 
d. Targeting Future Promotion 
e. Sub‐County Level Analysis 
 

5. Comparative analysis of Bike to Work Day Programs throughout the United States  
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Top Research Findings 
 

Bicycling in Alameda County 

• About half of Alameda County residents (48%) have access to a working bicycle, while 
83% have access to a car. 

• One in five Alameda County residents (20%) report riding a bicycle at least once a week 
for any purpose, while another 15% say they ride less frequently (but more than never). 

• North County (Oakland, Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville and Piedmont) has the 
highest concentration of cyclists using their bicycles for transportation, while East 
County residents (Dublin, Pleasanton and Livermore) are most likely to ride for health 
and recreation. 

• More people ride bicycles for health and recreation than for any other purpose, and health 
benefits are the most compelling reason to ride for both overall residents and cyclists. 

o Environmental benefits, reduced energy usage, air quality improvements, and 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions are also strong motivators for bicycle riding. 

o Reduction in traffic congestion and avoidance of traffic do not rank as highly as 
motivators for bicycle riding. 

• Approximately one in ten (11%) of working residents in the county say they ride their 
bicycle for at least part of their trip to work at least once a week.   

• One out of four Alameda County residents who drive (or 21% of the county adult 
population) say it would not be difficult to replace at least one car trip per week with 
bicycling. 

• The safety of riding a bicycle is a top concern for many current and would‐be bicyclists, 
particularly with cars on roadways – 66% are worried about riding with cars on the road, 
65% believe there aren’t enough bike lanes on their route, 64% are worried about 
personal safety, and 63% are worried about getting home in an emergency.  Trip 
distance is also a significant barrier for many residents, with 65% saying they go places 
that are too far away to ride. 

o The top concerns remained consistent over the two‐year study period. 
• Residents are most likely to ride more often if they have more places where bikes can 

ride away from cars, like bike paths (56% more likely to ride), followed by safety 
improvements at major intersections (54% more likely to ride), more secure bike 
parking (51%), more dedicated bike lanes (49%), and more secure parking at transit 
stations (47%).   
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Bike to Work Day 

• Nearly two‐thirds (72%) of adult residents of Alameda County have heard of Bike to 
Work Day (BTWD). 

• In the 2011 telephone survey, 9% of adult residents said they have participated in Bike 
to Work Day at some point, with 2% participating in 2011.   

o These figures are lower than reported in 2010, when 17% said they had 
participated in Bike to Work Day at some point, and 5% said they participated in 
that year.  

• Three quarters (74%) of 2011 BTWD participants from the bicyclists’ web survey rode 
their bikes the entire distance to work on Bike to Work Day; 20% combined biking and 
public transit; 2% combined biking and driving a car. 

o Two out of three bicyclists who participated in Bike to Work Day were likely to 
have ridden their bicycles anyway, but 30% would have driven in a car alone. 

• In the two years studied, according to self‐reported participation and mileage figures, 
and understanding that survey data is subject to known and unknown sources of 
sampling and other margins of error, Alameda County residents drove about one 
hundred thousand to one hundred fifty thousand miles less on Bike to Work Day. 

o 2010: 15,210 solo trips replaced x 10.25 average miles traveled by bicycle = 
156,358.8 reduced Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). 

o 2011: 7,005 solo trips replaced x 13.17 average miles traveled by bicycle = 
92,250 reduced VMT. 

• Participants in the 2011 bicyclists' survey heard about Bike to Work day from a variety of 
sources, including the East Bay Bicycle Coalition (EBBC) website (33%), their employer 
(32%), a coworker (32%), a poster or billboard (18%), 511.org (16%), a local bicycle 
organization newsletter (16%), or www.youcanbikethere.com (the Bay Area BTWD 
website) (15%).   

• Almost all Bike to Work Day participants are likely to participate again.  In 2011, 67% of 
adult residents and 94% of bicyclists who participated in Bike to Work Day say they are 
very likely to participate in 2012, with most of the remainder saying they are somewhat 
likely to participate in 2012.   

• Twenty‐seven percent (27%) of participants from the bicyclists’ web survey who 
participated in BTWD 2011 say they ride their bicycles more often since participating, 
with 11% of this group saying they ride a lot more often.   

• Those residents whose employers generally support bicycling to work report a higher 
level of participation in BTWD than those who have less supportive employers.   
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Team Bike Challenge 

• Approximately one in ten adult residents of Alameda County (9%) have heard of the 
Team Bike Challenge, while approximately three‐quarters (73%) of those from the 
bicyclists’ web survey have heard of it. 

o Amongst bicyclists from the web survey, awareness of and participation in the 
Team Bike Challenges (TBC) is highest in Central County (Hayward, San Leandro, 
unincorporated Central County including San Lorenzo): 80% are aware of TBC, 
and 45% participated.  

• Nearly half of bicyclists who participated in the Team Bike Challenge did so due to 
workplace support or peer relationships. 

o Fifteen percent (15%) of past participants who did not participate in TBC in 2011 
couldn’t find a team/teammates. 

• Thirty‐five percent (35%) of 2011 Team Bike Challenge participants from the web survey 
of bicyclists say they ride more after participating in the TBC (with 9% saying a lot 
more).This is higher than the rate of 27% of all BTWD participants  who say they bicycle 
more after participating in BTWD (with 11% saying they participate a lot more) 

 

Walk and Roll to School Day 

• One in five adult Alameda County residents (21%) have heard of Walk & Roll to School 
Day, with awareness slightly higher amongst those who took the bicyclist survey (30%). 

o Participation in Walk & Roll to School Day is consistent across surveys as well, as 
well, with 9% of adult residents in the 2011 telephone survey and 10% of 
bicyclists in the web survey reporting participation. 

o Participation in Walk and Roll to School Day 2011 by adult residents was highest 
in East County (17%), followed by South (Union City, Newark and Fremont) (12%) 
and North (11%).  Just 2% of Central County adult residents participated in Walk 
& Roll to School Day. 

 

Advertising 

• While advertising penetration is low in Alameda County, people that have seen the 
advertisements find them effective, and the campaign gets the message of riding a 
bicycle as a regular form of transportation across to those who have seen it.   

o Bicyclists are more likely than the overall population to recall the ads. 
o When they view the ads, most bicyclists believe they are effective in promoting 

bicycling as a form of transportation. 
• Four out of five (81%) of those from the 2011 bicyclists survey who said they had seen 

Get Rolling/Ride Into Life ads thought they had something to do with bicycling. 
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• Upon viewing a sample of the ads in the 2011 web survey, 60% of bicyclist respondents 
thought the ads were either very or somewhat effective, while 34% thought they were 
not very effective, and 5% thought they were not at all effective. 

• The image that recalls gas prices and suggests that money could be saved by cycling was 
cited most often as the most effective component of the ad campaign, with 37% finding 
that imagery effective in 2011, as compared to 22% in 2010. (The 2011 survey was taken 
more shortly after Bike to Work Day than the 2010 survey.) 

 

Segmentation of Bicyclists and Potential Targets 

• Nearly the same size target groups of county residents most likely to increase biking 
resulted from the two “segmentation methods,” discussed below.  This shows that there 
is some widespread receptivity to messaging about cycling as transportation with about 
one in five adults in Alameda County. 

o To identify and target groups most likely to increase bike ridership, the two adult 
population surveyed by phone were segmented using two distinct methods: 

  in the 2010 survey, current biking habits and attitudes about barriers to 
bicycling were used as a segmentation method, and  

 in the 2011 survey, current driving behavior and self‐reported ease of 
replacing a car trip with a bike trip were used as a segmentation method.   

• Committed bicyclists who already use a bicycle as transportation with frequency are 
largely men in North County.  Whites (36%) and Hispanics (28%) make up a majority of 
this group. 

• While encouraging bicycling as a means of transportation for all residents and workers 
in Alameda County is a goal, several potential bicycling groups were identified for future 
targeting as having the highest potential for increasing bicycle ridership: 

o One of the groups with the highest potential to increase bike ridership is white 
men in North County who ride bicycles as transportation occasionally, but could 
be encouraged to ride more.  They tend to be solo drivers who are concerned 
about safety issues and ride logistics (like weather, secure bicycle parking, and 
showers).  

o Another potential target group to increase bike ridership is those who frequently 
ride recreationally, but do not use their bicycles as a mode of transportation.  
Two‐thirds of this group are men, with East County residents having the largest 
share (as compared with the overall population).  This group also tends to drive 
alone most often, with safety and distance to travel ranking high on their list of 
concerns. 

o A third target group was created from those who drive regularly but say they can 
replace a car trip with a bike trip with relative ease.  Half of this group are 
women, and they tend to be from North or Central County.  This group equally 
cites safety concerns and difficulty as reasons they don’t ride more often as 
transportation. 
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Summary of Findings from Comparative Bike to Work Day Program Analysis 
 

To learn about other Bike to Work Day programs, Alta Planning + Design conducted a survey of 
selected existing Bike to Work programs in North America by interviewing program staff.  The 
results of the survey include successes and lessons learned from each of eight programs, as 
summarized below. 

Programs Surveyed  
Based on the jurisdiction size, location, and program elements, as well as the ability to 
interview program staff, Bike to Work programs from the following locations were included in 
the survey:  

• San Luis Obispo County, California  

• Silicon Valley, California  

• Boulder, Colorado  

• Denver, Colorado  

• Chicago, Illinois  

• Oregon  

• Toronto, Ontario  

• Victoria, British Columbia  
 

Program Highlights and Successes  
The following Bike to Work program elements emerged as unique and innovative strategies 
currently being implemented:  

• Mobile applications for trip‐tracking (Silicon Valley/Bay Area)  

• Executive and celebrity bike commute challenges (San Luis Obispo, Silicon Valley)  

• Robust event calendars (Toronto)  

• Commuter stations sponsored by local businesses (Chicago)  

• Competition among workplaces (Oregon)  

• Media event with a bike/auto/transit race (Victoria)  
 

Further, program staff recommended the following strategies as effective Bike to Work 
program components:  
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• Online trip‐tracking  

• Competition between individuals or groups  

• Incentives/rewards for participating  

• Promotion through workplaces, social media, and word of mouth  

• Regional programs and branding (for cohesive messaging and to fully capture all commuters 
within a given area)  

 

Lessons Learned  
Based on the interviews completed, program coordinators should consider the following 
options when creating or modifying a Bike to Work program:  

• Timeframe: single day vs.week‐ or month‐long programs  

• Audience: workplace‐based vs.individual‐ or team‐based programs  

• Structure: trip‐tracking competition vs.informal events  

• Incentives: whether or not to use them in the interest of encouraging participation  
 

Based on the eight programs evaluated, the following strategies are not recommended based 
on a lack of evidence that they are successful in meeting the goals of this type of program:  

• Paper‐based trip tracking: As program participation grows, this type of tracking is seen as 
unsustainable for effective program management. 

• Single‐day programs: These events are effective at generating media attention, but they are 
expensive relative to their impact. 

• Incentives/rewards for all participants: Attractive rewards can be expensive, particularly as 
program participation grows. 

• Local programs that duplicate or compete with elements of a regional program: Participants 
may be confused, and multiple efforts may fragment workplaces or teams.
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Recommendations 

Bike to Work Day 

• Provide support for employers to promote Bike to Work Day at the workplace, encourage 
employers to provide bicycle support facilities such as bike parking and showers, and 
promote communications about bike routes between work and home. These efforts can 
all help increase bicycling as a regular commute mode.  The workplace is the most 
common place people got information about Bike to Work Day, most likely reflecting the 
heavy outreach to employers throughout Alameda County and the region. Bike to Work Day 
participants had most often heard of Bike to Work Day from their employer. People who did 
not participate did not receive much information about it from their employers.  
Workplaces are key partners in supporting biking to work and Bike to Work Day. Helping 
more employers create a culture where cycling can be easily integrated into worker 
commutes could help increase cycling in the county.   
 

• Build on people’s enthusiasm for sharing about their participation in Bike to Work Day 
with friends, co‐workers and classmates. Many participants felt pride in their Bike to Work 
Day participation, shared it through social media, and discussed it with friends and 
coworkers.  Encouraging this type of sharing can help spread the word about Bike to Work 
Day. 
 

• Team Bike Challenges and Walk and Roll to School Day are opportunities to reach 
throughout Alameda County.  

o Participants in the Team Bike Challenge (TBC) are more likely to increase future 
bicycling frequency than the rest of Bike to Work Day participants; however, finding 
a team or teammates has been a challenge for some past TBC participants.  
Facilitating TBC team formation can encourage more people to bike ride more often.  

o Walk and Roll to School Day participants come from throughout the county, with the 
highest participation rates coming from East Alameda County.  The Walk and Roll to 
School Day event presents an opportunity to communicate about bicycling with a 
group that sometimes sees it as too difficult to fit into their daily lives.   
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Advertising 

• Continue to run image‐based advertising similar to the current approach, at least at the 
current funding levels; increase the number and placements of advertisements if possible.  
The current image‐based advertising campaign is effective at communicating about 
bicycling as a mode of transportation, for those that have seen the ads.  Delivering more ads 
to the populations most likely to increase their bicycling behavior is the most cost‐efficient 
way to use limited resources to the greatest potential benefit. 

 

• Continue to place ads in highly visible places.  Ads on buses and bus shelters were highly 
visible in 2010, and flyers and handouts were most commonly recalled in 2011. 

 

• Look for other approaches to promote BTWD and bicycling in areas of the county where 
bus and banner advertising is not as prevalent, such as through employers, community 
events, and local schools.  Ads in these areas could also be complemented by other 
marketing approaches, such as increasing outreach to businesses and schools through the 
Team Bike Challenge and Walk and Roll to School Day. 

 

• The most compelling messaging and images about bicycling are those that communicate 
the potential to save money and the environment while improving personal health.  While 
some of the current images are communicating the money‐saving potential (such as the 
image with high gas prices), more clearly connecting bicycle riding with money savings, the 
environment, and a healthy lifestyle would encourage more people who are “on the fence” 
to integrate cycling more into their regular travel habits. 

 

• A focus on increasing riding by people who are currently bicycling is likely to be a more 
effective strategy for reducing vehicle traffic and increasing bicycling than attempting to 
convert non‐cyclists.  Those who are already bicycling on occasion, for any reason, are more 
likely to view cycling as a viable mode of transportation than those who are not currently 
bicycling.    

 

• Provide target groups with the tools they need to increase their ridership: how to ride on 
the road safely and how to effectively deal with weather and distance challenges.  Many 
in the target groups are concerned about safety riding with cars, distance, weather, and 
showering issues.  These issues can be addressed in communications about riding safely on 
the road or help finding bike‐safe routes, gear information (for safety and visibility, for bad 
weather, and for staying cool and sweat‐free during the commute) and logistics details (to 
help those concerned about effort or distance find solutions that allow them to commute 
more easily by bicycle).   
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Additional Approaches to Encouraging Bicycling in Alameda County 

• Bicycle safety infrastructure improvements should be pursued to encourage more cycling.  
The safety of cycling is a major concern across the board.  This concern appears to be 
related more to riding with cars on the roads and lack of bicycle facilities (like bicycle lanes 
and bicycle paths) than it is to the bicyclists’ concern of their bike riding skills. Facilities that 
separate cars from bicyclists, such as bike lanes and bike paths, were more frequently 
mentioned as making people more likely to ride than other facility improvements. The need 
for safe and secure bicycle parking also rose to the top as a major barrier to biking to work.  

 

• At the same time, finding ways to help cyclists be more comfortable on the road, such as 
through bicycle safety education classes for all ages, would help lower one major barrier to 
cycling. 
 

• When marketing bike safety classes, a greater focus on riding confidently and safely with 
cars on the road, with less focus on how to handle a bike, would appeal to a wide range of 
potential participants and address some of the barriers felt by the target groups.  Some of 
the target groups report that riding with cars on the road is one of their greatest concerns 
about bicycling more often as a form of transportation.  Communicating that bike safety 
classes will give them tools and strategies for safely sharing roadways with cars can boost 
participation in classes, and lead to increased bicycling. 
 

Recommendations from Comparative Bike to Work Day Program Analysis 
 

Overall 

• To make efficient use of technological and financial investments in the Bike to Work Day 
program, it should be longer than one day (e.g., a week‐ or month‐long event). 

• In an area with a successful regional program, Alameda County should continue to partner 
with and learning from existing Bike to Work Day efforts in the Bay Area. 

 

Trip Tracking 

• As a way to encourage and streamline participation in Bike to Work Day, consider using an 
existing website/database that is used within the region.  This will allow participants to 
easily track their trips.  It will also avert high costs of building a new trip‐tracking website.  

• Use mobile applications for trip tracking. 
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• In a trip‐tracking program, encourage individuals to easily participate with simple steps such 
as going online, registering, and logging their first trip.  Reduce barriers to participation such 
as being required to ask permission from a supervisor, recruit a team, make a donation, or 
take other extraneous action in order to participate in the program. 
 

Team Bike Challenge 

• In order to attract more new riders, consider adding competitive elements beyond distance, 
such as percentage of days participants commuted by bike or percentage of employees at a 
workplace participating. 

• When promoting team participation, as an alternative to being required to create a team, 
allow participants to have their default team be their workplace.  This would eliminate a 
potential barrier to participation.   

 

Encouragement 

• Be creative with rewards structures and messaging. Participants respond to rewards, both 
tangible (prizes) and intangible (information about calories burned, dollars saved).  

• Get civic and employer leaders to commit to riding as inspiration for others. 
 

Marketing 

• Market bicycling as a positive, appealing commute option rather than conveying a 
potentially discouraging safety message.  

• Brand the Bike to Work Day program with as few names as possible.  For example, Oregon 
has Oregon’s Bike Commute Challenge, in contrast to the San Francisco Bay Area Bike to 
Work Day program, which includes several brands such as Silicon Valley/Bay Area’s Team 
Bike Challenge, iBikeChallenge, Bike to Work Day and youcanbikethere.com. 

• Allow participants to create and promote their own events through the program’s website 
or calendar (as in Toronto and Oregon). 
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Research Methodology 
 

A total of four surveys were conducted as part of this assessment.  Two of the surveys were 
random representative telephone surveys of Alameda County adults, which serve to give a 
general picture of countywide attitudes towards biking, participation in Bike to Work Day 
activities, and Get Rolling/Ride Into Life ad penetration.  The other two surveys were web‐based 
surveys targeted to people who bicycle in Alameda County. Because the telephone survey 
sample yielded only a small sample of bicyclists (due to low representation in the countywide 
population), the web‐based survey of bicyclists allows exploration in more depth about the 
attitudes and behaviors of bicyclists in the county. 

Wave 1 Surveys: 

A telephone survey of a representative sample of 400 adult residents of Alameda County was 
conducted November 30 – December 5, 2010.  The results have a margin of error of + 4.9 
percentage points at the county level. 

Following the initial telephone survey, a web survey targeted to bicyclists in Alameda County 
was conducted.  The survey was distributed through many online channels, including the East 
Bay Bike Coalition mailing list, Bike to Work Day energizer station sign‐in sheets, and social 
networking pages for organizations like the Bay Area Bike Coalition, TransForm, Walk Oakland 
Bike Oakland, UC Berkeley, and Oakland Yellowjackets.  A total of 656 bicyclists completed the 
web survey, which was open from December 7, 2010 through January 17, 2011. 

Wave 2 Surveys: 

The second representative countywide telephone survey was conducted with 402 adult 
residents of Alameda County June 20 – 26, 2011.  The results have a margin of error of + 4.9 
percentage points at the county level. 

Following the second telephone survey, the second web survey of bicyclists in Alameda County 
was conducted.  The survey was again distributed through online channels, including the East 
Bay Bike Coalition mailing list, Bike to Work Day energizer station sign‐in sheets, and social 
networking pages for organizations like the Bay Area Bike Coalition, TransForm, Walk Oakland 
Bike Oakland, UC Berkeley, and Oakland Yellowjackets.  A total of 679 bicyclists completed the 
web survey, which was open from July 26 through August 25, 2011. 
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In reading the following analysis, it is important to remember some basic things about the 
surveys: 

• Telephone surveys (Residents) – Representative samples of adult residents of Alameda 
County.  Data from these surveys are reliable and projectable across the entire county 
adult resident population, each with a margin of error of + 4.9 percentage points.  
Quotas were set by region to allow analysis at the regional level with a known margin of 
error as follows (countywide results were weighted to reflect actual population 
distribution): 

o North: Margin of error + 8.0 percentage points 
o Central: Margin of error + 9.8 percentage points 
o East: Margin of error + 11.3 percentage points 
o South: Margin of error + 11.3 percentage points 

• Web surveys (Bicyclists) – Self‐selected samples of bicyclists who regularly cycle in 
Alameda County, with survey access provided exclusively through email and internet 
links.  Because there is no way to assure randomness or representativeness in a sample 
administered in this way, the data from these surveys are not necessarily projectable 
across the entire bicycling population of the county.  In addition, it is reasonably safe to 
assume that the bicyclists taking this survey are likely to be more interested in bicycling 
as transportation (due to the distribution channels for these surveys), as well as more 
likely to be from North county (again, due to survey distribution channels). 

• Survey Timing – The two waves of surveys were done at different times of year, with the 
first wave done in early winter 2010, about 6 months after Bike to Work Day 2010, and 
the second wave done in early summer 2011, only one month after Bike to Work Day 
2011.  This timing difference may contribute to some of the changes seen over the two‐
year survey period, with respondents potentially able to more accurately report their 
own behaviors about Bike to Work Day in the 2011 survey, but some ability to better 
report summer/fall cycling behaviors in the 2010 survey. 

• In general, data from both years of surveying is presented in the report.  However, some 
questions were only asked in one of the two years, in which case only that year of data 
is described. 
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Detailed Research Findings 
 

Bicycling Habits and Perceptions 

Bicycling Habits 
About half of Alameda County residents (48%) have access to a working bicycle, while 83% have 
access to a car.  A little less than half (44%) have both a bike and a car, 39% have a car only, 4% 
have a bike only, and 13% have access to neither a bike nor a car.  Among respondents to the 
bicyclists’ web survey, all have access to a bike and 85% have access to a car. 

 

 

In the 2011 survey, one in five residents (20%) report riding a bicycle at least once a week for 
any purpose, while another 15% say they ride less frequently (but more than never).  
Specifically, 21% of residents ride at least once a week for health or recreation, while 14% ride 
to get to a destination at least once a week.   
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Respondents to the web survey of bicyclists are much more likely to ride a bicycle regularly, 
with 89% saying they ride at least once a week for any purpose, 83% saying they ride at least 
once a week to get to a destination, and 66% riding a bicycle at least once a week for health or 
recreation.   

 

 
 

Sixty‐two percent of those who took the cyclist web survey consider themselves “experienced” 
cyclists, while 33% class themselves as “intermediate” and just 5% claim to be “novice” riders.   
Half of respondents in the web survey said they most often ride in traffic lanes, while 45% most 
often ride in bike lanes (a lesser number reported riding on separate bike paths). 
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From the phone survey, two‐thirds (66%) of adult residents of Alameda County who work 
outside their home work within the county, and another 15% work in San Francisco.  On 
average, residents surveyed by phone work about fifteen and a half miles from home, with one 
in five (22%) working within three miles of home, and one quarter (25%) working 20 miles away 
or more.  Three‐quarters of working county residents in the phone survey usually drive alone to 
work, while one in ten (10%) working residents say they ride their bicycle for at least part of 
their trip to work at least once a week.  For those who combine cycling with public 
transportation, nearly all take their bicycle with them on public transportation. 

 

Bicycling Perceptions 
 

Among adult residents of Alameda County from the telephone survey, health and 
environmental benefits are the most compelling reasons for Alameda County residents to ride 
a bicycle.  On a scale from one to seven, where 1 meant not at all a convincing reason to ride 
and 7 meant a very convincing reason to ride, “Is good for your health” is the most convincing 
reason to ride a bicycle as a form of transportation among Alameda County adult residents, 
with a mean of 6.08.  The next three top‐ranked responses on the list relate to environmental 
and energy consumption concerns: “Is better for the environment” got a mean of 5.95, 
“Reduces gas and energy usage” scores a mean of 5.83, and “Improves air quality” scores 5.81.  
Reducing traffic congestion and saving time by avoiding traffic are quite low on the list, with 
means of 4.99 and 3.94, respectively. 

 

Priorities are similar among those who participating in the bicyclists survey, with “Is good for 
your health” again scoring the top mean response, at 6.17.  After that, bicyclists have more 
pragmatic reasons to ride, with a mean score of 5.78 for both “Saves money” and “Helps 
manage your weight.”  Reducing gas and energy usage is fourth on the list for bicyclists, with a 
mean of 5.68. 
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Concerns about time/distance and safety top the list of reasons people do not ride bicycles as 
transportation more often.  In an open‐ended question in the 2011 research, nearly half (45%) 
of adult residents from the telephone survey, and 51% of bicyclists from the web survey, say 
time or distance is the reason people don’t use their bikes to get around more.  For web‐
surveyed bicyclists, time and distance are superseded only by safety concerns, which 72% of 
bicyclists say is the reason people don’t use their bikes to get around more (32% for residents). 
For both adult residents and bicyclists, concerns about difficulty or not being in good enough 
shape were the third most frequent response to this open‐ended question (29% for residents, 
38% for cyclists) about reasons people would not ride a bike more often. 

 

ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                  Agenda Item 5C 
                     Attachment A

Page 132



BTWD/Get Rolling Assessment Research Report 
DRAFT 12/21/2011  EMC Research  25 

2011: Top reasons people do not ride their bicycles as a means of 
getting places more often (open‐ended)
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In a set of closed‐ended questions about obstacles to bicycling in the 2010 research, concerns 
about safety and distance were also high on the list for county residents in the telephone 
survey, along with weather concerns.  In general, adult residents reported a higher level of 
concern than bicyclists about every potential obstacle to bicycling tested in the survey.  
Seventy‐two percent of residents said they are worried about cars on the road, 66% cited fear 
of bad weather, and 65% each said there aren’t enough bike lanes on their route or that the 
places they go are too far away to ride.  Sixty‐four percent (64%) of residents were worried 
about their personal safety, and 63% worried about getting home in an emergency. 

 

On the same set of questions in 2010, respondents to the bicyclists' survey had a generally 
lower level of concern about all of the barriers tested, and their concerns were generally more 
practical day‐to‐day matters.  Bicyclists’ top worry was that there are not enough bike lanes or 
bike‐safe streets on their route, with 53% saying that is an important concern.  Just under half 
were worried about cars on the road and the inability to take bikes on BART during commute 
hours.  These were followed by 47% each concerned about the amount of things they have to 
carry, having a safe place to park their bike at their destination, and poor road and pavement 
conditions. 

Response  Residents 2010  Bicyclists 2010 

Time / Distance  49%  42% 

Safety Concerns  43%  71% 

Difficult / Lazy / Not in Shape  28%  35% 
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In the residents survey in 2011, four in five (79%) said they drive a car at least one day a week.  
Of that group, one quarter (25%) believe it would not be difficult to replace at least one of their 
weekly car trips with a bicycle trip, with 11% saying not very difficult, and 14% saying it would 
be not at all difficult.  Over half of adults who drive a car at least once a week believe it would 
be very difficult to replace at least one car trip per week with a bicycle trip. 
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20%

79%

4%

65%

15%

17%

Ride a bicycle Drive a car

Never /
Don't Know
/ NA
Less  than
once /wk

Weekly or
more

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the 2010 research, respondents were asked about how to encourage bicycling as a mode of 
transportation; residents and bicyclists were generally in agreement on these questions.  The 
improvements rated the highest for both groups centered on safety measures and better 
access to bike parking and transit.  Residents are most likely to ride more often if they have 
more places where bikes can ride away from cars, like bike paths (56% more likely to ride), 
followed by safety improvements at major intersections (54% more likely to ride), more secure 
bike parking (51%), more dedicated bike lanes (49%), and more secure parking at transit 
stations (47%).  Priorities for bicyclists are similar, with 65% saying they would ride more often 
with more dedicated bike lanes, 62% saying having more places for bikes to ride apart from cars 
would help them ride more often, and 59% each saying they would ride more with safety 
improvements at major intersections and if bikes were allowed on all forms of public transit at 
all times. 

 

Thinking about all of the trips you take 
in a car each week, how difficult would 
it be to instead ride a bicycle for at 

least one of those trips? 

Very difficult  55%

Somewhat 
difficult 

19%

Not very difficult  11%

Not at all difficult  14%

Don’t know  1%

2011: In general, how many days per week would you say you… 
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Few from the telephone survey of county residents have taken a bicycle safety class.  Sixty‐eight 
percent (68%) of those who took the 2011 bicyclists survey say they have never taken a bike 
safety class or workshop (69% in 2010).  Thirteen percent (13%) have taken the Traffic Skills 101 
Classroom Workshop (11% in 2010), 6% the Traffic Skills 101 Road Class (7% in 2010), 6% have 
attended a Kids’ Bike Rodeo (5% in 2010), and 2% have taken the Family Cycling Workshop put 
on by EBBC (1% in 2010).  Two in ten (19%) say they have taken some other bike safety class or 
workshop (same in 2010). 

Sources for information about bicycling are disparate.  In the web survey of bicyclists about one 
in five (22%) say they get bike event and route information from the East Bay Bicycle Coalition 
(EBBC) or the EBBC newsletter (which is not surprising given that the bicyclists survey was 
distributed by the EBBC among others), 11% look for that information on the internet in 
general, 8% use Google or Google maps, 8% talk to coworkers, 7% from unspecified email lists, 
6% talk to their friends, and 4% report getting cycling information from 511.org. 
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Advertising Campaign 
 

Recall of the Ride Into Life/Get Rolling advertising campaign is low, but consistent across the 
two‐year study.  Just 4% of adult Alameda County residents in 2011 initially recall a campaign 
with the words “Ride Into Life” or “Get Rolling” (3% in 2010, where they were only asked about 
“Get Rolling”). When told it is about encouraging bicycle riding, recall rises to 12% (14% in 
2010).  Recall by bicyclists is also consistent, with 13% initially recalling a “Ride Into Life” or “Get 
Rolling” campaign (14% in 2010), and 16% saying they recall it after reading the campaign’s 
message (17% in 2010). 

 

In the bicyclist survey, after the prompt about the Ride Into Life/Get Rolling campaign, 
respondents were shown a subset of images from the advertising campaign.  Nearly one in 
three of respondents from the bicyclist survey (30%) recalled having seen the advertisements 
after reviewing the images (27% in 2010).  

 

  

 

Images shown in survey are attached as Appendix B to this report. 

      

“As you may know, the Ride 
into Life and Get Rolling 
advertising campaign was 
designed to encourage 

people to ride their bicycles 
more often.” 

Set of ads shown 
here (bicyclists 
web survey only) 
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In the 2011 survey, North County residents are the most likely to recall seeing the 
advertisements after being reminded of the campaign’s message, with 17% of residents from 
the region recalling the ads (the same as in the 2010 survey).  South and East County have ad 
recall rates in 2011 of 10%, which are statistically unchanged from the 2010 survey given the 
sample sizes and margins of error.  Eight percent (8%) of Central County residents recall the ads 
in 2010, down from 17% in 2010, a difference just at the edge of the 10 point margin of error 
for the region.  

Ad recall after prompting is consistent across age groups in 2011, at 12% ‐ 13% in each age 
group.  In the 2010 telephone survey, older residents were more likely and those aged 30‐39 
were least likely to recall the ads. 

 

 

 

Looking at responses to the web survey of bicyclists, recall of advertisements was highest in 
North County in both 2010 and 2011, with 33% in 2011 recalling seeing the ads after being 
shown images of them (28% in 2010).  South and East County had the lowest recall in the cyclist 
survey in 2011, with 16% and 19% respectively.  Across both years, older bicyclists are least 
likely to recall the advertisements. 
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Bicyclists who have participated in some specific events related to bicycling are more likely to 
recall the advertising campaign.  After viewing images of the campaign recall among those who 
participated in the Team Bike Challenge is at 35%, and recall among those who have 
participated in Walk and Roll to School Day is at 46%.  One‐third (33%) of those in the bicyclists 
survey who participated in Bike to Work Day 2011 recall seeing the advertisements, a 
statistically insignificant difference from the overall bicyclist population. 

 

For those who could recall seeing the advertisements (prior to being prompted or shown 
images), recall of what they were about is reasonably accurate.  Four out of five (81%) of those 
from the 2011 bicyclists survey who said they had seen Get Rolling/Ride Into Life ads thought 
they had something to do with bicycling.  One‐third (33%) said they were about using a bike for 
everyday transportation, 27% said the ads were about biking, and 20% said they were about 
Bike to Work Day or biking to work.  Just 11% of those who remembered seeing the ads were 
unable to give an answer when asked what they were about. 

 

Web survey participants were most likely to say the advertising campaign was about using a 
bicycle for everyday transportation in 2011, while in 2010 they were most likely to say the 
campaign was about Bike to Work Day and biking to work.  This change may in part be driven by 
a change in the imagery used in the advertising campaign: The 2011 images were more focused 
on bicyclists engaged in commuting activities, while 2010 images had more children and 
families.  In addition, the words “Ride into Life” were added to the 2011 imagery (and survey 
question), which may better communicate the theme of riding as a part of a lifestyle.  
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As far as you can recall, what was the 
Ride into Life or Get Rolling advertising 

about? (Bicyclists) 
2010  2011 

Using bike as everyday 
transportation/multiple purposes 

21%  33% 

Biking  28%  27% 

Bike to Work Day/Month/ 
Biking to work 

32%  20% 

Using bikes on public transit  6%  4% 

Recreational biking  3%  ‐ 

Other  8%  8% 

Other/ Don’t Know  11%  8% 

 

Of respondents in the bicyclists survey who said they had seen  the 2011 Ride Into Life ads, one 
third recall seeing them on flyers or handouts, one in five (21%) recall seeing them at a BART 
station, 19% recall them on a bus shelter, 17% on a billboard, and 13% on the back or side of a 
bus.  Recall of bus shelter and vehicle placements was significantly higher in 2010; this is likely 
reflective of reduced presence in 2011 on buses and at BART. 

 

ACTAC Meeting 01/03/12 
                  Agenda Item 5C 
                     Attachment A

Page 140



BTWD/Get Rolling Assessment Research Report 
DRAFT 12/21/2011  EMC Research  33 

 

Source: EBBC BTWD 
Reports 

2010  2011 

Bus Tails 
150 

AC Transit: Fremont – Richmond 

20 

LAVTA – Tri‐Valley 

Bus Shelters 
45 

Hayward – Richmond 

25 

Oakland 

Street Pole Banners 

127 

San Pablo Ave. in El Cerrito, Solano Ave., 
Temescal, Dimond, San Leandro Blvd. 

(San Leandro), Mission Blvd. (Hayward), 
Dublin, Pleasanton (BART) 

127 

Same placements as 2010 

BART Stations 

10 

Richmond, El Cerrito Del Norte, North 
Berkeley, MacArthur, Rockridge, 

Fruitvale, San Leandro, Fremont, Walnut 
Creek, Dublin/Pleasanton 

0 

Print 
2 

East Bay Express, Tri‐City Voice 

1 

East Bay Express 

Kiosk 
1 

Downtown Berkeley BART 

4 

Berkeley Bike Station, Old Oakland, Jack 
London Square, Fremont business 

district 
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Ad placements for 2010 & 2011 

 

 

In both 2010 and 2011, a majority of cyclists report finding the Ride Into Life/Get Rolling 
campaign advertisements effective.  Upon viewing a sample of the ads in the 2011 web survey, 
60% of bicyclist respondents thought the ads were either very or somewhat effective, while 
34% thought they were not very effective, and 5% thought they were not at all effective. The 
image that recalls gas prices and suggests that money could be saved by cycling was cited most 
often as the most effective component, with 37% finding that imagery effective in 2011, as 
compared to 22% in 2010. During this period, the price of regular unleaded gas rose from 
$3.05per gallon in May 2010 to $4.12 per gallon in May 2011. In both years, this image was the 
top response in an open‐ended question about the most effective part of the campaign.  
(Images shown can be found as Appendix B to this report) 

 

After viewing a sample of the ads in 2010 survey, bicyclist web survey participants were most 
likely to say the campaign was too subtle, unclear, or uninspiring (15%), while in 2011 they 
were most likely to zero in on the specific images (12% thought the image of lifting the bike 
onto the bus rack was least effective, and 10% believed the imagery wasn’t diverse enough in 
age, ability, or background). This is consistent with the timing of the surveys. The 2010 survey 
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was taken in December, which was 6 months after Bike to Work Day.  The 2011 survey was 
taken in June, shortly after the May Bike to Work Day.  

 

Most effective about ads 
(Open‐ended) 

**Top 6 Responses from 2011 

2010 2011 Least effective about ads 
(Open‐ended) 

**Top 6 Responses from 
2011 

2010 2011

Images of gas prices/suggestions 
of saving money 

22% 37% Bus ad/lifting bike on bus 
rack 

‐ 12%

Images of happy looking 
people/having fun 

18% 9% Not diverse 
enough/excludes certain 
groups like 
seniors/unathletic 

3% 10%

Images of using bikes with public 
transit 

9% 9% Uninspiring/not enough 
motivation/unrelatable 

11% 9%

Images of average‐looking 
people/regular clothing/no bike 
gear 

7% 8% Not direct enough/too 
subtle/ unclear message/ 
not enough focus on bikes 

15% 7%

Commuters biking to work / 
biking in work clothes 

7% 7% Logos/slogans  8% 6%

Looks easy/normal/fun  ‐ 5% Doesn’t address actual 
reasons people don’t bike 

10% 6%

 

 

Bike to Work Day/Bike to Work Events 
 

In this section in particular, it is important to keep in mind that one of the main distribution 
channels for the bicyclists’ web survey link was the sign‐in sheets and registration records from 
Bike to Work Day 2010 and 2011.  While this means the data on Bike to Work Day participants 
from the bicyclists web survey is robust, those who did not participate in BTWD are likely under‐
represented in the bicyclist web survey data. 

2011 Estimate of Vehicle Miles Reduced by BTWD 
In the 2011 telephone survey, one in ten adult residents (9%) report that they have participated 
in Bike to Work Day (BTWD) at some point, with 2% saying they participated in 2011.  According 
to the 2010 U.S. Census, there are 1,168,949 adult residents (age 18 and up) in Alameda 
County.  Bearing in mind that this information relies on self‐reported behavior, and that the 
margin of error for this survey question is plus or minus about 5 percentage points, this works 
out to say that an estimated 23,350 adult residents of Alameda County participated in Bike to 
Work Day 2011 (although considering the margin of error that could range from near zero to 
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about 81,825).  As one comparison, the number of people counted at Bike to Work Day 
energizer stations in 2011 was 11,083.  However, not all participants go to energizer stations 
and not all stations have counts.  

+ 

 

 

Alameda County residents who signed up for BTWD in 2011 (although many who bike on BTWD 
do not necessarily sign up).  

 

From the 2011 bicyclists web survey, Bike To Work Day (BTWD) 2011 participants report 
traveling 13.17 total round‐trip miles by bicycle on BTWD.   

 

 

 

 

Additionally, nearly one‐third (30%) of BTWD 2011 say they normally make some portion of 
their trip alone in a car. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

2010 Estimate of Vehicle Miles Reduced by BTWD 
In the 2010 telephone survey, nearly one in five adult residents (17%) reported that they had 
participated in Bike to Work Day at some point, with 5% saying they participated in 2010.  
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, there are 1,168,949 adult residents (age 18 and up) in 
Alameda County.  Bearing in mind that this information is reliant on self‐reported behavior 
several months removed from the event itself, and that the margin of error for this survey 
question is plus or minus about 5 percentage points, this works out to say that an estimated 
58,500 adult residents of Alameda County participated in Bike to Work Day 2010 (although 
considering the margin of error that could range from near zero to about 116,000).  In 
comparison, 9,799 people were counted at Bike to Work Day energizer stations in 2010.  
However, not all participants go to energizer stations and not all stations have counts. . 

23,350 participants x average 13.17 miles round trip =  

307,520 bicycle miles traveled by Alameda County BTWD participants 

23,350 participants x 30% travel alone in a car = 

7,005 solo car trips replaced with bicycle trips on BTWD by Alameda 
County residents 

7,005 solo car trips replaced with bicycle trips x average 13.17 miles 
round trip = 

92,256 miles of solo car trips reduced on BTWD 2011 
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From the 2010 bicyclist’s web survey, Bike To Work Day (BTWD) 2010 participants report 
traveling 10.28 total round‐trip miles by bicycle on BTWD.   

 

 

 

 

 

Additionally, about one‐quarter (26%) of 2010 BTWD participants say they normally make some 
portion of their trip alone in a car. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bike to Work Day Awareness and Participation 
 

Awareness of Bike to Work Day is high amongst Alameda County residents.  Nearly two‐thirds 
(72%) of adult residents from the telephone survey say they have heard of Bike to Work Day.  
Awareness is highest in North and East County, where 79% in each area say they have heard of 
BTWD.  Central and South County have lower awareness, with 64% and 63% respectively aware 
of BTWD. 

 

Although awareness of Bike to Work Day is high in the county, participation rates do not 
approach these numbers.  In 2011, 9% of residents say they have participated in Bike to Work 
Day at some point, and 2% say they participated in 2011.  These figures are lower than reported 
in 2010, when 17% said they had participated in Bike to Work Day at some point, and 5% said 
they participated in that year.  As mentioned earlier in this report, the tendency to over‐report 
participation in BTWD may be higher in the 2010 survey, which was conducted 6 months after 
BTWD, as compared to 2011 which was conducted 1 month after BTWD.  The majority of 
bicyclists from the web survey  participate in Bike to Work Day, with 89% of cyclists who took 
the 2011 web survey saying they have participated at some point, and 74% saying they 
participated in 2011. 

58,500 participants x average 10.28 miles round trip =  

601,380 miles traveled by Alameda County BTWD participants 

58,500 participants x 25% travel alone in a car = 

15,210 solo car trips replaced with bicycle trips on BTWD by 
Alameda County residents 

15,210 solo car trips replaced with bicycle trips x average 10.28 
miles round trip = 

150,345 miles of solo car trips reduced on BTWD 2010 
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The questions about whether they had heard of BTWD was new in the 2011 telephone survey; 
participants in the bicyclists web survey were not asked if they had ever heard of BTWD in either 

year. 

 

Three quarters (74%) of 2011 BTWD participants from the bicyclist’s web survey rode their 
bikes the entire distance to work on Bike to Work Day, nearly identical to the 2010 figure.  The 
average distance ridden was 13.17 miles. In 2011, 20% combined biking and public transit, and 
2% combined biking and driving.  Most BTWD participants (92%) were traveling to work that 
day, while 2% were traveling to school and 6% were going somewhere else.   

 

Many of those from the bicyclist web survey who participate in Bike to Work Day say their 
primary reason is that they usually would bike anyway (41% in 2011).  Fifteen percent (15%) say 
they primary participate for fun, 13% to set a good example, 8% for incentives, food, or prizes, 
and 5% say they are trying out biking to see if it works for them.   
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What was your primary reason for participating in BTWD?  

(one response) 
2010  2011 

Almost always bike to work anyway  42%  41% 

For fun  11%  15% 

Set a good example for others  14%  13% 

Incentives/food/prizes from BTWD organizers  8%  8% 

Try out biking and see if it works for me  5%  5% 

Good for the environment  5%  4% 

Personal health  3%  4% 

Other  12%  11% 

 

 

When asked how they would have gotten to work had it not been Bike to Work Day, three in 
ten Bike to Work Day participants (30%) in the 2011 bicyclist web survey said they would have 
driven alone in a car to work that day otherwise (25% in 2010), and another 4% in each survey 
said they would have driven in a carpool.  A majority of Bike to Work Day participants in both 
2010 and 2011 would have ridden their bikes to their destination even if it was not Bike to 
Work Day (66% and 62%, respectively).  
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Most of the 2011 BTWD participants (71%) from the bicyclists’ web survey reported stopping at 
an energizer station, and 63% picked up a BTWD canvas bag.  Seventeen percent (17%) stopped 
at the Bike away From Work Party and 12% left their bike at a free bike check.  

 

Participants in the 2011 bicyclists' survey heard about Bike to Work day from a variety of 
sources, including the EBBC website (33%), their employer (32%), a coworker (32%), a poster or 
billboard (18%), 511.org (16%), a local bicycle organization newsletter (16%), or 
www.youcanbikethere.com (the Bay Area BTWD website) (15%).   
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Participation in Bike to Work Day is something people like to share.  In 2011, over half (55%) of 
those from the bicyclists web survey who participated in Bike to Work Day said that they talked 
to their coworkers or classmates about their participation.  In addition, 20% of BTWD 
participants posted something about Bike to Work Day on their Facebook profile and 4% made 
a post about it on Twitter, while a combined 9% heard about BTWD on either Facebook or 
Twitter. 

   

Almost all Bike to Work Day participants are likely to repeat.  In 2011, 67% of residents and 94% 
of bicyclists who participated in Bike to Work Day say they are very likely to participate in 2012, 
with most of the remainder saying they are somewhat likely.   

 

Twenty‐seven percent (27%) of participants from the bicyclists’ web survey who participated in 
BTWD 2011 say they ride their bicycles more often since participating, with 11% of this group 
saying they ride a lot more often.  In the 2010 web survey, 20% of BTWD 2010 participants say 
they ride their bicycles more often since participating, with 10% saying they ride a lot more 
often. 
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Seventeen percent (17%) of BTWD participants from the 2011 bicyclists’ web survey said they 
rode their bicycle less than once a week prior to participating in their first BTWD.  For that 
group, the primary reasons for participation were to try our biking and see if it works for them 
(21%), for fun (21%), and to set a good example for others (17%).  At the time of the survey, 
when that same group was asked how often they ride a bicycle now, half (49%) say they ride 
once a week or more. 

 

 

Now 49% ride 
once a week or 

more. 
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Bike to Work Day did not appear to attract much attention for its effects on vehicle or bicycle 
traffic on the roads.  Over half of adult residents from the telephone survey did not notice any 
difference in vehicle traffic on Bike to Work Day, and nearly half said they did not notice more 
bicycles on the roads or on public transportation.  Just one in five said they changed how they 
drove because of Bike to Work Day, a number that may be inflated due to the question context 
and a known bias to over‐report socially correct behavior.  Among bicyclists from the web 
survey, there was wide awareness of an increase in cyclists on the road (78% agree that they 
noticed more), but much less awareness of more bicycles on public transportation (27%) or a 
reduction in vehicle traffic (8%). 

 

 

Employer support, as reported by employees, for bicycling to work in general, and Bike to Work 
Day in particular, is not consistent.  Among the 66% of Alameda County adult residents from 
the telephone survey who go to a job outside their home, about half (48%) say their employer 
generally supports biking to work, but just 23% report seeing promotional Bike to Work Day 
posters at work, 21% say company management participated in Bike to Work Day, and one in 
five (20%) say their employer gave them information about Bike to Work Day.   

 

Those residents whose employers generally support bicycling to work report a higher level of 
participation in BTWD than those who have less supportive employers.  Of the 48% of 
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employed county residents with a supportive employer, 22% have participated in Bike to Work 
Day at some point, and 4% participated in 2011.  For those with a less supportive employer, 7% 
have participated in Bike to Work Day at some point, and 2% participated in 2011. 

 

For employed bicyclists from the web survey (99% of bicyclists) the general perception of 
support is much higher, but we see a similar drop‐off in the specific executions of support: 
Seventy‐eight percent (78%) say their employer supports biking to work, 46% had an employer 
give them information about BTWD, 44% recall seeing BTWD posters at work, and 41% 
reported company executives participating in BTWD.  In an earlier open‐ended question about 
how they got BTWD information, 32% from the bicyclists’ survey cited their employer; we see a 
higher percentage when asked here directly in a closed‐ended question. 
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Team Bike Challenge Awareness and Participation 
 

One in ten adult Alameda County residents (9%) have heard about the Team Bike Challenge 
(TBC), and participation rates among the adult Alameda County population at‐large in 2011 
were small enough to have not registered on the telephone survey at all.  In contrast, seventy‐
three percent of the bicyclist web survey participants are aware of the Team Bike Challenge, 
and 30% report participating in 2011, up from 7% in 2010. The large difference in participation 
rates between 2010 and 2011 is (or is not) reflected in Team Bike Challenge sign‐ups for these 
years.  

 

 
Note that the 2010 survey asked “have you ever participated in the Team Bike Challenge in 
Alameda County,” while the 2011 survey just asked “have you ever participated in the Team 
Bike Challenge.” This small wording change may have had some effect on the increase in 

positive responses in 2011. 

 

Team Bike Challenge awareness is consistent across the county amongst adult residents from 
the telephone survey. From the bicyclists’ web survey, awareness is highest in Central (80%) 
and South County (77%), and lowest in East County (57%).  Participation rates in the TBC 
amongst bicyclists are highest in Central County, at 45%, with the other three areas all showing 
a 25%‐28% participation rate. 
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Nearly half (46%) of cyclists who participated in the Team Bike Challenge did so because of their 
work environment or peer pressure.  Fifteen percent (15%) participated for fun, and 11% 
wanted to motivate their coworkers to ride more.  For those who did not participate in the 
Challenge, but were aware of it, the top reason for non‐participation was that they didn’t have 
time or were too busy (22%).  Fifteen percent (15%) reported difficulty finding a team, and 9% 
were out of town or on vacation. 

 
Work‐sponsored/ Build coworker relationships/ Peer pressure 46%

For fun/ love to ride  15%

To encourage/motivate coworkers to ride more regularly 11%

Competition aspect/ Teamwork  7%

To start biking more often  3%
Join with friends  3%
I would have biked anyway  2%
To be an example to others 2%

Raffle/ prizes  2%
A challenge  2%
Previous TBC were great  1%

 

Did not have time to organize a team/busy  22% 

Could not find teammates/not in a team  15% 

Out of town/vacation  9% 

Do not like event  6% 

Health reasons/injured  6% 

Telecommuter/works from home  6% 

Team forgot  5% 

Lack of involvement with a local organization  5% 

Company did not put team together  3% 

Too much effort  3% 

Changed rules/could not participate  3% 

BART not allowing bikes during rush hour  3% 

Unemployed  3% 

Unaware  3% 

Website too difficult to use/log in to  3% 
 

Other  3% 

Don't Know  3% 
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Looking at BTWD and TBC participants from the bicyclists’ web survey, 27% of BTWD 
participants say they bicycle more after participating in BTWD (11% a lot more), while 35% of 
TBC participants say they bicycle more after participating in TBC (9%  a lot more).    

 
 

Walk & Roll to School Day Awareness and Participation 
 

Walk and Roll to School Day awareness and participation is remarkably consistent across 
residents from the telephone survey and bicyclists from the web survey.  One in five adult 
Alameda County residents (21%) reported having heard of Walk & Roll to School Day, with 
awareness only slightly higher amongst those who took the bicyclist’ survey (30%).  Walk and 
Roll to School Day participation is reasonably consistent across the two surveys as well, with 9% 
of residents in 2011 reporting participating (14% in 2010) and 10% of bicyclists in 2011 
reporting participating (16% in 2010).   

 

Awareness of Walk and Roll to school day is significantly lower in Central County amongst adult 
residents (10%) than in South (23%), East (25%) or North County (27%); participation rates 
amongst adult residents show similar disparities (17% in the East, 12% in the South, 11% in the 
North, and 2% in Central County). 
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Targeting Future Promotion 
In order to better understand who is already riding bicycles as a form of transportation, who is 
not and is unlikely to in the future, and who might be likely future bicyclists, the two adult 
population surveys were segmented to look for and understand these groups.  In the 2010 
survey, a combination of current bicycling habits and attitudes about barriers to bicycling was 
used to create the segments. In the 2011 survey a combination of their current driving behavior 
and self‐reported ease of replacing a car trip with a bicycle trip were used to ferret out 
potential bicyclists.  The segment creation and analysis details are below; note that even 
though the method to arrive at a target was completely different across the two years of 
surveys, the population and attitudes of the targeted group are remarkably similar. 

 

2010 Segmentation Analysis 
 

 

 

 

Using behavioral and attitudinal questions from throughout the 2010 telephone survey, 
residents were split into segments to look at who is already riding with frequency, who could be 
targeted to ride or ride more often, and who is unlikely to ride their bicycles as transportation.  
The telephone survey was used for this analysis because it is a random sample of adult 
residents, and can be projected over the entire county population. 

Target Segments: 19% 
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The bicyclist segments were defined as follows: 

• Committed Bicyclists (13%): Currently ride a bicycle three or more times per week as 
transportation to a destination. 

• Stronger Likely Bicyclists (9%): Currently ride a bicycle one or two times per week as 
transportation to a destination. 

• Weaker Likely Bicyclists (10%): Currently ride a bicycle less often than once per week as 
transportation to a destination AND own a working bicycle AND ride a bicycle for health 
or recreation AND have relatively lower levels of concern about potential barriers to 
bicycling. 

• Less Likely Bicyclists (12%): Currently ride a bicycle less often than once per week as 
transportation to a destination AND own a working bicycle AND ride a bicycle for health 
or recreation AND have relatively higher levels of concern about potential barriers to 
bicycling. 

• Unlikely Bicyclists (57%): Do not own a working bicycle OR do own a bicycle BUT do not 
ride as transportation or for health or recreation. 

A summary of demographic and attitudinal differences between the segments follows. 

 

2010: Committed Bicyclists (13%) 
 

The goal for the Committed Bicyclists should be to continue to support good bicycling habits, 
and provide support to enable them to recruit others to join them. 

This is the group that uses bicycles as a mode of transportation the most regularly.  They are 
the most committed to bicycling, and the most likely to have participated in a past Bike to Work 
Day (53% ever, 58% in 2010), as well as plan on participating in Bike to Work Day 2011 (81% 
likely).  While most have access to a working bicycle, one‐third do not have access to a car (the 
highest of all of the segments).   

This group is heavily made up of men from Northern Alameda County.  More than half are 
between 18 and 29 or 40 and 49, with very few seniors falling into this group (2% age 65 and 
up).  Hispanics are overrepresented in this committed bicyclists group as compared with the 
overall county population.   Over half of respondents in this group are not homeowners. 
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Demographic 
Adult County 
residents 

Committed Bicyclists (13%) 

Male  49%  65% 
Female  51%  35% 
     
18‐29  18%  31% 
30‐39  21%  17% 
40‐49  19%  24% 
50‐64  28%  26% 
65+  14%  2% 

     
Central  28%  23% 
East  12%  8% 
North  43%  67% 
South  17%  2% 
     
Have Kids Under 18  40%  44% 
Home Owner  55%  40% 
     
African‐American  11%  10% 
White  41%  36% 
Hispanic  17%  28% 
Asian  19%  11% 
Other  12%  14% 
 

Committed Bicyclists are the second most likely group have a job where they work outside the 
home at least once a week (“Less Likely Bicyclists” are the most likely).  They tend to work in 
North or Central Alameda County, and live closer to their workplaces than any other segment.  
Nine out of ten of work commuters say they bike to work at least once a week, and nearly half 
say they “usually” use a bicycle on their commute. Sixteen percent (16%) of Committed 
Bicyclists report using only their bike to get to work, while 9% use a bike and public transit.  
Furthermore, 9% use a bike and a car to get to work, 7% use a combination of a bike, a car, and 
public transit, while 5% use their bike and some other form of transportation. 

The Committed Bicyclists segment has the highest percentage of students of all segments, with 
35% saying they go to school at least once a week, and a majority of those going to either 
Alameda or Berkeley for school.  Four out of five students within this target group say they bike 
to school at least once a week, and half say they “usually” ride a bicycle as part of their regular 
trip to school.  One out of five (21%) only use their bike to get to school, while 11% use their 
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bike plus public transit. Furthermore, 5% use a combination of biking, driving a car, and using 
public transit, while 16% use their bike and some other form of transportation. 

Committed Bicyclists are the most frequent transit riders, in addition to being the most 
frequent bicyclists.  About half ride BART or AC Transit at least once a week, and one in five a 
train or ferry.  They are also the least likely to drive solo and the least likely to carpool, with 
two‐thirds reporting at least weekly solo driving trips and four in five reporting at least weekly 
carpool trips. 

Demographic 
Adult County 
residents 

Committed Bicyclists (13%) 

Rides a Bus at least once a week  17%  47% 
Rides BART at least once a week  24%  48% 
     
Drives a car alone at least once a week  84%  66% 
Carpools at least once a week  88%  82% 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles more 
often as transportation, “difficult/lazy/takes, too much energy” and “safety issues/biking is 
unsafe/dangerous” tie for the top reasons, with 30% giving each of those reasons.  One‐quarter 
(27%) believe the weather is one of the top reasons people don’t bike more. 

Not surprisingly, the top barriers to biking more for this group are the day‐to‐day logistics of 
bicycling. When read a list of possible barriers to themselves personally biking more often, the 
Committed Bicyclist segment ranks “Not enough bike lanes or bike safe streets on my route” 
number one, with 62% saying that’s an important factor.    Number two is “No safe place to 
park a bike at my destination,” with 58% saying that is important, and “I have to carry a lot of 
stuff” ranks third, with 50% finding that an important factor.  Confidence is not an issue for this 
group, with 74% each ranking lack of confidence in bike riding ability and not wanting to ride 
their bike alone as unimportant factors.   
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Riding safety and bike security are top priorities for this group. The improvements the 
Committed Bicyclists segment are most interested in include more secure bike parking at 
transit stations (65% much more likely to ride), safety improvements at large intersections (62% 
much more likely to ride), more secure bike parking at the places they go (56% much more 
likely to ride), and more dedicated bike lanes (56% much more likely to ride).   
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2010: Stronger Likely Bicyclists (9%) 
 

The goal for the Stronger Likely Bicyclists group should be to convince them to ride their bicycles 
more often, and to integrate bicycling into their regular trip habits. 

This group is made up of people who do ride their bicycles as transportation, but not as often as 
the Committed Bicyclists group.  They are regular bicyclists, though much less likely to ride their 
bicycles to work or school than the Committed group.  Many have participated in Bike to Work 
Day in the past (32%) with only 6% that participated in 2010.  Nearly half say they intend to 
participate in 2011.  Nearly 90% in this group have access to a car.   

The Stronger Likely Bicyclists group, like Committed Bicyclists, is heavily made up of men from 
Northern Alameda County.  Six out of ten are between the ages of 40 and 64, with very few 
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seniors falling into this group (4% age 65 and up).  Whites are overrepresented in this target 
group as compared to the adult population of Alameda County.  

Demographic 
Adult County 
residents 

Stronger Likely Bicyclists 
(9%) 

Male  49%  63% 
Female  51%  37% 
     
18‐29  18%  19% 
30‐39  21%  15% 
40‐49  19%  30% 
50‐64  28%  32% 
65+  14%  4% 

     
Central  28%  15% 
East  12%  17% 
North  43%  51% 
South  17%  17% 
     
Have Kids Under 18  40%  46% 
Home Owner  55%  58% 

     
African‐American  11%  6% 
White  41%  68% 
Hispanic  17%  7% 
Asian  19%  8% 
Other  12%  11% 
 

Three‐quarters of the Stronger Likely Bicyclists go to work outside the home at least once a 
week.  A quarter of this group works outside of Alameda County.  Nearly half of those who work 
weekly live 11 or more miles away from their workplace.  A majority of the work commuters in 
this group drive there alone, while 21% take a carpool or vanpool.  While 29% of the work 
commuters in this group say they bicycle to work once a week, just 10% say they “usually” use a 
bicycle on their commute.  Seven percent (7%) use their bike plus a car to get to work, while 4% 
use their bike and another source of transportation. 

One out of five members of the Stronger Likely Bicyclists segment go to school at least once a 
week, with a majority going to either Alameda or Berkeley for school.  Nearly half of students 
say they bike to school at least once a week, and one third say they “usually” ride a bicycle as 
part of their regular trip to school.  One‐third say they use their bike plus a car to get to school. 
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One‐third of the Stronger Likely Bicyclists group (32%) rides BART at least once a week, more 
likely than the overall population.  Four out of five drive solo at least once a week, and 54% 
drive solo five days a week or more.  Nine in ten of the members of this group carpool at least 
once a week. 

Transportation Habits 
Adult County 
residents 

Stronger Likely Bicyclists 
(9%) 

Rides a Bus at least once a week  17%  18% 
Rides BART at least once a week  24%  32% 
     
Drives a car alone at least once a week  84%  81% 
Carpools at least once a week  88%  92% 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles more 
as transportation, “safety issues/biking is unsafe/dangerous” comes out on top, with 42% citing 
it as a reason people don’t bike more.  This is followed by “difficult/lazy/takes too much 
energy,” with 30%, and “being protected from the weather” with 27% citing that as a reason 
people don’t bike more. 

The Stronger Likely Bicyclists group is more concerned about safe roads and riding conditions 
than the Committed Bicyclists group, but still the day‐to‐day riding issues, such as weather and 
showering, show up as top issues that keep this group from bicycling more. When read a list of 
possible barriers to personally biking more often, the Stronger Likely Bicyclists segment ranks 
both “Not enough bike lanes or bike safe streets on my route,” along with “worried about cars 
on the road” number one, with 59% each saying those are important factors.  “Fear of bad 
weather” ranks just behind those, with 54% saying that is an important factor, and “no place to 
shower at your destination” followed with 48%.  Bicycling alone is not a concern for this group, 
with 80% ranking that as an unimportant factor, followed by not knowing the best way to get to 
their destination (66% not important). 
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Members of the Stronger Likely Bicyclists group are interested in some of the same 
improvements that interest the Committed Bicyclists segment – they are much more likely to 
ride if the bicycling conditions were safer and if there was more secure bicycle parking.  These 
include more secure bike parking at the places they go (60% much more likely to ride), more 
dedicated bike lanes (58% much more likely to ride), more places to ride away from cars (57% 
much more likely to ride), and more secure bike parking at transit stations (56% much more 
likely to ride). 
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2010: Weaker Likely Bicyclists (10%) 
 

The goal for the Weaker Likely Bicyclists group, as with the Stronger Likely Bicyclists, should be 
to help them integrate bicycling into their regular travel habits, whether that’s work or another 
destination. This group’s biggest obstacle is feeling safe riding on the road with cars; classes 
with that focus may help encourage this group. 

This group is made up of people who do own and ride bicycles with some regularity, but do not 
tend to use them as a way to get to places.  They are largely recreational riders, 50% of whom 
ride one to two days per week.  One‐third say they have participated in Bike to Work Day at 
some point, with 6% participating in 2010.   By definition, every member of this group has 
access to a working bicycle, but car access is nearly universal (97%). 

The Weaker Likely Bicyclists group has more than twice as many men as women, and is 
extremely geographically diverse, with an over‐representation of group members from East 
Alameda County.  Nearly forty percent of this group is between the ages of 50 and 64, with 
another quarter in the 30 to 39 age group (40 to 49 year olds are severely underrepresented 
here).  Whites and Asians make up three‐quarters of the Weaker Likely Bicyclists group, while 
there is close to no African‐American representation. 

Demographic  Adult County residents  Weaker Likely Bicyclists (10%) 
Male  49%  68% 
Female  51%  32% 
     

18‐29  18%  12% 
30‐39  21%  27% 
40‐49  19%  10% 
50‐64  28%  38% 
65+  14%  12% 

     

Central  28%  25% 
East  12%  20% 
North  43%  34% 
South  17%  20% 
     

Have Kids Under 18  40%  44% 
Home Owner  55%  62% 

     

African‐American  11%  0% 
White  41%  51% 
Hispanic  17%  10% 
Asian  19%  27% 
Other  12%  12% 
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The Weaker Likely Bicyclists group is the least likely to go to work or school outside the home at 
least once a week. One in five in this group work in South Alameda County.  Nearly all of the 
work and school commuters in this group drive there alone. Eighty‐four percent (84%) of those 
who work drive their car alone to get there (with an average distance of 11.53 miles to work), 
while 60% of those who go to school use their car to get there (average distance 9.16 miles). 

This group is heavily made up of drivers, with nine in ten saying they drive solo at least once a 
week, and 75% driving solo five or more days a week.  They are very likely to do some ride‐
sharing as well, with 94% reporting weekly shared rides, and 23% sharing rides every day of the 
week.   Very few in this group ride any form of transit with regularity, with 11% riding BART 
weekly, and 8% riding a bus weekly.  Nearly two in five in this group say they ride a stationary 
bicycle or take a spinning class at least once a week, the highest percentage of all of the 
segments. 

Transportation Habits 
Adult County 
residents 

Weaker Likely Bicyclists 
(10%) 

Rides a Bus at least once a week  17%  8% 
Rides BART at least once a week  24%  11% 
     
Drives a car alone at least once a week  84%  92% 
Carpools at least once a week  88%  94% 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles more 
as a form of transportation, distance, weather, and time come out as top reasons. “Too far of a 
distance to travel” is the response from 40% of Weaker Likely Bicyclists, followed by “being 
protected from the weather” (29%), “time consuming” (22%) and “difficult/lazy/takes too much 
energy” (21%). 

Fear of riding with cars is a big part of the reason this group does not bicycle more often.  When 
read a list of possible barriers to personally biking more often, the Weaker Likely Bicyclists 
segment ranks “Worried about cars on the road” as the top reason by a wide margin, with 72% 
saying that’s an important factor in their decision to ride a bicycle.  “Fear of bad weather” and 
“The places I regularly go are too far away to ride” are tied for a distant second, with 58% 
saying those are an important factor, followed by “Not enough bike lanes or bike safe streets 
on my route” (57% rate this an important factor).  Bicycling alone is not a concern for this 
group, with 83% ranking that as an unimportant factor, nor is not knowing the best way to get 
to their destination (79% unimportant factor), fear of equipment failure or a flat tire (77% 
unimportant factor), or lack of confidence in bike riding abilities (76% unimportant factor). 
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More safe places to ride away from cars are the top factors in getting this group to ride more. 
Separating bikes from cars is the most attractive type of improvement for the Weaker Likely 
Bicyclists, with 65% saying they are much more likely to ride if that were in place.  More 
dedicated bike lanes came in as a distant second, with 47% saying they are much more likely to 
ride if those are completed. 
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2010: Less Likely Bicyclists (12%) 
 

The “Less Likely Bicyclists”  group should not be explicitly targeted with advertising about biking 
as a commute mode, as their attitudes about cycling and riding habits would make them more 
difficult to convert than the primary and secondary targets to regular bicycle commuters. 
However, given that a large proportion of them take children to school, they may be susceptible 
to messaging about Walk and Roll to School events, and bike safety classes targeted to women 
and families may help reduce their perceived barriers. 

This group is made up of people who do own and ride bicycles with some regularity, but mostly 
for health and recreation, rather than to get to destinations.  Like the Secondary Target group, 
they do ride their bicycles with some regularity for reasons other than transportation, but they 
are in the less likely group because they have more concerns (and higher levels of concern) 
about barriers to bicycling than the Weaker Likely Bicyclists group does.  Those in the Less Likely 
Bicyclists group are much less likely to have participated in past Bike to Work Days, with just 9% 
saying they have ever participated, and 2% saying they participated in 2010.  By definition, 
every member of this group has access to a working bicycle, but car access is nearly universal 
(93%).   

The Less Likely Bicyclists group is nearly three‐quarters women, and is the most likely group to 
have children under 18.  They are located in all parts of the county, with more concentration in 
the Central and South County areas than the overall population distribution.  This group’s age 
distribution is similar to the overall population’s, with a slight overrepresentation in the 40 to 
49 age group.  Minorities make up three‐quarters of this group, with Asians and Hispanics 
comprising the majority.  This is the most likely segment to be homeowners, with 71% saying 
they own or are buying a home. 

Demographic  Adult County residents  Less Likely Bicyclists (12%) 
Male  49%  28% 
Female  51%  72% 
     
18‐29  18%  15% 
30‐39  21%  20% 
40‐49  19%  30% 
50‐64  28%  24% 
65+  14%  11% 

     
Central  28%  37% 
East  12%  15% 
North  43%  20% 
South  17%  29% 
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Have Kids Under 18  40%  59% 
Home Owner  55%  71% 

     
African‐American  11%  5% 
White  41%  25% 
Hispanic  17%  25% 
Asian  19%  34% 
Other  12%  11% 
 

Nearly all of the Less Likely Bicyclists group goes to work outside the home at least once a 
week, with most of those (88%) driving in a car alone to get there.  This group is the most likely 
to work in South Alameda County (34%), and they live farthest from their workplaces on 
average of all of the segments (average distance from work 16.08 miles).  Three‐quarters use 
only their car to get to work, while 19% use their car plus public transportation. One‐quarter of 
this group goes to school at least once a week, with most driving in a car alone to get there 
(75%).   

This group is heavily made up of drivers, with almost all (97%) saying they drive solo at least 
once a week, and 33% driving solo all seven days a week.  They are very likely to do some ride‐
sharing as well, with 94% reporting weekly shared rides.   The ride sharing in this group, 
however, is likely in the form of driving children to school, as 60% of this group drives children 
to school at least once a week, with 30% doing so five days a week.  A quarter in this group ride 
BART at least weekly, while 11% ride a bus weekly and 5% ride a train.  A third in this group say 
they ride a stationary bicycle or take a spinning class at least once a week, the second highest 
percentage of all of the segments. 

Transportation Habits 
Adult County 
residents 

Less Likely Bicyclists (12%) 

Rides a Bus at least once a week  17%  11% 
Rides BART at least once a week  24%  24% 
     
Drives a car alone at least once a week  84%  97% 
Carpools at least once a week  88%  94% 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles more 
as transportation, distance, safety, and time come out as top reasons. “Too far of a distance to 
travel” is the response from 42% of this group, followed by “safety issues/biking is 
unsafe/dangerous” (33%) and “time consuming” (24%). 
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The barriers for this group are significantly different than the target groups.  “Worried about 
my personal safety” is the top concern for the Less Likely Bicyclists (94% important factor).  Tied 
for second, with 88% apiece, are “Don’t want to arrive at my destination sweaty” and “Worried 
about cars on the road,” and third is “I have to carry a lot of stuff” (86% important factor).  
Access to a car when they need it is another priority concern for this group, with “Need to have 
access to a car at some point during the day” and “Worried about getting home quickly in an 
emergency” each rated as an important factor by 81%.  While it’s not a top‐rated factor, it 
should be noted that 61% in this group worry that they are not confident in their bike‐riding 
ability, and that they do share high levels of concern about bicycling safety and weather with 
the prior segments. 
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Given their perceptions of barriers to using bicycles as a form of transportation, this group 
would be more difficult to convert than the earlier groups.  However, sixty‐nine percent (69%) 
say they are much more likely to ride their bikes if there are more places to ride away from 
cars, which is parallel with the earlier target groups. 
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2010: Unlikely Bicyclists (57%) 
 

This group should not be explicitly targeted with advertising, as they are very unlikely to adopt 
bicycling as a mode of transportation due to their current attitudes and practices. 

This group is all of the people who did not end up in one of the prior groups.  They are generally 
not bicycle owners (only 33% have access to a working bike) and nearly none have participated 
in Bike to Work Day (7% ever, less than 1% in 2010).  Car ownership is not universal in this 
group, however, with 88% having access to a car.   
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The Unlikely Bicyclists group is about half men and half women, with a geographic distribution 
that looks very similar to the way the overall adult population is distributed.  They are less likely 
to have children at home (33%) than the overall population, and have an age distribution and 
ethnic makeup similar to all adult residents.   

 

Demographic 
Adult County 
residents 

Unlikely Bicyclists (57%) 

Male  49%  44% 
Female  51%  56% 
     
18‐29  18%  16% 
30‐39  21%  22% 
40‐49  19%  15% 
50‐64  28%  28% 
65+  14%  19% 

     
Central  28%  30% 
East  12%  10% 
North  43%  42% 
South  17%  18% 
     
Have Kids Under 18  40%  33% 
Home Owner  55%  54% 

     
African‐American  11%  15% 
White  41%  39% 
Hispanic  17%  15% 
Asian  19%  18% 
Other  12%  12% 
 

 

The Unlikely Bicyclists group is the least likely segment to work outside the home at least once 
a week (64%), and most of those (78%) drive in a car alone to get there.  This group is the most 
likely to work outside of Alameda County (36%), although more than half live within 10 miles of 
their workplace.  Seventy‐two percent (72%) use only their car to get to work, while 19% use 
their car plus public transportation. One‐quarter of this group goes to school at least once a 
week, with most driving in a car alone to get there (66%).   
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Eighty‐four percent (84%) the Unlikely Bicyclists group drive alone at least once a week, with 
29% driving alone 7 days a week.  One in five in this group rides BART at least weekly, while 
13% ride a bus weekly.  This group has the lowest percentage of stationary cyclists of all the 
segments, at 18%. 

Transportation Habits 
Adult County 
residents 

Unlikely Bicyclists (57%) 

Rides a Bus at least once a week  17%  13% 
Rides BART at least once a week  24%  20% 
     
Drives a car alone at least once a week  84%  84% 
Carpools at least once a week  88%  86% 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles as 
transportation more, the same theme emerges as with some of the other segments: safety, 
distance, and weather.  “Safety issues/biking is unsafe/dangerous” is the top response here, at 
33%, followed by “too far of a distance to travel” (25%) and “being protected from the 
weather” (24%).  

The barriers for this group are more like the target groups than the Less Likely Bicyclists group.  
“Worried about cars on the road,” is the top‐ranked concern, with 78% saying it’s an important 
factor, followed by “fear of bad weather” (73% important factor) and “The places I regularly go 
are too far away to ride” (72% important factor).  In general, their level of concern is higher 
than for the overall population, but not as high as the Less Likely Bicyclists. 
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This group is much less responsive to potential improvements than the other groups.  The 
improvements rated the highest by this group are safety improvements at large intersections 
(53% much more likely to ride) and more places to ride away from cars (52% much more likely 
to ride).  Although their perceptions of barriers aren’t the highest, they are less willing than any 
other group to believe anything could make them ride more often. 
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2011 Segmentation Analysis 
 

In the 2011 phone survey of adult Alameda County residents, a different approach was taken to 
identify a target group for increased ridership.  This change in approach was driven by some 
questionnaire changes that allowed for inclusion of more questions on employer attitudes and 
commute behaviors (specifically, the removal of the set of questions about barriers), as well as 
a desire to approach the targeting from a more direct vehicle‐trip‐replacement angle. 

 In the 2011 telephone survey, after asking how often respondents drive a car, those who drive 
at least once a week were asked how difficult it would be to replace at least one of those car 
trips with a bicycle trip.  Of the 79% who drive a car at least once a week, 25% said it would be 
either not very difficult or not at all difficult to do so.  That group, which makes up 
approximately 21% of the adult Alameda County population, was used as the target for 
increased ridership for the 2011 research. 

 

The first point to notice about the 2011 target and the target created in 2010 (which was based 
on current bicycle ridership and attitudes on a number of barriers to cycling) is that the two 
target groups are nearly identical in size, at about 20% of the adult population.  The fact that 
nearly the same size target group resulted from two very distinct segmentation methods shows 
that there is some widespread receptivity to messaging about cycling as transportation with 
about one in five adults in Alameda County. 

 

2011: Target (21%) 
 

The goal for this Target group should be to increase the number of trips they take by bicycle 
each week, focusing on replacing car trips with bike trips for the purposes of saving money, 
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protecting the environment, and healthy living.  Messaging that helps them understand it is not 
as difficult as they might think could convince this group to increase their cycling behaviors. 

This group contains a number of people who do ride their bicycles as transportation with some 
regularity, but could be easily convinced that they could ride more often.  Over half of this 
group (54%) owns or has access to a working bicycle.  One in five (19%) in this group have 
participated in Bike to Work Day in the past, but only 7% participated in 2011.  Nearly half 
(48%) say they intend to participate in 2011.   

This Target group is largely made up of 40 to 64 year olds, with overrepresentation amongst 
Asians and African‐Americans.  As with the 2010 targets, members of this group are more likely 
to have children than the overall population;  however, they much more closely resemble the 
countywide population distribution regionally than the 2010 target groups. 

 

Demographic 
Adult County 
residents 

Target (21%) 

Male  48%  49% 
Female  52%  51% 
     
18‐29  19%  16% 
30‐39  21%  17% 
40‐49  19%  24% 
50‐64  26%  30% 
65+  14%  12% 

     
Central  29%  32% 
East  11%  8% 
North  44%  42% 
South  16%  18% 
     
Have Kids Under 18  35%  43% 
Home Owner  56%  58% 

     
African‐American  11%  18% 
White  41%  34% 
Hispanic  17%  17% 
Asian  19%  24% 
Other  12%  7% 
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Seventy‐one percent (71%) of the Target group go to work outside the home at least once a 
week.  Six in ten work in Alameda County, with over half living within 10 miles of their 
workplace.  A majority of the work commuters in this group (85%) drive there alone, while 13% 
take a carpool or vanpool.  Eleven percent (11%) of the work commuters in this group say they 
bicycle to work once a week, and 12% say they “usually” use a bicycle on their commute.   

This group is made up of about one‐quarter bicycle riders, with 23% saying they ride a bike at 
least once per week.  They are not particularly frequent transit riders.  Almost everyone in this 
group (92%) drives solo in a car at least once a week, and 62% drive solo five days a week or 
more.   

 

Transportation Habits  Adult County 
residents 

Target (21%) 

Rides a bike at least once a week  20%  23% 
Rides a bike for health/recreation at least once a 
week 

21%  23% 

Rides a bike as transportation at least once a week  14%  24% 
   

Rides a bus at least once a week  15%  7% 
Rides BART at least once a week  25%  26% 
      
Drives a car alone at least once a week  77%  92% 
Carpools at least once a week  83%  84% 
 

Advertising awareness in this Target group is nearly identical to awareness amongst the entire 
adult population of the county.  Just four percent (4%) recall ads that say “Get Rolling” or “Ride 
Into Life,” with 13% recalling the ads after being told their subject matter. 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles more 
as transportation, safety concerns come out on top, with 37% citing it as a reason people don’t 
bike more.  This is followed closely by “difficult/lazy/takes too much energy,” with 36%, and the 
time and distance to ride, with 31% citing those as a reason people don’t bike more. 
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When read a list of possible reasons people might ride their bikes as a form of transportation, 
the Target group is generally in agreement with adults in the county overall, but with somewhat 
higher intensity in their responses.  Health, the environment, and saving money all top the list 
with this Target group. 
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Regional Target Analysis 
The target analysis for 2010 and 2011 yielded some important regional differences, likely in 
large part due to the method of target development.  In 2010, when the target groups were 
identified largely using attitudes about specific barriers to cycling, East Alameda County had the 
largest target group representation, with 28% of East County residents in either the primary or 
secondary target group, followed by South County (20% in targets), North (18%) and finally 
Central (14%).  In 2011, when the target was created based on their conclusion about likelihood 
to increase their cycling behavior, East County has the lowest target group representation 
(15%), with South (24%) and Central County (23%) at the top, then North County (20%).  
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Sub‐County Level Analysis 
The sampling plan for the telephone surveys were constructed to allow for some analysis at the 
sub‐county, or “Planning Area” level, in addition to countywide.  This entailed setting 
disproportionate quotas by region, to ensure that the smaller regions had enough interviews to 
look at on their own.  The table below shows the number of actual interviews completed in 
each Planning Area, the margin of error for that region, and the weighted percentage the 
region represents in the countywide data, all from the 2011 survey.  Note that the margin of 
error at the Planning Area level is around plus or minus 10 points. The 2010 telephone survey 
sample plan and execution was nearly identical.  
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The Planning Areas are commonly used by Alameda CTC to analyze sub‐county data and trends. 
They are defined as: 

Central: Hayward, Unincorporated County (including Castro Valley, San Lorenzo), San 
Leandro 

East: Dublin, Pleasanton, Livermore, Unincorporated Areas of East County  

North: Oakland, Emeryville, Alameda, Piedmont, Berkeley, Albany 

South: Fremont, Newark, Union City 

 

Region  Interviews  Margin of Error 
Weighted 
percentage 

Central  101  ± 9.8 percentage points 29% 

East  75 
± 11.3 percentage 

points 
11% 

North  151  ± 8.0 percentage points 44% 

South  75 
± 11.3 percentage 

points 
16% 
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“Get Rolling/Ride Into Life” 
Initial recall of the Get Rolling/Ride Into Life advertising campaign is low across all regions, with 
the highest level at 5% in North County.  When read a brief description of the campaign’s 
message, 17% in North County remember seeing the campaign, 10% in the South and East 
recall it, and 8% in Central County recall seeing it. 
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Bike to Work Day 
 

Bike to Work Day participation varies across the county.  North and Central County respondents 
were the most likely to say they had participated in Bike to Work Day, both ever and in 2011 
specifically. East County residents are the least likely to have participated in BTWD, either ever 
or in 2011. 

 

 

Travel Habits 
 

East and South Alameda County residents are the most likely to have regular access to a car, 
with 94% and 90% reporting that they do.  Four out of five residents of Central and North 
Alameda County have regular access to a car. 

Residents of East Alameda County go to work outside the home with most frequency, with 72% 
going to work at least once a week.  South and Central County residents have a somewhat 
lower rate of travel to work, with 68% and 67% respectively going to work outside the home at 
least once a week.  North County residents are the least likely to go to work outside the home 
at least once a week, with 63% reporting that they do so. 
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East County commuters live the farthest from their workplaces, with a mean distance of nearly 
20 miles.  Central County residents are only a little closer, at nearly 18 miles from work, 
followed by South County residents at a little more than 16 miles.  North County residents live 
closest to their workplaces on average, with a mean distance of 12.40 miles. 

Demographic 
Residents 
overall 

Central 
Alameda 
Co. (29%) 

East 
Alameda 
Co. (11%) 

North 
Alameda 
Co. (44%) 

South 
Alameda 
Co. (16%) 

Access to a Car  83%  80%  94%  80%  90% 
           

Goes to Work 
Outside Home 

66%  67%  72%  63%  68% 

Mean: Distance to 
Work 

15.47 mi.  17.71 mi.  19.58 mi.  12.40 mi.  16.07 mi. 

Median: Distance to 
Work 

12.00 mi.  19.01 mi.  13.91 mi.  8.00 mi.  15.00 mi. 

           
Goes to School 
Outside Home 

19%  15%  18%  20%  24% 

Mean: Distance to 
School 

12.52 mi.  10.67 mi.  10.29 mi.  14.37 mi.  10.75 mi. 

Median: Distance to 
School 

10.00 mi  10.00 mi.  5.00 mi.  10.79 mi.  3.90 mi. 

 

Residents of East Alameda County are the most frequent drivers, and the most frequent solo 
drivers.  On average, East County residents drive a car 5.37 days per week, and they drive a car 
alone 4.38 days per week.  South leads in number of days with a shared ride or carpool 
situation, with an average of 3.28 days per week. 

Transit ridership is highest on average in North County, with a higher number of trips per week 
on BART, buses, and ferries than any other region.  One‐third of North County residents ride 
BART at least weekly, while 18% ride a bus at least once a week. 

North Alameda County leads in bicycle riding for all purposes among adult residents.  About a 
quarter of adult residents of North Alameda County ride a bicycle for any purpose at least once 
per week.  North County also leads in bike riding for transportation, with 17% saying they ride 
for that purpose at least once per week (mean days per week .73).  East County residents are 
most likely to ride a bicycle for health and recreation at least once per week (27%), even though 
the overall mean days per week they ride for that purpose is lower than North County (mean 
.57 for East County; mean .82 for North County). 
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Participants’ Travel Habits (Average days per week SHOWN) 

(Maximum: 7.0 days) 

 
Overall 
(100%) 

Central 
Alameda 
Co. (28%) 

East 
Alameda 
Co. (12%) 

North 
Alameda 
Co. (43%) 

South 
Alameda 
Co. (17%) 

Drive a car  4.26  4.37  5.37  3.78  4.65 

Drive a car alone  3.62  3.80  4.38  3.27  3.75 

Go to work outside of your home  3.03  3.15  3.31  2.87  3.05 
Travel in a car with someone else, 
whether you are the driver or a 
passenger 

2.79  2.52  2.93  2.76  3.28 

Take your children to school  1.00  .69  .88  .69  1.77 

Ride BART  .71  .78  .36  .86  .39 

Go to school  .69  .59  .76  .67  .86 

Ride a bicycle for health/recreation  .60  .39  .54  .78  .53 

Ride a bicycle  .57  .25  .57  .82  .47 
Ride a bicycle as a way to get to a 
destination 

.47  .26  .21  .73  .31 

Ride a bus  .46  .33  .31  .56  .55 

Take a train other than BART  .12  .12  .15  .10  .14 

Take a ferry  .06  .05  .05  .08  .07 
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Bicycling Perceptions 
 

In an open‐ended multiple response question about why people don’t ride their bicycles as 
transportation more, time and distance are the top response overall and across all regions of 
the county.  Concern about time and distance are highest in South and East County.   

 

When read a list of potential barriers to bicycling (in the 2010 survey) and asked how much 
each is a factor in their own bicycling decisions, fear of cars on the road is one of the top three 
reasons in every region of the county.  In Central and South Alameda Counties, this is the top 
response, while it is second in East and North Counties.  Lack of bike lanes and bike‐safe streets 
tops the list in North County, and the top response in East County is fear of bad weather.   
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2010: Importance of Certain Barriers to Biking (MEANS SHOWN) 

SCALE: 1 – Not at all important ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐> 7 – Extremely Important 

Barrier 

 
All 

participants 
in phone 
survey 
(n=400) 

Central 
Alameda 

Co. 
(28%) 

East 
Alameda 

Co. 
(12%) 

North 
Alameda 
Co. (43%) 

South 
Alameda 

Co. 
(17%) 

  n=400  n=112  n=48  n=171  n=68 
18.  Worried about cars on the 

road 
5.33 *  5.77 *  5.34 *  4.99 *  5.44 * 

28.  Fear of bad weather  5.12 *  5.54 *  5.36 *  4.88  4.89 
21.  The places you regularly go 

are too far away to ride 
5.01 *  4.95  5.00  4.88  5.44 * 

25.  Not enough bike lanes or 
bike‐safe streets on your route 

5.01 *  5.12  4.79  5.08 *  4.83 

31.  Worried about my personal 
safety 

5.00  5.14  4.68  4.95 *  5.11 

30.  Worried about getting home 
quickly in an emergency 

4.94  5.50 *  5.11  4.33  5.42 

20.  You have to carry a lot of 
stuff 

4.80  4.94  5.29 *  4.62  4.68 

19.  Need to have access to a car 
at some point during the day 

4.72  5.37  4.55  4.24  4.98 * 

23.  Poor road and pavement 
conditions 

4.61  4.69  4.61  4.54  4.65 

11.  Don’t want to arrive at your 
destination sweaty 

4.57  4.83  4.69  4.33  4.69 

15.  No safe place to park a bike 
at your destination 

4.48  4.71  3.51  4.55  4.59 

29.  Inability to take a bike on 
BART during commute hours 

4.18  4.43  3.92  4.25  3.74 

26.  Biking takes too much time  4.09  4.26  4.04  3.87  4.38 
13.  Don’t want to carry a change 

of clothes 
4.06  4.21  3.81  4.05  3.99 

27.  Fear of a flat tire or other 
equipment failure 

4.03  4.60  3.86  3.61  4.25 

14.  No place to shower at your 
destination 

3.97  4.23  3.86  3.83  3.94 

17.  Not in good enough shape  3.85  4.32  3.62  3.69  3.65 
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Barrier 

 
All 

participants 
in phone 
survey 
(n=400) 

Central 
Alameda 

Co. 
(28%) 

East 
Alameda 

Co. 
(12%) 

North 
Alameda 
Co. (43%) 

South 
Alameda 

Co. 
(17%) 

12.  Don’t want to arrive at your 
destination with messy hair or 

flat hair 
3.62  3.79  3.80  3.43  3.68 

24.  Don’t know the best way to 
get where you are going by bike 

3.47  3.80  3.06  3.29  3.68 

16.  Not confident in your bike 
riding ability 

3.37  3.58  3.25  3.25  3.43 

22.  Don’t want to ride your bike 
alone 

3.22  3.76  3.05  2.96  3.12 

*Top 3 responses 

There is a lot of alignment across the county on what types of improvements would be best to 
encourage more bicycling as transportation (from the 2010 survey).  With some variation in 
order, the top three in every region of the county are more places to ride away from cars, 
safety improvements at large intersections, and more secure bike parking at the places you go. 

 

2010: Much more likely to ride my bicycle if there were… 

 

All 
participants 
in phone 
survey 
(n=400) 

Central 
Alameda 

Co. 
(28%) 

East 
Alameda 

Co. 
(12%) 

North 
Alameda 

Co. 
(43%) 

South 
Alameda 
Co. (17%) 

34.  More places to ride away 
from cars, like on bike paths 

56% *  52% *  54% *  58% *  58% * 

46.  Safety improvements at 
large intersections 

54% *  55% *  51% *  53% *  54% * 

35.  More secure bike parking 
at the places you go 

51% *  53% *  47% *  51% *  52% * 

32.  More dedicated bike lanes  49%  50%  47% *  49%  49% 
36.  More secure bike parking 

at transit stations 
47%  50%  40%  47%  44% 

33.  Wider bike lanes  45%  41%  43%  47%  47% 
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All 
participants 
in phone 
survey 
(n=400) 

Central 
Alameda 

Co. 
(28%) 

East 
Alameda 

Co. 
(12%) 

North 
Alameda 

Co. 
(43%) 

South 
Alameda 
Co. (17%) 

42.  Allowing bicycles on all 
forms of public transit all the 

time 
42%  42%  42%  39%  48% 

45.  An easy way to find the 
best bike route to the places 

you go 
37%  31%  39%  39%  43% 

38.  Access to a shared car at 
your destination for use while 

you are there 
37%  36%  40%  33%  45% 

41.  Slower moving cars on the 
streets 

32%  32%  27%  33%  33% 

40.  Incentives from your work 
or school, like contests or cash 

giveaways 
29%  33%  28%  26%  33% 

37.  A shower and changing 
area at your destination 

28%  23%  28%  31%  30% 

43.  Access to bicycle safety and 
maintenance classes 

27%  30%  25%  26%  26% 

39.  Organized bicycling groups 
from near where you live to 

your destination 
26%  25%  26%  23%  32% 

44.  Access to information 
about bicycle commuting 

equipment 
24%  27%  19%  20%  33% 

*Top 3 responses 

There are only minor regional differences in the reasons to cycle.  North County is somewhat 
more compelled by environmental and energy conservation justifications for bicycling than the 
other regions. 
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE:  December 27, 2011 
 
TO:   Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
 
FROM:   Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Policy, Legislation and Public Affairs 
    
SUBJECT: Approval of 2012 Alameda CTC Legislative Program  
 
 
Recommendations: 
It is recommended the Commission approve the 2012 Alameda CTC Legislative Program.    

 
Summary: 
The Alameda CTC’s Legislative Program will guide legislative actions and policy direction on 
legislative issues during the year.  
 
Some of the highest priorities in 2012 will be to participate in the federal transportation bill 
reauthorization, address the challenges faced with declining revenues and increasing deterioration of 
the transportation system, ensure that transportation is not negatively affected by the anticipated state 
budget deficit in the coming year, implementation of climate change legislative mandates, and to 
work to educate people about the benefits of Alameda County’s Transportation Expenditure Plan in 
relation to other measures that will be placed on the November ballot.  
 
Background: 
Each year, the Alameda CTC adopts a Legislative Program to provide direction for its legislative and 
policy activities for the year.  The purpose of the Legislative Program is to establish funding, 
regulatory and administrative principles to guide Alameda CTC’s legislative advocacy in the coming 
year. The program is designed to be broad and flexible to allow Alameda CTC the opportunity to 
pursue legislative and administrative opportunities that may arise during the year, and to respond to 
political processes in Sacramento and Washington, DC. 
 
This draft legislative program focuses on the federal bill reauthorization, project and program 
implementation, and climate change.   
 
The draft 2012 Legislative Program is divided into six sections: 
 

 Federal Transportation Bill Reauthorization  
 Transportation Funding  
 Project Delivery 
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 Multi-modal and Transit Oriented Development 
 Transportation and Social Equity 
 Climate Change 

 
Our state and federal lobbyists will be scheduling meetings in early spring with various Legislators 
in Sacramento and Washington, D.C. to discuss the Alameda CTC legislative needs in 2012.  We 
invite Board members interested in participating in these meetings. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: 2012 Legislative Program 
Attachment B: Summary of Senate EPW MAP 21 Legislation 
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Attachment A 
 

2012 Alameda CTC Legislative Program 
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 2012 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM    
Introduction 
Each year, the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) adopts a Legislative 
Program to provide direction for its legislative and policy activities for the year. 
 
The purpose of the Legislative Program is to establish funding, regulatory and administrative 
principles to guide Alameda CTC’s legislative advocacy in the coming year. The program is 
developed to be flexible, allowing opportunities to pursue legislative and administrative 
opportunities that may arise during the year, and to respond to the changing political processes in 
Sacramento and Washington, DC. 
 
While Alameda CTC is required to fulfill the roles and responsibility of the voter mandated 
transportation expenditure plan and the roles of a congestion management agency, the current 
transportation climate with respect to reauthorization of the federal transportation bill, climate 
change issues, demographic shifts, and other policy development in the Bay Area affects the 
direction of state and federal advocacy efforts by the Alameda CTC.  Further, Alameda CTC 
projects and programs can be advanced by additional funding and policy decisions supported 
through a legislative program.  
 
Finally, there are increasing efforts to implement a more sustainably integrated transportation system 
that provides substantial funding to all modes to advance mobility, access and quality infrastructure 
that supports the economy and advances healthy communities and the environment, particularly 
through the requirements of SB 375 and the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS). 
 
This legislative program recognizes significant countywide, regional, state and federal activities that 
have or will impact transportation funding and implementation in the coming years.  Some of these 
include: 
 

 The Statewide Transportation Needs Assessment released by the California Transportation 
Commission shows an estimated statewide funding need over the next 10 years for system 
preservation, management and expansion as $538 billion, with the system preservation 
portion estimated at $341 billion (for state of good repair).  Projections of funding 
availability over the same 10-year period are $242 billion from all sources, representing 
about 45% of the overall estimated needs.   
 

 Continued state and federal budget shortfalls could potentially negatively impact 
transportation funding for project planning, development and implementation; 
 

 Renewal efforts for the Federal Surface Transportation Bill and the current shortfalls of 
funding for authorized levels of spending from the Highway Trust Fund;  
 

 Updates to the Alameda County Countywide Transportation Plan, that will flow into the 
update of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), including advocacy policies for Alameda 
County;  
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 Reauthorization of Alameda County’s half-cent transportation sales tax measure, anticipated 

to be placed on the November 2012 ballot; 
 

 Development of many new policies and planning efforts at the Alameda CTC that will focus 
on Complete Streets, Transit Oriented Development, Youth Transit Pass Program 
opportunities, Capital Improvement Program and Congestion Management Program policy 
updates, a Comprehensive Countywide Transit plan that tiers off the regional Transit 
Sustainability Project, a Comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Plan and a 
Goods Movement Plan, as well as multi-modal corridor studies, an arterial performance 
initiative and other studies and plans the support integration and incentives for linking 
transportation and land use investments. 

 
The 2012 draft Legislative Program is divided into six sections: 
 

 Federal Transportation Bill Reauthorization  
 Transportation Funding  
 Project Delivery 
 Multi-modal and Transit Oriented Development 
 Transportation and Social Equity 
 Climate Change 

 
The first section regarding Federal Transportation Bill Reauthorization is specific to federal 
legislative efforts, while the remaining sections relate broadly to both state and federal legislative 
and administrative issues as applicable.  

Federal Transportation Bill Reauthorization Legislative Priorities 
The Safe Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users, 
SAFETEA-LU, expired on September 30, 2009 and has been continued at its same funding level 
through four separate continuing resolutions, with the next expiration date of March 31, 2012. In 
November 2011, the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee released a the Highway 
portion of a proposed two-year surface transportation authorization to replace SAFETEA-LU, 
entitled, “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century”, or MAP 21. Attachment B provides a 
summary of MAP-21.  The bill proposes funding for $109 billion, an estimated $12 billion over the 
anticipated amounts that will flow into the Highway Trust Fund. Three other Senate Committees are 
needed to act to address different aspects of a complete bill, including Senate Finance to focus on the 
tax and revenue portion of the bill (which needs to identify how to cover the $12 billion gap), Senate 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs for the transit portion of the bill, and Senate Commerce, 
Science and Transportation for rail and safety issues.   
 
It is recommended in the draft 2012 Alameda CTC Legislative Program continue support of the 
California Consensus Principles which are intended to provide a uniform statewide position on 
surface transportation policies to Congress and the President.  At the statewide level, these principles 
may be re-evaluated in 2012, and staff will bring to the Commission any changes to these principles 
for consideration.  The Consensus Principles listed below were developed over the summer of 2008 
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with a broad array of transportation stakeholders throughout California which included many 
transportation agencies, Caltrans, the Business Transportation and Housing Agency, and the 
Governor.  It is also recommended that the Commission continue support of Alameda County’s  
“Principles Plus” which support specific areas of importance not fully articulated in the California 
Consensus Principles on SAFETEA-LU.  The Consensus Principles and Principles Plus are listed 
below:  
 
California Consensus Principles 
 

1. Ensure the financial integrity of the Highway Trust Fund 
The financial integrity of the transportation trust fund is at a crossroads.  Current user fees are 
not keeping pace with needs or even the authorized levels in current law.  In the long-term, the 
per-gallon fees now charged on current fuels will not provide the revenue or stability needed, 
especially as new fuels enter the marketplace.  This authorization will need to stabilize the 
existing revenue system and prepare the way for the transition to new methods of funding our 
nation’s transportation infrastructure. 
 
• Maintain the basic principle of a user-based, pay-as-you-go system.   
• Continue the budgetary protections for the Highway Trust Fund and General Fund 

supplementation of the Mass Transportation Account.  
• Assure a federal funding commitment that supports a program size based on an objective 

analysis of national needs, which will likely require additional revenue. 
• To diversify and augment trust fund resources, authorize states to implement innovative 

funding mechanisms such as tolling, variable pricing, carbon offset banks, freight user fees, 
and alternatives to the per-gallon gasoline tax that are accepted by the public, and fully 
dedicated to transportation. 

• Minimize the number and the dollar amount of earmarks, reserving them only for those 
projects in approved transportation plans and programs.   

 
2. Rebuild and maintain transportation infrastructure in a good state of repair. 
Conditions on California’s surface transportation systems are deteriorating while demand is 
increasing.  This is adversely affecting the operational efficiency of our key transportation assets, 
hindering mobility, commerce, quality of life and the environment.   
 
• Give top priority to preservation and maintenance of the existing system of roads, highways, 

bridges and transit. 
• Continue the historic needs-based nature of the federal transit capital replacement programs. 

 
3. Establish goods movement as a national economic priority. 
Interstate commerce is the historic cornerstone defining the federal role in transportation.  The 
efficient movement of goods, across state and international boundaries, increases the nation’s 
ability to remain globally competitive and generate jobs.   

 
• Create a new federal program and funding sources dedicated to relieving growing congestion 

ACTAC Meeting 01/03/11 
                 Agenda Item 6A 
                     Attachment A

Page 202



Alameda County Transportation Commission                   December 27, 2011 
2012 Legislative Program                                                                    Page 7 
 

at America’s global gateways that are now acting as trade barriers and creating 
environmental hot spots. 

• Ensure state and local flexibility in project selection. 
• Recognize that some states have made a substantial investment of their own funds in 

nationally significant goods movement projects and support their investments by granting 
them priority for federal funding to bridge the gap between need and local resources. 

• Include adequate funding to mitigate the environmental and community impacts associated 
with goods movement. 

 
4. Enhance mobility through congestion relief within and between metropolitan areas. 
California is home to six of the 25 most congested metropolitan areas in the nation.  These mega-
regions represent a large majority of the population affected by travel delay and exposure to air 
pollutants.   

 
• Increase funding for enhanced capacity for ALL modes aimed at reducing congestion and 

promoting mobility in the most congested areas. 
• Provide increased state flexibility to implement performance-based infrastructure projects 

and public-private partnerships, including interstate tolling and innovative finance programs. 
• Consolidate federal programs by combining existing programs using needs, performance-

based, and air quality criteria. 
• Expand project eligibility within programs and increase flexibility among programs.  
 
5. Strengthen the federal commitment to safety and security, particularly with respect to 

rural roads and access. 
California recognizes that traffic safety involves saving lives, reducing injuries and optimizing 
the uninterrupted flow of traffic on the state’s roadways.  California has completed a 
comprehensive Strategic Highway Safety Plan. 

 
• Increase funding for safety projects aimed at reducing fatalities, especially on the secondary 

highway system where fatality rates are the highest. 
• Support behavioral safety programs – speed, occupant restraint, driving under the influence 

of alcohol or drugs, road-sharing, etc. -- through enforcement and education. 
• Address licensing, driver improvement, and adjudication issues and their impact on traffic 

safety. 
• Assess and integrate emerging traffic safety technologies, including improved data collection 

systems. 
• Fund a national program to provide security on our nation’s transportation systems, including 

public transit. 
 

6. Strengthen comprehensive environmental stewardship. 
Environmental mitigation is part of every transportation project and program.  The federal role is 
to provide the tools that will help mitigate future impacts and to cope with changes to our 
environment.  
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• Integrate consideration of climate change and joint land use-transportation linkages into the 
planning process. 

• Provide funding for planning and implementation of measures that have the potential to 
reduce emissions and improve health such as new vehicle technologies, alternative fuels, 
clean transit vehicles, transit-oriented development and increased transit usage, ride-
sharing, and bicycle and pedestrian travel. 

• Provide funding to mitigate the air, water and other environmental impacts of transportation 
projects. 

 
7. Streamline Project Delivery 
Extended processing time for environmental clearances, federal permits and reviews, etc. add to 
the cost of projects.  Given constrained resources, it is all the more critical that these clearances 
and reviews be kept to the minimum possible consistent with good stewardship of natural 
resources. 

 
• Increase opportunities for state stewardship through delegation programs for NEPA, air 

quality conformity, transit projects, etc.  
• Increase state flexibility for using at-risk design and design-build. 
• Ensure that federal project oversight is commensurate to the amount of federal funding. 
• Require federal permitting agencies to engage actively and collaboratively in project 

development and approval. 
• Integrate planning, project development, review, permitting, and environmental processes 

to reduce delay. 
 
“Principles Plus” 
Support the following efforts to address on-going transportation needs in Alameda County, 
including: 
 

• Support methods to increase the gas tax and alternative methods of financing.  As the 
primary source of funding for surface transportation, the gas tax needs to be modified to 
allow for increases over time.  Without the ability to increase the gas tax purchasing power, 
and in the absence of other funding methods, transportation funding will continue to 
decline.  Alternative methods of financing such as high-occupancy toll lanes, public-private 
partnerships, and other user-based-type fees are important elements to continue critical 
investments in our core transportation infrastructure and should be allowed, provided they 
protect the public investment.  

 
• Support rewarding states that provide significant funding into the transportation 

systems.  California is considered a “Self-Help” state, one that raises funds both locally 
and statewide to fund local, state and federal transportation projects.  Over time, federal 
funds have provided a smaller share of the overall funding need in California.  Each year, 
the Bay Area taxpayers alone provide almost $1 billion in local funds to support the 
transportation system, and California as a whole provides billions of dollars into 
transportation to support one of the top ten highest producing economies in the world.  The 
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infusion of $20 billion for transportation bonds approved by voters in 2006 is on top of this 
amount, as well as the vehicle registration fees approved in five out of seven Bay Area 
counties in November 2010. These effort must be acknowledged and rewarded by 
providing priority funding for California’s projects, bonus federal matching funds or simple 
increases in overall funding commensurate with the state’s investment.  This could include 
a Federal-State Partnership Program modeled after California’s State and Local Partnership 
Program (SLPP), whereby counties with voter approved transportation sales tax measures 
received proportional funding from the SLPP program in the voter approved bonds related 
to the amount of sales tax generated.  

 
• Increase funding for and flexibility of transit investments.  This effort directly addresses 

the need to shift a portion of trips away from auto use to address climate change and to 
reduce congestion.  With legislative mandates to implement a Sustainable Communities 
Strategy aimed at integrating land use and transportation decisions to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and meet the State’s goals, more emphasis on transit and access to transit 
will be made to address goal attainment. 

o Support funding to assist in completion of Alameda CTC’s remaining sales tax 
funded transit projects. 

o Support increasing, combining and integrating federal funding programs for seniors 
and disabled, and ensure flexibility of these programs to address the dramatically 
increasing senior population in Alameda County and the country. 

o Support transit safety and security programs that are not at the expense of existing 
transit funding, but rather augment transit funding. 

o Increase transit funding and implementation flexibility to allow for transit operators 
to reduce service cuts, seek more transit operating funds, and allow operators to 
provide school related services as well as flexible services for senior transport and 
other needs as deemed necessary through transit planning efforts. 

o Support parity in pre-tax transportation benefits for public transit and vanpooling for 
those given for parking. 

 
• Increase funding for non-motorized transportation.  This effort recognizes the 

opportunity for walking and biking to address GHG reduction goals, particularly for access 
to transit and with specialized educational programs that support and encourage shifts in 
mode uses to reduce vehicle miles traveled and emissions.    

o Recognize non-motorized transportation, also known as active transportation, as a 
viable mode for reducing VMT, increasing transit use, supporting effective climate 
change, and increasing the health of communities.  

o Support funding for active transportation in the federal bill, and in particular, fund the 
approved Active Transportation Program – Active Alameda:  Kids, Commuters and 
Community. 

 This program is focused on walking and biking access to transit, connecting 
communities through urban greenways, and inspiring people to walk and bike 
through programs such as Safe Routes to Schools and Safe Routes for Seniors 

 The program is broadly supported throughout Alameda County as shown by 
the wide array of support for the program, including the Alameda County 
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Board of Supervisors, the Alameda County Mayor’s Conference, and cities 
throughout the County. 

o Support completion of major trail networks throughout the County, with priority for 
the East Bay Greenway, Iron Horse Trail and the Bay Trail.  
 

   
General Legislative Issues  
The following legislative areas are related to both federal and state legislative efforts as applicable. 

Transportation Funding  
Over the past several years, additional local sales tax measures have surpassed the 2/3 voter hurdle, 
voters have supported statewide bond measures to fund transportation infrastructure throughout the 
state, and in November 2010, five out of seven counties in the Bay Area approved increasing the 
vehicle registration fees to fund transportation improvements, and voters also supported protecting 
certain transportation funding even further with passage of Proposition 22.  Governor Brown’s 
signing of AB 105 in early 2011 ratified a gas tax swap made in March 2010, further protecting both 
transit and other transportation funding.  These advances in funding and protections demonstrate the 
public’s will to support essential infrastructure and transportation programs, and underscore the need 
for improving the quality of our transportation systems.  Alameda CTC’s recent polls related to the 
development of a new Transportation Expenditure Plan also showed public support for 
transportation infrastructure investments with 79% supporting an augmentation and extension of the 
existing sales tax measure.  
 
However, while voters are willing to support measures to increase funding, Alameda County, the 
state and country continue to face profound transportation funding challenges, which become 
increasingly exacerbated over time. The purchasing power of the gas tax, which has not been 
increased since the early 1990’s, has not kept pace with current and projected growth. At the same 
time, environmental review times are often too long causing implementation delays.  
 
General Transportation Funding Priorities 

 Support legislation that increases and/or requires the gas tax to be adjusted regularly to 
support its “buying power”. 

 Protect and increase funding for Alameda CTC projects in the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), the federal transportation bill and other funding sources. 

 Support legislation that protects and provides increased funding for operating, maintaining, 
rehabilitating, and improving transportation infrastructure, including state highways, public 
transit and paratransit, local streets and roads, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, seismic safety 
upgrades, and goods movement, including making the use of these funds more flexible from 
different fund sources. 

 Support efforts that give priority funding to voter approved measures. 

 Support efforts to lower the 2/3 voter requirement for voter-approved transportation 
measures. 
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 Oppose efforts that negatively affect the ability to implement voter approved measures.  

 Support legislation that improves the ability of the Commission and its partners to deliver, 
enhance or augment Alameda CTC projects and programs.  

 Support seeking, acquiring and implementing grants that advance Alameda CTC planning, 
funding and delivery of projects and programs.  

 Support Alameda County as a recipient of funds to implement pilot programs that support 
innovative project implementation or transportation funding mechanisms. 

 Support legislation that encourages regional cooperation and coordination to develop, 
promote and fund solutions to regional problems. 

 Support legislation and policies that promote governmental efficiencies and cost savings. 

 
Major Transportation Funding Priorities related to Alameda CTC Projects and Programs 
While transportation funding has many general categories for legislative advocacy as listed above, 
the following specific project and program related areas for 2012 are: 
 

 Increase funding and flexibility for transit  
o Support efforts to increase funding for transit, increase the flexibility of that funding 

to address climate change, senior population increases, transit security, and transit 
operations, particularly to reduce service cuts. 

o Protect funding intended for transit.  In particular, support efforts that ensure 
anticipated transit funds are delivered to transit operators. 
 

 Increase funding and resources for non-motorized transportation 
o Continue support of the national Active Transportation effort sponsored by Rails to 

Trails Conservancy to increase non-motorized transportation funding in the upcoming 
federal transportation bill.  

o Support full implementation of the East Bay Greenway project and all related project 
development and implementation efforts.  Alameda CTC is the project sponsor for 
this project.   
 

Project Delivery 
Delivery of new transportation infrastructure expeditiously is a key element in ensuring mobility of 
people and goods while protecting air and environmental quality, jobs and a high quality of life.  
However, delivery of projects is often bogged down by the multiple stages and long time frames of 
current project delivery processes, including environmental clearance and mitigation, design, right of 
way and project financing.  To that end, support innovative ways to deliver projects quickly which 
reduce costs to taxpayers and provide essential transportation mobility options. 

 

 Support legislation and policies that improve environmental streamlining, including requiring 
specific time frames for state and federal reviews and approvals, to expedite project delivery 
while ensuring appropriate environmental protection and mitigation. 
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 Support legislation that improves the ability to deliver Alameda CTC projects and programs 
in a timely and cost-effective manner and that makes the best use of contracting flexibility.   

 Support innovative project delivery methods including the design-build and design-
sequencing methods of contracting for transportation projects, and public/private 
partnerships. 

 Support the expansion of HOT lane implementation opportunities in Alameda County and 
the Bay Area.  

 Support legislation and policies that accelerate funding for transportation infrastructure 
projects that create additional jobs and economic activity in Alameda County. 

 
Multi-Modal  and Transit Oriented Development  
Transportation in the Bay Area must serve the multiple needs of its populace.  There is not one 
single transportation type that serves all people, nor delivery of all goods.  Support legislation that 
furthers transportation options and choices in Alameda County. 

 Support efforts that encourage, fund and provide incentives and/or reduce barriers for 
developing around transportation centers and for encouraging the use of transit, walking and 
biking. 

 Support efforts that expedite delivery of transit-oriented development and other efforts that 
enhance the effectiveness of public transit and non-motorized modes of transportation and 
that are supported by local communities. 

 Support efforts that ensure multi-modal transportation systems that provide multiple choices 
for transportation consumers. 

 Support efforts that increase the amount and flexibility of transportation projects and 
programs that support senior and disabled mobility and their access to transit. 

 
Transportation and Social Equity 
All people rely on transportation to meet some basic needs, whether that is delivery of food, goods, 
or simply movement from one place to another. Transportation systems must serve all of society to 
meet the mobility needs of youth, seniors, disabled, working people, and people at all income levels 
in our communities.  Creating a balanced system with multiple transportation options ensures access 
for all transportation users.  

 Support efforts that provide additional funding and increased flexibility for transportation 
services for seniors, disabled and low income people (i.e. senior shuttles, travel training, 
volunteer transportation support services, low-income scholarship programs, transit pass 
programs) 

 Support efforts to maintain and expand women, minority and small business participation in 
state and local contracting procedures. 

 Support efforts that provide incentives for employees/employers to utilize/offer public 
transportation or alternatives to the auto to commute to work. 
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 Support efforts that invest in transportation to serve transit-dependent communities that 
provide enhanced access to goods, services, jobs and education. 

Climate Change 
In 2006, AB32, the California Global Solutions Warming Act, was signed by the Governor and two 
years later SB 375, the Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases Act, which focuses 
on climate change by aligning transportation and housing planning and funding was also signed.  
Development of a new transportation expenditure plan and the update of the countywide 
transportation plan require supporting SB 375 mandates and the region’s Sustainable Communities 
Strategy to enable the County’s projects to be incorporated into the RTP. 
 

 Support climate change legislation that provides funding for innovative infrastructure (i.e. 
hydrogen fuel cell vehicles, hydrogen fueling stations, electric charging stations, etc.), 
operations and programs that relieve congestion, improve air quality, reduce GHG emissions, 
support economic development, and support the planning and implementation efforts 
associated with this work.  

 Support climate change legislation that expands transit services and supports safe, efficient 
and clear connections to transit services, including walking and biking infrastructure and 
programs.  

 To achieve necessary increases in public transit ridership to address GHG emissions from the 
transportation sources, legislation should support funding that augments transit funding and 
does not replace it,  does not create unfunded mandates, and has well thought out planning 
and implementation efforts.   

 Support legislation and policies that support emerging technologies offering incentives for 
alternative fuels and fueling technology, as well as research for transportation opportunities 
to reduce GHG emissions. 
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SUMMARY OF MOVING AHEAD FOR 
PROGRESS IN THE 21ST CENTURY (MAP-21) 

 
Bill Highlights 
 
• Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) reauthorizes the Federal-aid 

highway program at the Congressional Budget Office’s baseline level—equal to current 
funding levels plus inflation—for two fiscal years.   

• MAP-21 consolidates the number of Federal programs by two-thirds, from about 90 
programs down to less than 30, to focus resources on key national goals and reduce 
duplicative programs. 

• Eliminates earmarks. 
• Expedites project delivery while protecting the environment. 
• Creates a new title called “America Fast Forward,” which strengthens the Transportation 

Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Program (TIFIA) program to leverage federal dollars 
further than they have been stretched before. 

• Consolidates certain programs into a focused freight program to improve the movement of 
goods. 

 
Authorizations and Programs 
 
MAP-21 continues to provide the majority of Federal-aid highway funds to the states through 
core programs.  However, the core highway programs have been reduced from seven to five, as 
follows: 
 
• National Highway Performance Program [New core program] – This section 

consolidates existing programs (the Interstate Maintenance, National Highway System, and 
Highway Bridge programs) to create a single new program, which will provide increased 
flexibility, while guiding state and local investments to maintain and improve the conditions 
and performance of the National Highway System (NHS).   This program will eliminate the 
barriers between existing programs that limit states’ flexibility to address the most vital needs 
for highways and bridges and holds states accountable for improving outcomes and using tax 
dollars efficiently.   

 
• Transportation Mobility Program [New core program] – This program replaces the 

current Surface Transportation Program, but retains the same structure, goals and flexibility 
to allow states and metropolitan areas to invest in the projects that fit their unique needs and 
priorities.  It also gives a broad eligibility of surface transportation projects that can be 
constructed.  Activities that previously received dedicated funding in SAFETEA-LU, but are 
being consolidated under MAP-21, will be retained as eligible activities under the 
Transportation Mobility Program. 
  

• National Freight Network Program [New core program] – Our nation’s economic health 
depends on a transportation system that provides for reliable and timely goods movements.  
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Unfortunately, the condition and capacity of the highway system has failed to keep up with 
the growth in freight movement and is hampering the ability of businesses to efficiently 
transport goods due to congestion.   
 
MAP-21 addresses the need to improve goods movement by consolidating existing programs 
into a new focused freight program that provides funds to the states by formula for projects to 
improve regional and national freight movements on highways, including freight intermodal 
connectors. 

 
• Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program [Existing core program] 

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program provides funds 
to states for transportation projects designed to reduce traffic congestion and improve air 
quality.  
 
MAP-21 improves the existing CMAQ program by including particulate matter as one of the 
pollutants addressed, and by requiring a performance plan in large metropolitan areas to 
ensure that CMAQ funds are being used to improve air quality and congestion in those 
regions.  
 
Reforms the Transportation Enhancements program with more flexibility granted to the 
states on the use of the funds within the program. 
 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program [Existing core program] – MAP-21 builds on the 
successful Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP).  MAP-21 substantially increases 
the amount of funding for this program because of the strong results it has achieved in 
reducing fatalities. Under HSIP, states must develop and implement a safety plan that 
identifies highway safety programs and a strategy to address them.   
 

• Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Program (TIFIA) – The TIFIA 
program provides direct loans, loan guarantees, and lines of credit to surface transportation 
projects at favorable terms.  TIFIA will leverage private and other non-federal investment in 
transportation improvements.  

 
 Included in the “America Fast Forward” title of MAP-21 will be provisions that build upon 

the success of the TIFIA program.  MAP-21 modifies the TIFIA program by increasing 
funding for the program to $1 billion per year, by increasing the maximum share of project 
costs from 33 percent to 49 percent, by allowing TIFIA to be used to support a related set of 
projects, and by setting aside funding for projects in rural areas at more favorable terms. 
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• Projects of National and Regional Significance Program –This bill authorizes a program 
to fund major projects of national and regional significance which meet rigorous criteria and 
eligibility requirements.  This program authorizes for appropriation $1 billion in Fiscal Year 
2013. 
 

• Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation Highways Programs – MAP-21 consolidates 
the existing program structure by creating a new Federal lands and tribal transportation 
program. The bill maintains funding for maintenance and construction of roads and bridges 
that are vital to the federal lands of this country.   
 

• Territorial and Puerto Rico Highways Program –This program provides funds to the U.S. 
territories and Puerto Rico to construct and maintain highway, bridge, and tunnel projects. 

 
• Administrative Expenses – Funds the general administrative operations of the Federal 

Highway Administration. 
 
• Emergency Relief – Provides funds to states to repair highways and bridges damaged by 

natural disasters. 
 
• Highway Bridge and Tunnel Inventory and Inspection Standards – Improves the existing 

highway bridge inspection program and authorizes a national tunnel inspection program to 
ensure the safety of our nation’s bridges and tunnels. 

 
Performance Management 
 
• Performance Measures and Targets in MAP-21 

o The bill establishes an outcome-driven approach that tracks performance and will hold 
states and metropolitan planning organizations accountable for improving the conditions 
and performance of their transportation assets.   
 

• State and Metropolitan Transportation Planning 
o MAP-21 improves statewide and metropolitan planning processes to incorporate a more 

comprehensive performance-based approach to decision making.  Utilizing performance 
targets will assist states and metropolitan areas in targeting limited resources on projects 
that will improve the condition and performance of their transportation assets.   
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Acceleration of Project Delivery 
 
MAP-21 includes program reforms designed to reduce project delivery time and costs while 
protecting the environment.  Examples of improvements include: expanding the use of 
innovative contracting methods; creating dispute resolution procedures; allowing for early right-
of-way acquisitions; reducing bureaucratic hurdles for projects with no significant environmental 
impact; encouraging early coordination between relevant agencies to avoid delays later in the 
review process; and accelerating project delivery decisions within specified deadlines. 
 
Research and Education 
 
• Transportation Research Programs – MAP-21 funds research and development, 

technology deployment, training and education, intelligent transportation system (ITS), and 
university transportation center activities to further innovation in transportation research. The 
primary research areas include: improving highway safety and infrastructure integrity; 
strengthening transportation planning and environmental decision-making; reducing 
congestion, improving highway operations; and enhancing freight productivity. 
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