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BOARD MEETING NOTICE 
Thursday, October 27, 2011, 3:00 P.M. 

1333 Broadway, Suite 300 
Oakland, California 94612 

(see map on last page of agenda) 
 

Mark Green Chair 
Scott Haggerty Vice Chair 
  
Arthur L. Dao Executive Director 
Vanessa Lee  Clerk of the Commission 

 
AGENDA 

Copies of Individual Agenda Items are Available on the 
Alameda CTC Website --  HHwww.alamedactc.org 

 
1 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
2 Roll Call 
 
3 Public Comment 
Members of the public may address the Board during “Public Comment” on any item 
not on the agenda.  Public comment on an agenda item will be heard as part of that 
specific agenda item. Only matters within the Commission’s jurisdictions may be 
addressed. If you wish to comment make your desire known by filling out a speaker 
card and handing it to the Clerk of the Commission. Please wait until the Chair calls 
your name.  Walk to the microphone when called; give your name, and your comments. 
Please be brief and limit comments to the specific subject under discussion. Please limit 
your comment to three minutes.  
 
4 Chair/Vice-Chair’s Report 
 
5 Approval of Consent Calendar      
5A. Minutes of September 22, 2011 – page 1        A 
 
5B. Summary of the Alameda CTC’s Review and Comments on         I 
 Environmental Documents and General Plan Amendments  
 Prepared by Local Jurisdictions 

– page 11 
 
5C. 2011 Congestion Management Program (CMP) Review of Draft          I 
 Conformity Findings– page 13 

 
5D. Review of Countywide Annual Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program            I 
  And Draft 2010 Trends Report– page 17 

 
5E. Approval of STIP Award Deadline Time Extension Request for the               A 
  County of Alameda’s Grove Way Improvements Project- page 51 
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5F.      Approval of Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program Expenditure Deadline 

Extension Request for Alameda CTC’s Webster Street Corridor Enhancements Project, 
TFCA Projects 08ALA01 and 09ALA01– page 57  

A 

5G. Approval of TFCA Program Expenditure Deadline Extension Request for  
          AC Transit’s Easy Pass Project, TFCA Project 09ALA07– page 61  
 

A 

  
5H. Approval of City of Oakland’s Request to Extend Expiration Date for Measure B Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund Grant Agreement No. A09-0017, Lakeshore/Lake 
Park Avenue Complete Streets Project – page 67 

 

A

5I. Approval of Berkeley Redevelopment Agency’s Request to Extend Expiration Date for 
Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund Grant Agreement No. 
A09-0005, Aquatic Park Connection Streetscape Improvements Project – page 75  

 

A

5J.  Approval of Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District’s (AC Transit) Request to Extend 
Expiration Date for Measure B Paratransit Gap Grant Agreement No. A08-0025, Interactive 
Voice Response (IVR) / Web-Based Scheduling Software Project – page 81  

 

A

5K.  Approval of PAPCO Recommendation of New Freedom Grant Application and Matching 
Gap Grant Funding-page 87 

 

A

5L. Approval of PAPCO Recommendation for Funding of Coordination and Mobility 
Management Planning (CMMP) Pilot Projects- page 107  

 

A

5M.  Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants– 
Approval to Submit Application for I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes Project Requesting 
TIGER III Funds- page 121 

 

A

5N.    I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project – Approval to Execute Cooperative                
Agreements with Caltrans for Construction Phase -page 125 

 

A

5O.  Webster Street SMART Corridor Project – Approval of Amendment No. 2 to Add $35,000 
and Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with TJKM Transportation Consultants to 
Provide Design Services During Construction Phase – page 127  

 

A

5P.  I-580 Tri-Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Improvements (RM 2 Subproject 32.1e): – Approval 
to Execute Cooperative Agreements with Caltrans for Construction Phase of the I-580 
Westbound HOV Lane Projects – page 129 

 

A

5Q.  Review Information Regarding Port Drayage Truck Regulations- page 131 
 

I

5R. Acceptance of Semi-Annual Alameda CTC Capital Project Status Update and Approval of A
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Project Funding Plans for selected projects – page 147  
 
          5S.    Approval of Appointments for the Community Advisory Committees- page 173      A 
       
6 Community Advisory Committee Reports – (Time Limit: 3 minutes per speaker) 

6A. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee – Midori Tabata, Chair 
              – page 181                                                                                                              I  
 
6B. Citizens Advisory Committee–Cynthia Dorsey, Chair – page 197                         I 

6C. Citizens Watchdog Committee – James Paxson, Chair – page 199                        I 

6D. Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee – Sylvia Stadmire, Chair               I 
 - page 201  
 

7 Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee Action Items              
   
  7A.  Review of Administrative Draft Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP)           I 
             and Discussion of Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) and Update on   
  Development of Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional    
  Transportation Plan (RTP)-page 211 
 
                7B. Legislative Update – page 223                                                                                I              
 
8 Programs and Projects Committee Action Items 

8A. Approval of the List of Projects to be Programmed in the Regional                      A 
  Improvement Program (RIP) of the 2012 State Transportation Improvement  
  Program (STIP) – page 233 
   
9 Finance and Administration Committee Action Items 
 9A.   Adoption of a Resolution of Intention to Enter into a Contract with CalPERS     A 
   And a Resolution Authorizing the Employer Pick-up of Employee Contributions 
  - page 261 
 
10 Member Reports (Verbal) 
 
11 Staff Reports (Verbal) 
 
12 Other Business  

11A.  Introduction and Welcoming of BART New General Manager, Ms. Grace 
Crunican 

 
13 Adjournment: Next Meeting – December 01, 2011 at 3:00 PM  
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(#)  All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Alameda CTC 
Commission. 

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

 

November  2011 Meeting Schedule:  Some dates are tentative. Persons interested in attending  
should check dates with Alameda CTC staff. 

 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 5:30 pm No meeting in 

November 
 

Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 6:00 pm December 1, 2011  1333 Broadway Suite220 

Alameda County Transportation Advisory 
Committee (ACTAC) 

1:30 pm  November 01, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

I-680 Sunol Express Lane Joint Powers 
Authority 

9:30 am November 07, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

I-580 Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) 9:45 am November 07, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
(PPLC) 

11:00 am November 07, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Programs and Projects Committee (PPC) 12:15 pm November 07, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Finance and Administration Committee (FAC) 1:30 pm November 07, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 5:30 pm December 1, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite220 

Paratransit Technical Advisory Committee 9:30 am November 8, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee 1:00 pm November 28, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Countywide Transportation Plan and 
Expenditure Plan Development Steering 
Committee (CWTP-TEP) 

12:00 pm November 17, 2011 
December 1, 2011 

1333 Broadway Suite 300 

Technical Advisory Working Group (TAWG) 
and Citizens Advisory Working Group Joint 
Meeting 

1:30 pm November 10, 2011 1333 Broadway Suite300 

Alameda CTC Board Meeting 3:00 pm Next Meeting is on 
December 01, 2011 

1333 Broadway Suite 300 

 



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 



 

 

 
ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 22, 2011 
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA  

 
1. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance   
Chair Green convened the meeting at 3:20 p.m. 
 
2. Roll Call 
Lee conducted the roll call to confirm quorum. The meeting roster is attached.  
 
3. Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
4.0 Chair/Vice-Chair’s Report 
 
Mayor Green informed the Commission and members of the public that a lengthy discussion was held at 
the September 22 Steering Committee Meeting in which the parameters for the transportation expenditure 
plan were discussed as well as the bus-pass program for school age children. 
 
5. Approval of Consent Calendar   
5A. Minutes of July 28, 2011  
 
5B. Summary of the Alameda CTC’s Review and Comments on Environmental Documents and 
 General Plan Amendments Prepared by Local Jurisdictions  
 
5C. Comment letter to Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) Regarding 
 Recommendation for Bay Plan Amendment Concerning Climate Change 
 
5D. Review of Proposed Policies for Master Funding Agreements for Measure B and Vehicle 
 Registration Fee Funds  
 
5E. Review of Draft Comment Letter to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on the Proposed 
 One Bay Area  Block Grant Policies 
 
5F. Approval of the Draft List of Projects to be Programmed in the Regional Improvement Program 
 (RIP) of the 2012 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
 
5G. Approval of Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Final Program for the FY 2011/12 
 Remaining Balance          
 
5H. Approval of Alameda County’s Safe Routes to School Program Delivery Strategy for the Capital 
 Project Element  
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5I. Approval of the City of Fremont’s Request to Extend the Agreement Expiration Date for Measure 
 B Transit Center Development Grant Agreement No. A07-0018, Bay Street Streetscape and 
 Parking Project      
 
5J. Congestion Relief Emergency Fund (ACTIA No. 27) – Allocation of Remaining Programmed 
 Balance for Studies and Analyses Related to Congested Segments and Locations on the CMP 
 Network 
 
5K. Center to Center Program Communications Hub for the Tri-Valley SMART Corridor Project (C2C) 
 – Approval to Extend the Expiration Date of the Funding Agreement with Metropolitan 
 Transportation Commission  
 
5L. I-680 Sunol Express Lanes (ACTIA No. 8) Project and East Bay SMART Corridor Project -
 Approval to Amend the Computer Servers Co-location Contract with Novani, LLC 
 
5M. I-880/Mission Boulevard (Route 262) Interchange and Widening Project (ACTA MB 196) – 
 Approval to Submit a Request for Advancement of the Local Alternative Transportation 
 Improvement Program (LATIP) Project and to Negotiate and Execute the Necessary Inter-Agency 
 Funding and Implementation Agreements  
  
5N. Eastbound I-580 Express Lane and Auxiliary Lane Project – Approval to Revise Funding Plan and 
 Authorization to Execute Agreements Required for Advancing Measure B Capital Program 
 Funding 
 
5O. East Bay Greenway – Approval to Execute Amendment No. 1 to Professional Services Agreement 
 with HQE, Inc (A10-0026)  
 
5P. Approval of Quality Assurance Plan for Capital Projects Construction Administered by the 
 Alameda CTC  
 
5Q. I-680 Sunol Express Lanes (ACTIA No. 8): Northbound HOV/Express Lane Project - Status 
 Update  
 
5R. Approval of Support for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Submission of the 
 Application to the California Transportation Commission to seek authorization to implement the 
 Bay Area Regional Express Lane  
 
5S. Approval of Resolution No. 11-011 RM2 Implementing Agency Resolution of Project Compliance 
 for RM2 Funding for Preliminary Right of Way Activities Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project 
 (ACTIA No. 25)  
      
5T. FY10-11 Consolidated Year-end Investment Report  
           
5U. Update on the FY10-11 Annual Financial Audit               
 
5V. Approval of the Semi-Annual Contract Equity Utilization Report and Contract Award Report for 
 January 1, 2011 through June 30, 2011  

Page 2
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5W. Update on Joint Regional Agencies Relocation Process                     
 
5X.   Executive Director’s Salary and Benefits and Objectives for FY 2011-12                
 
Items 5D, 5F, 5N and 5X were pulled from the Consent Calendar for further discussion.  Mayor Sbranti 
motioned to approve the Consent Agenda as amended. Supervisor Miley seconded the motion. This motion 
was approved 21-0. 
 
For Item 5D, Vice Mayor Bonta informed the public that his staff at the City of Alameda prepared a 
detailed letter regarding the policy guidelines set forth in 5D. He then suggested that the issues raised in his 
letter be addressed and brought back at the October Commission Meeting. Art Dao informed the 
Commission that if the Item was deferred, the funding would subsequently be delayed a month. He 
clarified that approval of the item will allow staff to bring back a draft of the implementation guidelines on 
which members of the Board can comment before they are finalized. Councilmember Henson motioned to 
approve this Item. Mayor Kamena seconded the motion. This motion passed 22-0. 
 
For Item 5F, Director Harper requested further information on the effects that reduction in the PTA has on 
the STIP project list. Art Dao informed the Board that as part of the 2010 STIP cycle, the allocations to the 
counties do not include PTA’s due to State budget cuts. He mentioned and that this will only effect two 
ACTC projects. Director Harper motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Kamena seconded the motion. This 
motion passed 22-0. 
 
Supervisor Miley requested that staff bring back information on the Fund for Clean Air Program and how 
it relates to Port drayage truck regulations. Art Dao informed him that a report would be given at the next 
Committee Meeting regarding this topic.  
 
For Item 5N, Director Harper wanted to know what happens if revenues for the HOT lanes are not 
sufficient. Art Dao informed him that state statutes describe how the revenues can be used but the ultimate 
decision lies with the board. He then informed the board that funds are identified prior to the start of any 
HOT lane project. Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve this Item. Supervisor Miley seconded the 
motion. This motion passed 22-0. 
 
Finally for Item 5X, Director Harper wanted general clarification on the vacation cash out policy and 
encouraged staff to look into waving the policy in the future. Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve 
this Item. Mayor Green seconded the motion. This motion passed 22-0. 
 
6.  Community Advisory Committee Reports  
6A. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 
Midori Tabata reported that BPAC met on September 8. No action was taken at the meeting but the 
Committee received information on the AC TransitT Bike Racks Program and the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Safety Act. She informed the Board that the next meeting would be held in October 13, 2011. 
 
6B. Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Barry Ferrier reported in place of Cynthia Dorsey. He informed the Board that the CAC met in July and 
that the next meeting will be in October.  
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6C. Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 
James Paxson reported that the CWC met on July 11 and held a special hearing in consideration of the 
ninth annual CWC Report. The report covers fiscal year 2009/10 and the Committee activities over the last 
year. The next CWC Meeting will be on November 14, 2011.  
 
6D. Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee (PAPCO) 
Sylvia Stadmire reported that PAPCO has been focusing on public outreach. The next meeting with be on 
September 26, 2011 in which coordination and mobility management, and work goals for the next year will 
be discussed. 
 
7.  Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee Action Items 

7A.  Approval of Draft 2011 Congestion Management Program 
        

Saravana Suthanthira recommended that the Committee approve the draft 2011 Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) report, which is required to be updated every two years. Ms. Suthanthira informed the 
Commission that the update started in January. She continued by highlighting several key changes to 
chapters one through ten in addition to appendices B, D and G. Upon approval, the draft report will be 
released to the libraries and sent to MTC as required. Councilmember Kaplan motioned to approve this 
Item. Mayor Hosterman seconded the motion. This Item was passed 22-0 

 
7B. Review of Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional Transportation Plan   
 (RTP) and Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP)/ Transportation Expenditure   
 Plan (TEP) Information  
Beth Walukas provided information on regional and countywide transportation planning efforts related to 
the update of the Countywide Transportation Plan and development of a Sales Tax Transportation 
Expenditure Plan as well as the Regional Transportation Plan and the development of the Sustainable 
Community Strategy. She informed the Commission that this presentation focused on the month of August 
and September. Ms. Walukas went on to update the Commission on the following activities: MTC/ABAG 
development of alternative land use and transportation scenarios, RTP/SCS work element proposals as well 
as detailing a revised upcoming meetings schedule related to regional planning efforts and outreach. 
Finally Ms. Walukas informed the Board that the ultimate goal is to have a draft of both the CWTP and the 
TEP available for approval at the December Board Retreat.  
  
7C.  Legislative Update  
 
Tess Lengyel gave the Commission a brief update on state and federal activities. She highlighted the state 
budget as it relates to transportation revenues. She informed the Board that AB 1086, (Wieckowski), was 
on the Governor’s desk for signature and that Bill AB 710, which was supported by the ACTC,  will not be 
moving forward due to an error in the report. On the federal side, Ms. Lengyel updated the Commission on  
the approval of a four-month extension of SAFETEA. She concluded by informing the Board that staff 
would be working with the Board on developing the 2012 legislative program. 
 
8. Member Reports and Staff Reports 
 
There were no Commission Member Reports. Art Dao requested that the Board review the flyer distributed 
in the packet regarding upcoming meeting dates.  
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Memorandum 
 
DATE: October 19, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Summary of the Alameda CTC’s Review and Comments on Environmental 

Documents and General Plan Amendments Prepared by Local Jurisdictions  
 
Recommendation 
This item is for information only. No action is requested. 
 
Summary 
This item fulfills one of the requirements under the Land Use Analysis Program (LUAP) element 
of the Congestion Management Program (CMP). For the LUAP, Alameda CTC is required to 
review Notices of Preparations (NOPs), General Plan Amendments (GPAs), and Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIRs) prepared by local jurisdictions and comment on them regarding the 
potential impact of proposed land development on regional transportation system. Staff will 
report to the Alameda CTC Commission on comments made.  
 
In September of 2011, staff reviewed one Final Supplemental EIR (FSEIR). No comments were 
submitted. 
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Memorandum 
 
DATE: October 19, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
RE:  2011 Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Review of Draft Conformity  
  Findings 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that Commission review Attachment A detailing the conformity status with 
the Congestion Management Program (CMP). This item is for information only. No action is 
required. 
 
Summary  
Local jurisdictions are required to comply with the CMP as follows:  

1) (a) Tier 1 Land Use Analysis – submit to Alameda CTC all Notice of Preparations, EIRs 
and General Plan amendments;  

 (b) Tier 2 Land Use Forecasts- review ABAG Projections by traffic analysis zones;  
2) Traffic Demand Management (TDM) – Complete Site Design Checklist;  
3) Payment of Fees; and  
4) Deficiency Plans and Deficiency Plan Progress Reports, as needed in some jurisdictions.  

 
Letters were sent to the jurisdictions requesting 1a) Tier 1 Land Use Analysis Program and 2) 
TDM Site Design Checklist information by September 30, 2011, and 4) Deficiency Plan 
Progress Reports as required for those jurisdictions discussed below by October 3, 2011.   
 
Final conformity findings will be presented to the Commission at its December 1, 2011 meeting. 
 
Discussion 
As of the Commission mailing, all jurisdictions but one are in conformance with the CMP 
requirements. The City of Albany has indicated that it will be submitting the required 
documentation by the time of the Commission meeting. An update will be provided at the 
meeting. 
 
Regarding the requirement for some jurisdictions to submit Deficiency Plans or Deficiency Plan 
Progress Reports, no CMP roadway segments were found to be deficient in 2010, the last LOS 
Monitoring cycle for which data is available based on the select link analysis from the 
Countywide Travel Demand Model and after applying all applicable exemptions. Therefore, the 
preparation and submission of Deficiency Plans for 2011 is not required. However, there are 
three ongoing Deficiency Plans for 2011, for which jurisdictions are required to send progress 
reports:                  
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1)   SR 260 Posey Tube eastbound to  
 I-880 northbound freeway connection City of Oakland  
2)   SR 185 northbound between 46th and 42nd Avenue    City of Oakland  
3)   Mowry Avenue         City of Fremont   
 
Requests were sent to the Cities of Fremont, Hayward, and Oakland to submit their Deficiency 
Plan progress reports by October 3, 2011. At this time all deficiency reports have been received 
and reviewed.  
 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
There are no fiscal impacts at this time. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A   2011 CMP Conformance: Land Use Analysis, Site Design Guidelines, Payment 

of Fees, and Deficiency Plans  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
  
RE: Review of Countywide Annual Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program and 

Draft 2010 Trends Report 
 
Recommendation 
This item is for information only. No action is requested.  
 
Summary 
Alameda CTC has been conducting periodical bicycle and pedestrian counts since 2002, and 
annual counts since 2008, at various locations throughout the county. The 2011 counts are taking 
place in September and October at 63 locations, as listed in Attachment A. The historical 
countywide count data from 2002 to 2010 was recently compiled and comprehensively analyzed 
for the first time and is presented in the attached Draft Manual Pedestrian and Bicycle Count 
Report for Alameda County as shown in Attachment B.  
 
In October, both ACTAC and PPLC reviewed and commented on the Draft Report and the list of 
count locations. Their comments are summarized in this memo, which has been restructured to 
reflect and address the comments received. In response to the comments, the following is 
recommended:  clarify the goals and purposes of the count program; revisit and revise the list of 
count locations for Fall 2012 and beyond; and expand the next summary report of the counts to 
include any modifications. A revised approach and updated report with the 2011 count data will 
be brought to the Commission in  Spring 2012. 
 
Background 
Historical counts efforts 
Since 2002, Alameda CTC and other entities have collected manual bicycle and pedestrian 
counts throughout Alameda County for a variety of purposes, with one goal being to observe 
countywide trends. These distinct count efforts are described below: 
  

o Alameda County Level of Service (LOS) Monitoring Report  
o Lead: ACCMA (now Alameda CTC) and local agencies 
o Years: 2002, 2004, 2006 and 2008  
o Purpose: To count bicyclists around the county to track countywide trends in 

bicycling. Some jurisdictions also counted pedestrians. 
o Locations: Twelve locations were selected in collaboration with local jurisdictions 

to represent the county, and counts were conducted by local jurisdictions.  
 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 10/27/11 
                                                     Agenda Item 5D
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o Regional counts 
o Lead: Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
o Years: 2002, 2003 and 2010  
o Purpose: To count bicyclists and pedestrians in order to observe region-wide 

trends in bicycling and walking, and, in the long term, to assist with improving 
the regional transportation model.  

o Locations: 12 to 13 locations in Alameda County (and a total of 100 regionally). 
Locations were selected with input from Alameda CTC and its predecessor 
agencies to reflect representative locations for the county.  

o Research project/Countywide counts 
o Lead: UC Berkeley’s Safe Transportation Research & Education Center’s 

(SafeTREC) in partnership with ACTIA (now Alameda CTC) and Caltrans 
o Years: 2008 and 2009 
o Purpose: Primarily for developing a simple model to predict the volume of 

pedestrians along Caltrans facilities. With the collaboration and funding from 
ACTIA, additional locations were added and bicyclists were also counted.  

o Locations: 50 (in 2008) and 36 (in 2009), with some overlap in locations. Most 
locations were selected to meet the research requirements and fell along Caltrans 
facilities, but additional locations were included on the countywide bicycle and 
pedestrian networks. 

o Countywide Count Program (additional detail provided below) 
o Lead: Alameda CTC 
o Years: 2010 and 2011 
o Purpose: To count bicyclists and pedestrians around the county to track 

countywide trends in bicycling and walking . 
o Locations: 50 locations in Alameda County selected with input from ACTAC and 

local jurisdictions, and building on previous count efforts in order to observe 
historical trends. 

 
In total, counts have been collected through the above efforts at a total of 99 different sites, with 
counts occurring at different times of day, days of weeks and times of year.  
 
Annual Count Program Goals 
In 2010, Alameda CTC established a consolidated annual bicycle/pedestrian count program to 
observe countywide walking and bicycling trends. The goals of this annual count program are to: 

• Assess long-term countywide trends in walking and bicycling from year to year, and also 
to analyze these trends at the planning area level, if there is sufficient data. The goals of 
the program were not intended to address counting all bicyclists and pedestrians in the 
county .  

• Collect counts at a number of locations and as accurately as possible reflect the trends of 
the full county. While the research on counting bicyclists and pedestrians is still an 
emerging field, rough guidance is to determine the number of counts based on one count 
location for every 15,000 people.  This would result in  100 count locations  needed in 
Alameda County to more accurately reflect trends. In order to possibly assess the data at 
the planning area level, these counts should be distributed throughout the county based on 
population of planning areas.  

• Assess trends in walking to school, as feasible, given the limited number of counts sites 
compared to the total number of schools in the county. 
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• Have more frequent data than is available from existing data sources on walking and 
bicycling 

• Assist with improving the countywide transportation models to better incorporate 
bicycling and walking. 

• Compare the counts to collision trends, to better understand changes in collision rates 
countywide. 

 
Count Location Selection 
The year 2010 marked the start of Alameda CTC’s ongoing annual bicycle and pedestrian count 
program. In this year, a set of 50 locations was reviewed and selected to be counted by the 
Alameda CTC. Additionally, 13 sites were counted in Alameda County by MTC as part of a 
recently begun regional annual count effort. These 63 count locations were selected with input 
from local agency staff to reflect the goals of the program and the following:  

• Locations where counts have been conducted historically was a top factor in selecting the 
count locations, in order to quickly see trends and to obtain the highest informational 
benefit from existing data. As noted above historic counts had been done at 99 locations. 
Of these locations, all of the earliest (2002 and 2003) count locations that were part of the 
MTC and LOS Monitoring Reports were maintained. Additional locations were selected 
based on the counts done in collaboration with UC Berkeley’s SafeTREC, many of which 
are on Caltrans facilities per the goals of that specific research effort. A few new sites 
were added in response to local requests.  

• Geographic equity by planning area based on population 
• Locations on Countywide Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Network. All locations are on one or 

both networks.  
• In order to fully represent the county, the count set included some sites near transit, 

multi-use trails, and schools (within a ¼-mile radius). As well, collectively the count sites 
represent a variety of land uses, land use densities, and street types. 

 
A list of these count locations is included as Attachment A. In September and October 2011, the 
same 63 sites are being counted by Alameda CTC and MTC.  
 
Historical Count Summary Report 
Earlier this year, for the first time, the entire data set of counts from 2002 onward was compiled 
and analyzed by Alameda CTC and the Draft Manual Pedestrian and Bicycle Count Report for 
Alameda County (Attachment B) was prepared. Overall, the results show a trend of increasing 
walking and bicycling in the county.  
 
Committee Feedback 
On October 4, 2011, ACTAC reviewed and commented on this item. Their comments are 
summarized below, along with staff responses: 

• Count locations should reflect where people are biking/walking, which may change over 
time.  Staff will evaluate the count locations over time. 

• In future count summary reports: 
o Include collision, population and overall auto traffic count data trends over the 

same time periods, to see how these trends compare with the bike/ped count 
trends.  

Page 19



o Add BART access data to the report to show changes in modes used to get to 
transit.  

o Staff will incorporate these items into the next summary report. 
 
On October 10, 2011, PPLC reviewed and commented on this item. Their comments are 
summarized below, along with staff responses: 

• Annual Count program: 
o Many questions on the goals and purposes of the count program. Staff have 

clarified this in this memo and will further review with the committees the goals 
going forward, including possible changes to the count locations to better reflect 
the revised goals. 

o General sentiment that it is very difficult to accurately reflect biking and walking 
throughout the county with the counts. Staff will bring back to the committees 
options for expanding the count program including,  increasing the number of 
total counts, which will increase the accuracy of the counts, and identifying 
additional and improving existing count locations.  

o Concerns that total number of bicyclists and pedestrians counted will influence 
funding decisions. The goal of the count program is to measure overall 
countywide trends, and trends within planning areas (where there is sufficient 
data), and not to make funding decisions. This will be clarified in the summary 
report. 

• Count locations: 
o Many questions on why the 63 count locations were selected, in particular: 

signalized versus unsignalized locations, locations with lower bike and pedestrian 
volumes that are not near populated areas, and locations that used to have more 
biking before improvements were made to nearby routes.  

o May be better to add in new sites, rather than continuing to count at historic 
locations that are less desirable.  

o Consider how the count locations could be used to assess the effectiveness of Safe 
Routes to Schools programs, possibly by adding more count locations near 
schools with active programs.  

o Consider counting at BART stations. 
o Make sure that recreational cycling is included. 
o Work with local staff on assessing and incorporating their goals for the count 

program. Also, include zoning, building and planning staff along with businesses 
and schools, and local residents in deciding on where to count. 

o Specific input received on re-considering the count locations in: Newark, San 
Leandro, and Hayward. 

o Staff have clarified why these particular count locations were selected in this 
memo and will bring back to the committees options for  modifying the locations 
for 2012 and beyond.  This will be done in consultation with the local 
jurisdictions and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee.   

• Count summary report: 
o This report shows that more people are walking and biking – this is an important 

mode. 
o Add in information on collisions. Staff will make this change to the next summary 

report. 
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Next Steps 
Alameda CTC will continue to conduct counts at a minimum of 30 locations each year, and to 
develop an updated report annually, adding any new data to the existing data. As noted under 
Committee feedback, going forward the program goals and count locations will be re-evaluated 
given the input collected, and the summary report will be revised and expanded to address the 
requested items. The agency will continue to coordinate with MTC and will also build on efforts 
to coordinate with local jurisdictions on their local count programs. Staff will return to the 
Commission with a revised count program approach, including revised locations, and an updated 
summary report with the 2011 count data in Spring 2012. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: List of 2011 Bicycle and Pedestrian Manual Count Locations 
Attachment B: Draft Manual Pedestrian and Bicycle Count Report for Alameda County (2002 to  
  2010) 
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Alameda County Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Locations ‐ Sept/Oct 2011

ID# Street Cross street City
ACTIA Planning 
Area

1 Atlantic Avenue  Webster Street Alameda North

2 Broadway (CA 61)  Calhoun Street Alameda North

3 Central Avenue  Fifth Street Alameda North

7 Park Street Otis Drive Alameda North

95 Buchanan Street Jackson Street Albany North

9 Solano Avenue  Masonic Ave(Ohlone Trail) Albany North

10 Ashby Avenue (CA 13) Hillegass Avenue Berkeley North

12 Ashby Avenue (CA 13)  Telegraph Avenue Berkeley North

14 College Avenue Derby Street Berkeley North

16 Hearst Avenue Milvia Street Berkeley North

17 San Pablo Avenue  Virginia Street Berkeley North

22 Hesperian Boulevard Lewelling Boulevard County Central

23 Mission Boulevard (CA 185) Grove Way County Central

24 Redwood Road  Castro Valley Boulevard County Central

28 Dublin Boulevard Hacienda Drive Dublin East

27 Dublin Boulevard Scarlett Drive (Iron Horse Trail) Dublin East

30 Powell Street Christie Avenue Emeryville North

31 San Pablo Avenue  40th Street Emeryville North

32 Fremont Blvd Mowry Avenue Fremont South

98 Fremont Blvd (Washington) Union Street Fremont South

33 Fremont Boulevard (CA 84)  Peralta Boulevard Fremont South

34 Mission Boulevard (CA 238) Nichols Avenue Fremont South

35 Mowry Avenue (CA 84) Cherry Lane Fremont South

36 Paseo Padre Parkway Mowry Avenue Fremont South

99 Paseo Padre Parkway Decoto Rd Fremont South

38 Warm Springs Grimmer Fremont South

97 C Street Grand Street Hayward Central

39 Foothill Boulevard (CA 238) D Street Hayward Central

41 Mission Boulevard (CA 238) Jefferson Street Hayward Central

45 Santa Clara Street Ocie Way Hayward Central

47 Winton Avenue Amador Street Hayward Central

49 East Street Vasco Road Livermore East

50 Railroad Avenue First Street Livermore East

51 Ardenwood Boulevard (CA 84) Newark Boulevard (E side interchange rampNewark South

52 Thornton Avenue Willow Street Newark South

53 66th Avenue San Leandro St Oakland North

55 Bancroft Avenue Auseon Avenue Oakland North

56 Broadway 12th Street Oakland North

57 Broadway 20th Street Oakland North

58 Chatham Road 13th Avenue Oakland North

59 Doolittle Drive (CA 61) Airport Access Road Oakland North

62 Fruitvale Avenue Foothill Blvd Oakland North

63 Fruitvale Avenue Alameda Ave Oakland North

64 Grand Avenue Staten Ave Oakland North

65 Grand Avenue Lake Park Oakland North

70 MacArthur Boulevard  38th Avenue Oakland North

72 Mandela Parkway 14th Street Oakland North

75 Mountain La Salle Oakland North

96 Telegraph Avenue 40th Street Oakland North

76 Telegraph Avenue 27th Street Oakland North

Page 1 of 2
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Alameda County Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Locations ‐ Sept/Oct 2011

ID# Street Cross street City
ACTIA Planning 
Area

78 Webster Street 7th Street Oakland North

79 Grand Avenue Oakland Avenue Piedmont North

80 Main St Bernal Ave Pleasanton East

81 Owens Drive Andrews Drive Pleasanton East

82 Santa Rita Road Francisco Street Pleasanton East

83 Stoneridge Drive Hopyard Road Pleasanton East

85 Bancroft Avenue Estudillo Avenue San Leandro Central

87 Davis Street (CA 61) Pierce Avenue San Leandro Central

88 East 14th Street (CA 185) Hesperian Boulevard San Leandro Central

89 East 14th Street (CA 185) Maud Avenue San Leandro Central

92 Alvarado‐Niles Road Dyer Street Union City South

93 Decoto Road Alvarado‐Niles Road Union City South

94 Decoto Road 7th Street Union City South

A_Alameda County_Locations_Bike_Ped_Counts_2011 Page 2 of 2 Page 24
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  3

Executive Summary 
This report compiles pedestrian and bicycle count data from several countywide sources collected in Alameda 
County between 2002 and 2010. While the total number of manual count locations is almost 100, the number of 
sites used in this report is significantly lower, at 44 pedestrian count sites and 28 bicyclist count sites.  This is due 
to the need to have sites that were comparable with at least several other sites, by time period and over 
multiple years.  In a few cases, time periods were adjusted or estimated in order to ensure comparable counts. 
Differences remain in terms of season, day of week, weather, time period, and quality of data collection, all of 
which may skew the data in one direction or another. This creates some challenges to assessing countywide 
trends over time, however, the overall trends clearly appear to be in the upward direction.  This analysis has 
provided insight into how future data collection should take place in the county to ensure the most useful data 
sets.   

Data was divided into five distinct periods.  The AM and Weekend periods were not used in this report due to 
lack of comparable data.  

Figure 1: Standard Time Periods 

Period  Standard Times 
AM     7 to 9 AM 
Mid‐day  12 to 2 PM 
School    2 to 4 PM 
PM   4 to 6 PM 
Weekend   9 to 11 AM, 12 to 2 PM, 3 to 5 PM 

Pedestrian Data  
Overall, while there may have been temporary dips in pedestrian numbers from 2002 to 2010, the overall trend 
appears to be upward.  The PM period data included two data sets, a comparison of 2002, 2003, and 2010 data, 
which shows a drop from 2002 to 2003 and then growth between 2003 and 2010 of 68%; and a comparison of 
2009 and 2010 data, which shows an increase of 15%.  The pedestrian data shows a drop from 2008 and 2010 
counts during the mid‐day period.  This mid‐day reduction in trips is likely due to the economic recession. School 
period data comparing 2008 and 2010 as well as 2009 and 2010, with different count locations, does not reflect 
the mid‐day reduction, and actually shows pedestrian numbers increasing by 27% and 20% respectively. The 
gender distribution of pedestrians in the data collected show percentages roughly equal to the population with 
a 52%/48% male to female split.  These percentages did not change significantly over the three years that this 
data was collected (2008 to 2010). 

Bicyclist Data 
The bicycle data collected shows a clear increasing trend, although individual count sites vary greatly.  All of the 
time periods show considerable growth in numbers except for a school period comparison of four sites between 
2009 and 2010, which shows a small average decline of 2%.  There is a more robust set of data for bicycles due 
to the Alameda CTC’s data collection efforts for the Level of Service (LOS) monitoring program, which included a 
bicycle counting program starting in 2002. Using this data, the pattern of growth is confirmed over a longer time 
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  4

period with the PM data, which shows a steady increase totaling 50% from 2004 to 2010. The mid‐day and 
school period counts comparing 2008 and 2010 both show a doubling of bicyclists.  
 
The gender distribution for bicyclists is heavily skewed, with males making up about 74% of cyclists counted in 
2010.  However, the proportion of female cyclists rose significantly over the last three years, from 18% in 2008 
to 26% in 2010. This increase was reflected for all time periods except for the school time period, which 
remained at about 18% for all three years.  Only three of the sites counted during the school time periods were 
within a ¼ mile of a school, so it is inconclusive whether this difference is related to school‐aged bicyclists.  
Helmet usage was collected only in 2010, and showed an even split, with 51% of cyclists counted wearing 
helmets. 
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Background 
The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) and several regional agencies and educational 
institutions have been collecting data on the number of bicyclists and pedestrian throughout the county over 
the last nine years.  While some form of count data has been collected in seven of the last nine years, there has 
been little effort to analyze the longer term trends found in the data, and only over the last few years has the 
data collection process become standardized and routine.   

Data Sources and Methodology 
This report compiles data collected by several different agencies between 2002 and 2010.  Count data has been 
collected at 99 different locations around the county, however, of these, only 44 pedestrian and 28 bicycle 
count sites have been used in this report.  The remaining sites could not be used as they did not have data that 
was available during the same time period for the same set of years as other data with which to compare it.  Due 
to the varied sources, the data collection methodologies have differed slightly, and while adjustments have been 
made in a few circumstances to ensure comparable counts, differences remain in terms of season and day of 
week, weather, and quality of data collection, all of which may skew the data somewhat in one direction or 
another. Research over the past few years, some of which was conducted in Alameda County, has developed 
and will continue to develop methodologies that allow these disparate counts to be adjusted and compared.  
However, due to time and resource constraints, these adjustments have not been done for this report.  

The data sources used are shown below in Figure 2 and Figure 3.  While AM counts were collected in 2002 and 
2003, the more recent counts have focused on later time periods, providing no long‐term comparison value for 
the AM period.  

Figure 2: Pedestrian data sources and attributes for manual counts 

Year 
Source 
Agency 

# Count 
Sites  AM  Mid‐day  School  PM  Weekend 

Data 
Collection 
Months 

Hourly 
Data? 

Gender 
Data? 

2002  MTC  13  7‐9am  12‐2pm  ‐‐  4‐6pm  ‐‐  Sept, Oct  N  N 
2003  MTC  6  7‐9am  ‐‐  2‐4pm  4‐6pm  ‐‐  ‐‐  N  N 

2006  ACTC  5  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐  May, June  Y  N 

2008 
UCTSC/
ACTC  50  ‐‐  12‐2pm  3‐5pm  ‐‐ 

9‐11am, 12‐
2pm, 3‐5pm

April, May, 
June, July  Y  Y 

2008  ACTC  4  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐  May, June  Y  N 

2009 
UCTSC/
ACTC  36  ‐‐  ‐‐  2‐4pm  4‐6pm 

9‐11am, 12‐
2pm, 3‐5pm

April, May, 
June  Y  Y 

2010 
ACTC/
MTC   63  ‐‐  12‐2pm  2‐4pm  4‐6pm  ‐‐  Sept, Oct  Y  Y 

Note: MTC – Metropolitan Transportation Commission, ACTC  – Alameda County Transportation Commission, 
UCTSC – University of California Traffic Safety Center (now SafeTREC) 
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Figure 3: Bicyclist data sources and attributes for manual counts 

Year 
Source 
Agency 

# Count 
Sites  AM 

Mid‐
day  School  PM  Weekend 

Data 
Collection 
Months 

Hourly 
Data? 

Gender 
Data? 

Helmet 
Use? 

2002  ACTC  12  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐  Unknown 
N 

(estima
ted) 

N  N 

2002  MTC  13  7‐9am  12‐2pm  ‐‐  4‐6pm  ‐‐  Sept, Oct  N  N  N 
2003  MTC  6  7‐9am  ‐‐  2‐4pm  4‐6pm  ‐‐  Unknown  N  N  N 

2004  ACTC  12  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐  Unknown 
N 

(estima
ted) 

N  N 

2006  ACTC  12  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐ 
April, May, 

June 
Y (most 
sites) 

N  N 

2008  ACTC  12  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  3‐6pm  ‐‐ 
April, May, 

June 
Y (most 
sites) 

N  N 

2008 
UCTSC/
ACTC 

50  ‐‐  12‐2pm 3‐5pm  ‐‐ 
9‐11am, 12‐
2pm, 3‐5pm

April, May, 
June, July 

Y  Y  N 

2009 
UCTSC/
ACTC 

36  ‐‐  ‐‐  2‐4pm  4‐6pm 
9‐11am, 12‐
2pm, 3‐5pm

April, May, 
June 

Y  Y  N 

2010 
ACTC/
MTC  

63  ‐‐  12‐2pm 2‐4pm  4‐6pm  ‐‐  Sept, Oct  Y  Y  Y 

Note: MTC – Metropolitan Transportation Commission, ACTC – Alameda County Transportation Commission, 
UCTSC – University of California Traffic Safety Center (now SafeTREC) 

 
It is apparent from compiling almost a decade of data that standardization of count locations, time periods, and 
time of year allows a more accurate trend analysis over time.  The Alameda CTC recognizes this, and starting in 
2010 and moving forward, data collection will, at a minimum, include those locations that have been counted on 
the most regular basis since 2002.   

Count Locations  
The count locations and time periods used in this report are shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5.  This list only 
includes locations with comparable data by time period and year. Data for all years and time periods for the 99 
count locations is provided in the Appendices.  Several automated bicycle and pedestrian counters have also 
been used in Alameda County; this report does not include data from these counters.  
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Figure 4: Pedestrian count locations, years, and time periods used in this report (Total of 44 sites) 

2002 2003 2008  2009  2010 
PM  PM  Mid Sch Sch  PM  Mid  Sch PM

Atlantic Ave and Webster St, Alameda                 X        X 
Broadway (CA 61) and Calhoun St, Alameda           X           X    
Central Ave and Fifth St, Alameda              X        X    
Solano Ave and Masonic Ave (Ohlone Trail), Albany                 X        X 
Ashby Ave (CA 13) and Hillegass Ave, Berkeley                 X        X 
Ashby Ave (CA 13) and Telegraph Ave, Berkeley        X           X       
College Ave and Derby St, Berkeley        X           X       
Hearst Ave and Milvia St, Berkeley                 X        X 
San Pablo Ave and Virginia St, Berkeley  X              X        X 
Hesperian Blvd and Lewelling Blvd, County                 X        X 
Mission Blvd (CA 185) and Grove Way, County           X           X    
Redwood Rd and Castro Valley Blvd, County              X        X    
Dublin Blvd and Scarlett Dr (Iron Horse Trail), Dublin  X  X           X        X 
Dublin Blvd and Hacienda Dr, Dublin                 X        X 
San Pablo Ave and 40th St, Emeryville                 X        X 
Fremont Blvd and Mowry Ave, Fremont  X  X                    X 
Fremont Blvd (CA 84) and Peralta Blvd, Fremont           X           X    
Mission Blvd (CA 238) and Nichols Ave, Fremont        X           X       
Paseo Padre Parkway and Mowry Ave, Fremont        X        X  X     X 
Warm Springs and Grimmer, Fremont                 X        X 
Foothill Blvd (CA 238) and D St, Hayward        X           X       
Mission Blvd (CA 238) and Jefferson St, Hayward        X           X       
Santa Clara St and Ocie Way, Hayward        X           X       
Railroad Ave and First St, Livermore                 X        X 
Thornton Ave and Willow St, Newark                 X        X 
66th Ave and San Leandro St, Oakland  X  X                    X 
Bancroft Ave and Auseon Ave, Oakland        X           X       
Broadway and 12th St, Oakland        X        X  X     X 
Chatham Rd and 13th Ave, Oakland           X           X    
Doolittle Dr (CA 61) and Airport Access Rd, Oakland                 X        X 
Fruitvale Ave and Alameda Ave, Oakland              X        X    
Grand Ave and Staten Ave, Oakland  X  X                    X 
Grand Ave and Lake Park, Oakland                 X        X 
MacArthur Blvd and 38th Ave, Oakland                 X        X 
Mandela Parkway and 14th St, Oakland                 X        X 
Webster St and 7th St, Oakland           X           X    
Grand Ave and Oakland Ave, Piedmont              X        X    
Stoneridge Dr and Hopyard Rd, Pleasanton                 X        X 
Bancroft Ave and Estudillo Ave, San Leandro  X  X           X        X 
Davis St (CA 61) and Pierce Ave, San Leandro           X           X    
East 14th St (CA 185) and Hesperian Blvd, San Leandro       X           X       
East 14th St (CA 185) and Maud Ave, San Leandro           X           X    
Alvarado‐Niles Rd and Dyer St, Union City                 X        X 
Decoto Rd and Alvarado‐Niles Rd, Union City  X  X                    X 
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Figure 5: Bicycle count locations, years, and time periods used in this report (Total of 28 sites) 

2002  2004  2006  2008  2009  2010 
PM  PM  PM  Mid Sch  PM  Sch  Mid Sch  PM 

Atlantic Ave and Webster St, Alameda  X  X  X        X           X 
Broadway (CA 61) and Calhoun St, Alameda              X           X    
Central Ave and Fifth St, Alameda                    X     X    
Ashby Ave (CA 13) and Telegraph Ave, 
Berkeley           X           X       
College Ave and Derby St, Berkeley           X           X       
Hearst Ave and Milvia St, Berkeley  X  X  X        X           X 
Hesperian Blvd and Lewelling Blvd, County  X  X  X        X           X 
Mission Blvd (CA 185) and Grove Way, 
County              X           X    
Redwood Rd and Castro Valley Blvd, County                    X     X    
San Pablo Ave and 40th St, Emeryville  X  X  X        X           X 
Fremont Blvd (CA 84) and Peralta Blvd, 
Fremont              X           X    
Mission Blvd (CA 238) and Nichols Ave, 
Fremont           X           X       
Paseo Padre Parkway and Mowry Ave, 
Fremont  X  X  X  X     X     X     X 
Foothill Blvd (CA 238) and D St, Hayward           X           X       
Mission Blvd (CA 238) and Jefferson St, 
Hayward           X           X       
Santa Clara St and Ocie Way, Hayward           X           X       
East St and Vasco Rd, Livermore  X  X  X        X           X 
Bancroft Ave and Auseon Ave, Oakland           X           X       
Broadway and 12th St, Oakland           X           X       
Chatham Rd and 13th Ave, Oakland              X           X    
Fruitvale Ave and Alameda Ave, Oakland                    X     X    
Telegraph Ave and 27th St, Oakland  X  X  X        X           X 
Webster St and 7th St, Oakland              X           X    
Grand Ave and Oakland Ave, Piedmont  X  X  X        X  X     X  X 
Stoneridge Dr and Hopyard Rd, Pleasanton  X  X  X        X           X 
Davis St (CA 61) and Pierce Ave, San Leandro             X           X    
East 14th St (CA 185) and Hesperian Blvd, 
San Leandro           X           X       
East 14th St (CA 185) and Maud Ave, San 
Leandro              X           X    
Time periods: Mid = mid‐day (typically 12‐2pm); Sch = School (typically 2‐4pm); PM (typically 4‐6pm) 
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Pedestrian Count Trends 

Weekday PM (4‐6pm) 

The PM data, with three years of comparable data, is the most longitudinal available for pedestrians. And while 
there is a long gap in the data from 2003 to 2010, it allows a data point for seeing the longer‐term trends, which 
show increasing numbers of pedestrians.   

As seen in Figure 6, there was a drop in pedestrian numbers from 2002 to 2003 and then a rise between 2003 
and 2010, of 68%. This same trend is reflected in the bicycle counts during the PM period, with a similar drop 
from 2002 to 2004, and then a steady rise from 2004 to 2010.   

Figure 6: Total pedestrians – weekday PM  (2002, 2003, 2010) 

 

 

Figure 7 on the next page shows a 15% increase in pedestrian numbers from 2009 to 2010 (using different count 
locations from Figure 6).  

 

   

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2002 2003 2010

Dublin Blvd and Scarlett Dr (Iron Horse Trail), Dublin

Bancroft Ave and Estudillo Ave, San Leandro

66th Ave and San Leandro St, Oakland

Decoto Rd and Alvarado‐Niles Rd, Union City

Grand Ave and Staten Ave, Oakland

Fremont Blvd and Mowry Ave, Fremont

Page 34



  10

Figure 7: Total pedestrians – weekday PM  (2009, 2010) 

  
 
 

Weekday Mid‐day (12 to 2pm) 
The data available for the mid‐day period show a drop of 21% in pedestrian numbers from 2008 to 2010.  This 
may be due to the economy and a reduction in the number of jobs, with jobs being heavily concentrated in 
Downtown Oakland, or it may be due to the overall high temperatures during the 2010 count period.  This 
pattern is not reflected (further below) in the school period data (the only other time period with 2008 and 2010 
data), which shows pedestrian numbers rising.  Interestingly, mid‐day bicycle trips taken as part of the same 
data collection efforts and at the same count locations as Figure 8 almost doubled (see Figure 15).    

Figure 8: Total pedestrians ‐ weekday mid‐day (2008, 2010) 
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The Broadway and 12th St. count site in Downtown Oakland accounts for a large portion of the data in Figure 8, 
making it difficult to assess the overall countywide trend.  However when analyzing all sites except for Broadway 
and 12th St., as in Figure 9, a similar pattern emerges:   

Total Average % Change including Broadway and 12th St.:  ‐21% 
Total Average % Change excluding Broadway and 12th St.:  ‐14% 
 

Figure 9: Total pedestrians – weekday mid‐day – excluding Broadway and 12th St (Downtown Oakland) 

 

 

Weekday School (2‐4pm) 
Unlike the mid‐day period, the number of pedestrians increased dramatically in the school period. Figure 10 and 
Figure 11 both show an increase in pedestrian numbers (27% and 47%, respectively) at different locations and 
across different years.  This could partially be due to the use of a different set of count locations.  However, it is 
likely that pedestrian numbers in this time period are less employment‐related.   

While this time period is called the “school” time period, this mostly refers to time of day and not the count 
locations.  Of the eleven count locations compared below, only three are within a ¼ mile of schools. Figure 10 
below compares 2008 and 2010 data. Note that 2008 data was collected from 3‐5pm and 2010 data was 
collected from 2‐4pm, so the comparison time period for the data collected is only 3‐4pm.   
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Figure 10: Total pedestrians ‐ weekday school (2008, 2010 from 3‐4pm) 

 
 
Figure 11 reflects the same upward trend shown in Figure 10, but at different count locations, different years, 
and the full 2‐4pm time period.   

Figure 11: Total pedestrians ‐ weekday school (2009, 2010 from 2‐4pm)  
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Gender Distribution 
The average male‐female ratio for pedestrians varied within only a few percentage points between 2008 and 
2010. Typically, the number of pedestrians closely mirrors the general population distribution, while bicyclists 
are more heavily male. 

Figure 12: Average pedestrian male – female ratio (2008, 2009, 2010) 
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Bicyclist Count Trends 

Weekday PM (4‐6pm) 
The weekday PM is the period for which there is the most data, both in terms of the number of comparable sites 
and the number of years of data that is available.  While there was a slight decrease in bicyclists from 2002 to 
2004, the numbers steadily increased from 2004 to 2010, as shown in Figure 13, with a total increase from 2002 
to 2010 of 50%. Figure 14 shows the percentage change for the sites with the largest and smallest changes for 
each year, indicating that while in the aggregate bicycle use is growing steadily throughout the county, it is 
considerably more varied at the local level.  
 
While one set of data (2008 and 2010) was counted from 4‐6pm, all of the Alameda CTC Level of Service 
monitoring data (biennial from 2002 to 2008) was collected from 3‐6pm. An hourly breakdown of the LOS 
monitoring data is available for the years 2006 and 2008 only.  In order to create comparable data for the 2002 
and 2004 years, an approach for converting the 3‐6pm time period into a 4‐6pm time period was needed. Using 
the 2006 and 2008 hourly data, the proportion of bicyclists counted during the two hour 4‐6pm period of the 
three hour 3‐6pm time period was calculated and used to estimate the two hour 4‐6pm portion of the 2002 and 
2004 data.   

Figure 13: Total bicycles – weekday PM (2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010) 
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Figure 14: Percentage change in bicycle counts relative to 2002 

 

 

Weekday Mid‐day (12 to 2pm) 
While the mid‐day counts comparing 2008 and 2010 showed a significant decrease in pedestrian numbers, mid‐
day bicycle trips almost doubled between 2008 and 2010 at the same sites, with an average increase of 83%, 
reflecting the overall trend for all count periods for bicyclists. It is possible that more people chose to commute 
by bicycle due to high fuel prices and the poor economy, or that due to continuing jobs losses, more people had 
the time during the day to be on their bicycles.   

Figure 15: Total bicycles ‐ weekday mid‐day  (2008, 2010) 
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Weekday School (2‐4pm) 
The overall trend in bicycle numbers during the school period is increasing.  For the school count period, two 
charts are shown below.  In Figure 16, 2008 and 2010 data is shown from the 3‐4pm time period; note that 2008 
data was collected from 3‐5pm and 2010 data was collected from 2‐4pm, so the comparison time period for the 
data collected is only 3‐4pm.   

Figure 16: Total bicycles ‐ weekday school (2008, 2010 from 3‐4pm)  

  
 
Figure 16 shows an almost doubling of bicycles from 2008 to 2010 (a 93% increase).  However, Figure 17 shows 
that at the second set of count sites, from 2009 to 2010, the number of bicycles decreased by about 2%.  This 
stark difference may not be statistically significant since there are only four count sites in the 2009/2010 data 
set. It could also be due to the difference in time periods or count sites, with only two of the four sites showing 
decreases during this period.  It may also be the case that much of the growth between 2008 and 2010 as shown 
in Figure 16, took place between 2008 and 2009. 

 
While this time period is called the “school” time period, this mostly refers to time of day and not the count 
locations.  Of the eleven count locations included in Figures 16 and 17, only three are within a ¼ mile of schools: 
Grand Ave. and Oakland Ave. in Piedmont; Central Ave. and Fifth St. in Alameda; and Chatham Rd. and 13th Ave. 
in Oakland.  
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Figure 17: Total bicycles ‐ weekday school (2009, 2010 from 2‐4pm)  

 
 

Gender Distribution 
Men are far more likely to be riding a bicycle than women. However, the number of female bicyclists increased 
steadily over the 2008 to 2010 time period from 18% to 26%.  However, during the school period (2‐4pm) it 
remained at about 18% across all three years.  Only three of the sites that were counted during the school 
periods were within a ¼ mile of a school, so it is inconclusive whether this difference is related to school‐aged 
bicyclists. 

Figure 18: Bicyclist male‐female ratios from 2008 to 2010 
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Helmet Use 
Just over 50% of all bicyclists are wearing helmets, according to 2010 counts at 63 locations around the county. 
Data on helmet use was only collected in 2010, so there is no way to assess changes in usage. However, there 
was a difference between time periods:  
Mid‐day: 51.4% 
School: 40.1% 
PM: 53.5% 
 
As discussed previously, the data is not conclusive about whether the school period data is related to the 
behavior of school‐aged bicyclists.   

Figure 19: Average helmet use in 2010 
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Recommendations    
During the process of organizing and analyzing the data in this report, the following recommendations were 
developed for future data collection efforts and data analysis.   

There are 99 count locations that have been counted since 2002; less than half of these were usable for 
comparing data across years.  While each count effort may have had a specific purpose, its usefulness as 
longitudinal data will depend on:  

• Continuing to count key sites ‐ Sites that have been counted several times in the past should continue to 
be counted unless the site is being “retired.” 

• Using standard time periods, seasons, and days of week – To ensure comparability, continue using time 
periods that have been used in the past and/or time periods that are standard with other jurisdictions.   

• Maintaining data in fine increments, and at least hourly – This approach will allow the use of at least 
part of the data, even if the standard time periods shift. 

• Ensuring contextual data is maintained, such as date, time, weather, and temperature.   

• Continuing to collect auxiliary data such as gender and helmet use.  

In addition, more can be learned from the existing data.  Research conducted by SafeTREC (formerly the UC 
Berkeley Traffic Safety Center) uses data from automated pedestrian counters to create adjustment factors that 
can be applied to existing data that was not collected during the same time period, day of week, and season.  
Applying these factors will allow the conversion of much of the existing data into a comparable form.  This 
includes adjusting for season, extreme temperatures, time period, and land use. These adjustment factors are 
currently available for Alameda County only for pedestrian counts but hopefully they will soon be available for 
bicycle counts as well.   

Additionally, with more years of count data, it could be useful to break the data down by planning area and 
possibly, by city.   

Finally, future analysis should include the automated count data currently being collected throughout Alameda 
County, as this is a valuable resource. 

Appendices 
• Appendix 1: Summary data for all manual pedestrian count locations 

• Appendix 2: Summary data for all manual bicycle count locations 
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Memorandum 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee  
 
SUBJECT: Approval of STIP Award Deadline Time Extension Request for the County of 

Alameda’s Grove Way Improvements Project 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the request for a six-month time extension to the STIP 
award deadline from November 11, 2011 to May 11, 2012 for the County of Alameda’s Grove Way 
Improvements Project. The sponsor is requesting a six-month extension from November 11, 2011 to 
May 11, 2012.  
 
Background 
The County requests a six-month time extension to the STIP award deadline from November 11, 
2011 to May 11, 2012 for the $1,150,000 of STIP-TE allocated on May 11, 2011 for the 
Construction phase of the project. The total project cost is approximately $2,300,000.   
 
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, 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. 
 
The reason an extension to the award deadline is requested is to provide time to address unexpected 
complexities related to the relocation of utility poles.  At the time of the CTC allocation in May 
2011, it was expected that the utility relocation, for which design was underway, would be 
completed in time for the STIP-funded contract to be awarded without utility conflict within the 6-
month timeframe stipulated in the STIP Guidelines. 
 
Since the time of allocation, the utility owner responsible for the relocation, i.e. PG&E, informed the 
County that a number of trees will need to be removed to accommodate the proposed relocation of 
the utility poles. The necessary adjustment to the project schedule has resulted in a delay to the 
award of the project that is estimated to be four months, but given the risks associated with any 
additional details related to the utility relocation, a 6-month extension to the award deadline from 
November 11, 2011 to May 11, 2012 is being requested.  
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The contract award task presents challenges to the monitoring of the STIP projects due to the short 
time frame to complete (6 months), the long lead time for CTC agendas, and that the CTC does not 
meet every month. In order to have the California Transportation Commission (CTC) consider this 
extension request prior to November 11, 2011, the County requested the extension be considered at 
the October 26, 2011 CTC meeting. Caltrans has scheduled the item for the December CTC meeting 
(there is no CTC meeting in November). The County is continuing to work to accelerate the 
advertisement of the project.  
 
Attachments 
Attachment A - STIP Time Extension Request  
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Memorandum 

 
 

DATE: October 17, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  

 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee  

 
SUBJECT: Approval of Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program Expenditure 

Deadline Extension Request for Alameda CTC’s Webster Street Corridor 
Enhancements Project, TFCA Projects 08ALA01 and 09ALA01 

 
Recommendations: 
It is recommended the Commission approve a one-year extension to the TFCA expenditure deadline 
from December 22, 2011 to December 22, 2012 for the Alameda CTC Webster St. Corridor 
Enhancements project, TFCA project numbers 08ALA01 and 09ALA01.  
 
Summary: 
It is requested that the expenditure deadline for TFCA projects 08ALA01 and 09ALA01 be extended 
one year. The Air District allows TFCA county program managers to approve up to two one-year 
extensions per project number.  This will be the first one-year extension for TFCA project 09ALA01 
and the second for 08ALA01. A third extension request would require written approval from the Air 
District.   
 
Background: 
The CMA programmed $420,000 and $400,000 of TFCA funding to the Webster St. Corridor 
Enhancements project through the 2008/09 and 2009/10 TFCA Programs, respectively. The total 
project cost is approximately $1,200,000. The project will implement transit signal prioritization 
(TSP) along the Webster Corridor and includes the installation of items such as preemption system 
equipment, cabinet and controller upgrades, pedestrian push buttons, vehicle detection, 
communications system and the integration into the SMART Corridors program.  
 
In the attached extension request letter, the coordination of federal funding into the project and 
obtaining the required NEPA environmental clearance is cited as the reason for the schedule delay. 
Currently, construction is scheduled to start January 2012 and be completed September 2012.  
 
An approval of this request would extend the expenditure deadline for 08ALA01 from December 22, 
2011 to December 22, 2012 and for 09ALA01 from January 13, 2012 to December 22, 2012. TFCA 
program managers are allowed to approve up to two one-year extensions per project.  This is the 
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second extension request for project 08ALA01, and the first extension request for 09ALA01.  A third 
extension request would require written approval from the Air District. 
 
Fiscal Impacts: 
The resources associated with the project are funded through revenues received from the Air District 
for the TFCA Program. The proposed schedule revision to the program does not affect the Alameda 
CTC Budget. 
 
Attachments:  
Attachment A – Alameda CTC Extension Request Letter for TFCA Projects 08ALA01 and 09ALA01 
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Memorandum 

 
 
DATE: October 18, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee   

 
SUBJECT: Approval of TFCA Program Expenditure Deadline Extension Request for AC 

Transit’s Easy Pass Project, TFCA Project 09ALA07 
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended the Commission approve AC Transit’s request for a one-year extension to the 
TFCA expenditure deadline from January 13, 2012 to January 13, 2013, for the AC Transit Easy 
Pass Program, TFCA project number 09ALA07.  
 
Summary 
The Sponsor is requesting the expenditure deadline for TFCA project 09ALA07 be extended one 
year. The Air District allows TFCA county program managers to approve up to two one-year 
extensions per project. This will be the first one-year extension for 09ALA07. A third extension 
request would require written approval from the Air District.   
 
Background 
AC Transit’s Easy Pass Program received a total of $350,000 in TFCA funding for the expansion of 
the program over a two-year period. The Easy Pass Program provides all employees, students, or 
residents associated with an enrolled client (i.e., company, school, or housing development) with a 
discounted bus pass that is valid at any time on all AC Transit lines, both local and trans-bay.  In the 
extension request letter (Attachment A) the project sponsor cites staffing shortages as the main 
reason for the delay in program implementation. The current Easy Pass client list has also been 
included as Attachment B, which shows the location and size of the active programs. 
 
An approval of this request would extend the expenditure deadline for 09ALA07 from January 13, 
2012 to January 13, 2013. TFCA program managers are allowed to approve up to two one-year 
extensions per project.  This is the first extension request for 09ALA07.  A third extension request 
would require written approval from the Air District. 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The resources associated with the project are funded through revenues received from the Air 
District for the TFCA Program. The proposed schedule revision to the program does not affect the 
Alameda CTC Budget. 
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Attachments:  
Attachment A – Alameda CTC Extension Request Letter for TFCA Project 09ALA07 
Attachment B – Easy Pass Client List 
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of City of Oakland’s Request to Extend Expiration Date for 

Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund Grant 
Agreement No. A09-0017, Lakeshore/Lake Park Avenue Complete Streets 
Project 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the City of Oakland’s request to extend the 
agreement expiration date for Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund 
Grant Agreement No. A09-0017, Lakeshore/Lake Park Avenue Complete Streets Project, to 
October 31, 2013 to allow for full completion of the project. This action will not change the 
grant funding amount. 
 
Background 
The intent of the City of Oakland’s Lakeshore/Lake Park Avenue Complete Streets Project is to 
coordinate efforts to create a “complete street” near Lakeshore and Lake Park Avenues to 
improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and those accessing transit. The funding agreement is 
for $573,599 of Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund included in a 
total project cost of $1,207,591.Currently, the construction contract has been awarded and 
construction is scheduled to begin on October 11, 2011. 

The original expiration date for this agreement was October 31, 2011, but the design work was 
delayed to accommodate the community input process. In light of the delayed start date, the 
project sponsor requested an extension to the agreement expiration date from October 31, 2011 
to October 31, 2012, which was administratively approved on September 27, 2010.  
 
During the design process, additional time was needed to address constructability related 
comments. Additionally, during the bid/award phase, only one bid was received and was rejected 
since it was significantly higher than the Engineer’s Estimate. The Construction Contract was re-
bid which has resulted in a change to the project schedule. The City is requesting extending the 
project completion and the agreement expiration deadlines as detailed below to allow adequate 
time to complete the project and submit a final invoice and final report. 
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Project:  Lakeshore/Lake Park Avenue Complete Streets (Agreement A09-0017) 
Sponsor:  City of Oakland 
Date Bicycle and Safety CDF Grant Awarded: June 2009 (Cycle 4) 
 Original 

Grant Agreement
Approved 
Extension

Recommended 
Extension 

Project Completion June 30, 2011 June 30, 2012 August 31, 2012 
Agreement Expiration October 31, 2011 October 31, 2012 October 31, 2013

 
It is recommended the Commission approve the requested new project completion date of 
August 31, 2012, and a one-year extension to the grant agreement expiration date from October 
31, 2012 to October 31, 2013.   
 
Fiscal Impacts 
There are no fiscal impacts at this time. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – City of Oakland’s Extension Request for Agreement A09-0017 
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Berkeley Redevelopment Agency’s Request to Extend 

Expiration Date for Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide 
Discretionary Fund Grant Agreement No. A09-0005, Aquatic Park 
Connection Streetscape Improvements Project 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the Berkeley Redevelopment Agency’s request to 
extend the agreement expiration date for Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide 
Discretionary Fund Grant Agreement No. A07-0005, Aquatic Park Connection Streetscape 
Improvements Project, to October 31, 2012 to allow for full completion of the project. This 
action will not change the grant funding amount. 
 
Background 
The intent of Berkeley Redevelopment Agency’s Aquatic Park Connection Streetscape 
Improvements Project is to install six electronic bicycle lockers at the Berkeley AMTRAK 
Station and 12 wayfinding signs and maps to direct pedestrians and bicyclists between the 4th 
Street shopping district, AMTRAK, Aquatic Park and the Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge over 
Interstate 80. The funding agreement is for $65,000 of Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Countywide Discretionary Fund included in a total project cost of $1,225,000. 

The scope of work awarded with Measure B funds is part of a larger streetscape improvement 
project. The existing agreement requires Berkeley Redevelopment Agency to complete all 
aspects of the project prior to close out.  

The original expiration date for this agreement was October 31, 2009, but the project was 
delayed due to unexpected integration and redesign of the underground utility and irrigation for 
the newly planned adjacent Animal Shelter and rain days that delayed construction considerably. 
Over the past few years, the project sponsor has requested multiple extensions to the agreement 
expiration date. The most recent agreement expiration date extension from December 31, 2010 to 
October 31, 2011 was approved by the Alameda CTC Board on October 28, 2010.  
 
Currently, the bike/pedestrian improvements, with the exception of one sign, are completed.  
Installation of the final sign is scheduled to be completed by the end of October 2011. 
The project sponsor has requested to close out this project based on the scope of work funded by 
Measure B. After installation of the final sign in October, the sponsor intends to submit the final 
report by June 2012. 
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Construction of the larger streetscape improvement project along multiple streets in West 
Berkeley that form bicycle and pedestrian connections between waterfront, retail and transit 
areas are underway but delayed due to the need to redesign utility undergrounding and irrigation 
to integrate with the adjacent Animal Shelter, which is also under construction. In addition, the 
project was delayed due to complications regarding relocation of existing utility connections on 
adjacent properties.  The larger project is anticipated to be completed by March 2012. 
 
The sponsor is requesting extending the project completion and the agreement expiration 
deadlines as detailed below to allow adequate time to complete the project and submit a final 
invoice and final report. 
 
Project:  Aquatic Park Connection Streetscape Improvement Project (Agreement A07-0005) 
Sponsor:  Berkeley Redevelopment Agency 
Date Bicycle and Safety CDF Grant Awarded: March 2007 (Cycle 3) 
 Original 

Grant Agreement
Approved 
Extension

Recommended 
Extension 

Project Completion May, 2008 September 30, 2011 June 30, 2012 
Agreement Expiration October 31, 2009 October 31, 2011 October 31, 2012

 
It is recommended the Commission approve the requested new project completion date of June 
30, 2012, and a one-year extension to the grant agreement expiration date from October 31, 2011 
to October 31, 2012.   
 
Fiscal Impacts 
There are no fiscal impacts at this time. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – Berkeley Redevelopment Agency’s Extension Request for Agreement A07-0005 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District’s (AC Transit) Request 

to Extend Expiration Date of Measure B Paratransit Gap Grant Agreement 
No. A08-0025, Interactive Voice Response (IVR)/Web-Based Scheduling 
Software Project 

 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommend the Commission approve AC Transit’s request to extend the  Agreement 
expiration date for the Paratransit Gap Grant funded agreement (A08-0025), Interactive Voice 
Response (IVR) / Web-Based Scheduling Software Project, with the Alameda-Contra Costa 
Transit District (AC Transit) to December 31, 2012 to allow for full completion of the project. 
This action will not change the grant funding amount of $200,000 of Measure B Gap Grant 
Funds. 

Summary 
AC Transit’s Interactive Voice Response (IVR) / Web-Based Scheduling Software Project 
expands on  its initial intent to update the East Bay Paratransit Consortium (EBPC) fleet with 
Mobile Data Terminal (MDT)/Automatic Vehicle Locators (AVL) units. This grant funds the 
purchase and installation of IVR/Web-based scheduling software, which is the next step in 
advancing the technology available to East Bay Paratransit (EBP) users. 
 
Background 
The original agreement was entered into on July 1, 2008 for a total project cost of $200,000 and 
the completion date for this project was scheduled for October 31, 2010. On September 8, 2009, 
Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) approval Amendment No. 1  
to extend that completion date to December 31, 2011. Two subsequent administrative 
amendments did not affect the completion date.  
 
Due to layoffs and staffing cuts, AC Transit’s Procurement Department staff is inundated with 
contract compliance and request for proposals (RFP) requests. It is their intent to finalize the 
scope of the RFP, issue and award a contract in the next reporting period, and complete the scope 
of this project by the revised completion date. 
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Interactive Voice Response (IVR) / Web-Based Scheduling Software Project  
Sponsor: Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
Grant Awarded: July 1, 2008 (fourth funding cycle) 
 
 Original 

Grant Agreement 
Approved 
Extensions 

Requested 
New Deadlines 

Project Completion June 30, 2010 December 31, 2011 December 31, 2012 

Agreement Expiration October 31, 2010 December 31, 2011 December 31, 2012 
 
It is recommended the Commission approve the requested extension of the new project completion and 
expiration date from December 31, 2011 to December 31, 2012. 

 

Fiscal Impacts 
There are no fiscal impacts at this time. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A- AC Transit’s Extension Request for Agreement A08-0025 - Amendment Request No. 4 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of PAPCO Recommendation of New Freedom Grant Application 

and Matching Gap Grant Funding 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee 
(PAPCO) recommendation for the application for New Freedom Grant funds to enhance 
Mobility Management in Alameda County and the allocation of $10,000 from the Measure B 
Gap Grant Matching Fund to support the application for New Freedom Funding.   
 
Summary  
On September 26, 2011, PAPCO recommended the allocation of $10,000 from the Gap Grant 
Matching Fund to support an application for New Freedom Funding to enhance Mobility 
Management in Alameda County.   
 
This Mobility Management project in Alameda County will link a number of mobility programs 
already present in the County and will ensure that information about the mix of existing 
resources is readily available to consumers throughout the County.  This will be accomplished 
through addressing two main Mobility Management goals – travel training and one-stop 
shopping.  This project would be implemented over approximately 2 years beginning Fiscal Year 
12/13.  Specific outcomes include: 

• Countywide Travel Training Coordination meetings 
• Print and web resource listing all travel training resources 
• “Fill-in” training for areas without programs 
• Revised AccessAlameda.org website 
• Print and web resource listings of same-day transportation resources 

 
Background 
On September 2, 2011, the Alameda CTC submitted an application for New Freedom Funding to 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) (Attachment A).  The total project cost for 
two years is $110,000.  The Alameda CTC would provide $20,000 in-kind contribution for 
project management and the proposed $10,000 Gap Grant Match, leaving $80,000 for the New 
Freedom request. 
 
New Freedom Funding 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides funding to state, regional, and local 
governments to provide mass transportation services to the public. These funds include FTA 
Section 5317 New Freedom Programs.  As the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), 
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MTC is responsible for including the region's projects funded with FTA fund sources in MTC's 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and has varying levels of administrative oversight 
of the funds.  
 
“The New Freedom formula grant program aims to provide additional tools to overcome existing 
barriers facing Americans with disabilities seeking integration into the work force and full 
participation in society. Lack of adequate transportation is a primary barrier to work for 
individuals with disabilities. . . The New Freedom formula grant programs seeks to reduce 
barriers to transportation services and expand the transportation mobility options available to 
people with disabilities beyond the requirements of the ADA of 1990.” (FTA C 9045.1) 
 
The Alameda CTC has a currently active New Freedom Grant, in partnership with the City of 
Fremont, to provide Travel Training. 
 
Gap Grant Matching Fund 
In 2006 PAPCO established the Gap Grant Matching Fund for agencies to access matching funds 
in order to submit applications for a variety of grant funds.  Measure B recipients and eligible 
non-profits are eligible to apply from an annual fund of $100,000.  All projects/programs must 
address gaps in services.  Specifically, “gap closure significance” is defined in the following 
way: 

• Reduces a difference that might occur based on the geographic residence of any 
individual in Alameda County needing specialized transportation service. 

• Meets a priority established by the Alameda County Paratransit Advisory and Planning 
Committee (PAPCO). 

 
Gap Grant Matching has been accessed once, in 2008, to support the ACTIA and City of 
Fremont New Freedom Grant for Travel Training. 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The recommended action will authorize allocation of $10,000 from the Gap Grant Matching 
Fund.   
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Application for New Freedom Funding for Alameda County Mobility 

Management 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: October 19, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of PAPCO Recommendation for Funding of Coordination and 

Mobility Management Planning (CMMP) Pilot Projects 
 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee 
(PAPCO) recommendation to fund three Coordination and Mobility Management Planning 
(CMMP) Pilot Projects.  
 
Summary  
On September 26, 2011 PAPCO recommended the allocation of $281,244 from previously 
designated Coordination and Mobility Management Planning Pilot Funding to support three pilot 
projects– Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North County, Expansion of South County 
Taxi Program to Central County, and Tri-City Mobility Management Project. 
 
Background 
PAPCO and ACTIA/Alameda CTC have been facilitating coordination between paratransit 
providers for a number of years.  In March 2010, Nelson/Nygaard completed a “Service Delivery 
Analysis of Senior and Disabled Transportation Services”.  This study was intended to review 
the Measure B funding formula and describe current transportation options and barriers, as well 
as identify service delivery improvements and opportunities for coordination. 
 
As a follow-up to the Service Delivery Analysis, in Fiscal Year 10/11, staff and the Paratransit 
TAC undertook the Coordination and Mobility Management Planning (CMMP) project.  This 
project involved meeting in each Planning Area and Countywide with Measure B transportation 
providers.  Discussion topics included better coordination between providers in each area; how 
programs can better support each other; coordination or consolidation of services or elements of 
services; future actions to coordinate services or implement mobility management activities; 
potential roles for the Alameda CTC in supporting implementation of coordination/mobility 
management activities (including provision of targeted funding); and pilot projects that can move 
forward for implementation. 
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On April 28, 2011, on PAPCO’s recommendation, the Commission approved initial designation 
of up to $500,000 of Gap funding for CMMP Pilots.  On September 13, 2011 the Paratransit 
TAC reviewed three proposed pilots – Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North County, 
Expansion of South County Taxi Program to Central County, and the Tri-City Mobility 
Management Project.  On September 26, 2011 PAPCO reviewed the proposed pilots and TAC’s 
comments.  PAPCO is recommending allocation of $281,244 for the three pilots. 
 

Pilot Project CMMP Funding Recommendation 

Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North 
County $85,000 

Expansion of South County Taxi Program to Central 
County 

$81,744 
(+$173,256 in Measure B pass-through 

dollars) 

Tri-City Mobility Management Project $114,500 

TOTAL $281,244 

Remaining CMMP Funds $218,756 
 
The remaining $218,756 in CMMP funding is available for technical assistance to Measure B 
pass-through recipients to establish programs that will fill gaps or enhance Mobility 
Management.   
 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The recommended action will authorize allocation of $281,244 from previously designated 
Coordination and Mobility Management Planning Pilot Funding (Gap Funding) from Special 
Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities funds.   
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Coordination and Mobility Management Planning Pilots 
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116 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 500     SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105     415-284-1544   FAX 415-284-1554 

www.nelsonnygaard.com 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
To: TAC 

From: Paratransit Coordination Team 

Date: September 9, 2011 

Subject: Staff Recommendation for CMMP Pilot Projects 

The Coordination and Mobility Management Planning (CMMP) project was undertaken to fulfill 
the following objectives: 

• Facilitate discussion of how providers in each area can better work together, support each 
other, and/or coordinate or consolidate services or elements of services 

• Identify and build consensus around future actions to coordinate services or implement 
mobility management activities 

• Identify potential roles for the Alameda CTC in supporting implementation of 
coordination/mobility management activities (including provision of targeted funding) 

• Identify a pilot project or projects that can move forward for implementation 
• Provide input for Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan for 

new Measure B (proposed to go to voters in 2012) 

CMMP was a major focus of Alameda County’s Paratransit Program last year and, to a large 
extent, these objectives have been met.  We held meetings in each area of the county and 
countywide, and discussed a wide range of potential areas of coordination.  There was a great 
deal of mutual learning for program sponsors and staff; many of the lessons can be applied in the 
development of new master funding agreements, the Countywide Transportation Plan and the 
Transportation Expenditure Plan.   

The final step of the CMMP process is approval of the following CMMP pilot projects to move 
forward for implementation in FY2011-2012, each described later in this memo:  

• Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North County 
• Expansion of South County Taxi Program to Central County 
• Tri-City Mobility Management Project 
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There were a number of considerations that played into selection of the recommended pilots:  

Mobility Management: We would like to move towards a mobility management model in 
Alameda County that would allow users more flexibility and convenience; improve 
coordination across programs; and improve cost effectiveness.  Mobility management 
encompasses a wide range of possible activities including centralized trip referral, trip 
planning and scheduling, and provision of comprehensive, multi-lingual information to 
consumers to help them understand the range of travel options available to them. Ideally, 
consumers are trained and empowered to do their own “mobility management” over time.  
Mobility management combined with travel training can also help match each user to the 
most appropriate and cost effective service for making each trip which can entail cost 
savings. These types of mobility management programs are increasingly important to 
address anticipated growth in the senior and disabled population in the face of a 
constrained funding environment; we need to provide services more cost effectively.   The 
mini-mobility management pilot in the South County planning area is a way to pilot 
mobility management on a smaller scale for possible replication in other planning areas in 
the future.  

Universal Program Parameters/Policies: Second, at the May Countywide CMMP 
meeting, our discussion indicated that it would be beneficial to create more uniformity 
throughout the County in program design, service parameters and availability of services 
across the County.  These objectives would improve equity and reduce confusion for new 
users, social service providers and tax payers.  Meeting this goal was a key driver in 
selection of the pilot projects. 

Suite of Programs: At the May meeting, the idea was also proposed that each area of 
the county could have an array of available services that cross jurisdictional boundaries of 
the cities within a specific planning area and potentially even into other planning areas.  
This would enable us to identify a “suite” of complementary programs in each region of the 
County that is tailored to the unique needs of that planning area. Ideally, this mix of 
services would avoid redundancy between services.  Paired with travel training and 
mobility management, users could be matched to the best service to meet each trip need.  
Taxi programs are an ideal component of this “suite” due to their unique flexibility to meet 
same day trip needs.  Therefore, establishing coordinated taxi programs in each region of 
the County is a key first step towards developing an optimal suite of programs for each 
planning area.   

Financial Constraints: As we are all too aware, the economic recession has had a 
notable impact on Alameda County transportation programs due to the decline in Measure 
B sales tax revenue.  We are seeking to proactively address stark financial realities and 
projections for increasing demand that may impact the long term financial sustainability of 
senior and disabled transportation programs in Alameda County.  We need to make every 
dollar go farther and ensure cost effectiveness and program sustainability is a key 
consideration in our decisions moving forward.   

More uniformity in program parameters will allow for more control over costs.  This is true 
for taxi programs in particular, because costs are driven largely by rules about trip lengths 
and subsidy levels.  For example, the taxi program parameters vary widely across the 
county and therefore the cost per trip for taxi programs in the County ranges from $12-$37 
per trip.  We hope the two taxi pilots described below allow the Alameda CTC and 
programs to have a better understanding of and control over program costs.  

We have selected the recommended pilots because they are best positioned to meet these goals.   

We recognize that there can be challenges in increasing coordination between programs that 
have historically had a lot of autonomy. Staff will work closely with TAC, PAPCO and the program 
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sponsors to ensure successful implementation of these pilots and to minimize impacts on 
customers and burdens on staff.  We are seeking your involvement and collaboration in pilot 
project implementation.  

CMMP Implementation Timeline 
Date Action 

September 2011 Ask for TAC concurrence and PAPCO recommendation on pilots 

October 2011 Ask for Commission approval on pilots 
November 2011 – June 2013 Implementation of pilots 

Budget for CMMP Pilot Project Design and Implementation 
PAPCO approved designation of $500,000 of Measure B funds for design and implementation of 
CMMP pilot projects during the FY10-11 Gap Grant funding cycle in February 2011.  Any 
remaining CMMP funding was to be available for technical assistance to Measure B pass-through 
recipients to establish programs that would fill gaps or enhance Mobility Management.  These 
funds are provided with the intention that any ongoing costs would be absorbed into the base 
programs or have an alternate plan for sustainability of funding. 

The recommended funding amount for each program and the remaining balance is shown in the 
chart below.  These funding recommendations are explained in the project descriptions below.  

Pilot Project CMMP Funding 
Recommendation 

Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North County $85,000 

Expansion of South County Taxi Program to Central County $81,744 
(+$173,256 in non-CMMP funds) 

Tri-City Mobility Management Project $114,500 

TOTAL $281,244 

Remaining CMMP Funds  $218,756 

Pilot Project Descriptions  
Each pilot is described on the following pages including a funding recommendation and a brief 
description of the different aspects of program design that will need to be addressed in order to 
implement the pilots.  This is only an initial list of considerations based on discussions at the 
CMMP meetings.  Once design of each pilot is underway, more issues may arise that need to be 
addressed based on additional input from both TAC and PAPCO.  
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Establishment of Uniform Taxi Policies for North County 

Definition 
This pilot would involve implementing a single set of taxi program parameters (fares, eligibility 
criteria, trip limits, service area, etc.) for all five North County taxi programs.  

Discussion/Rationale 
Better coordination between the five North County taxi programs was discussed at the North 
County CMMP meeting.  The possibility of creating one single universal North County taxi 
program was discussed, but a number of barriers were identified.  Overcoming the operational 
challenges involved in unifying all programs under one single contract is too big for a CMMP pilot 
and does not appear appropriate at this juncture.  However, based on the discussion at the final 
Countywide CMMP meetings, it appears that some level of universal program policies, e.g. fares, 
eligibility criteria, trip limits, would be a significant step towards achieving equity across programs 
from the users’ perspective, would further coordination and improve user experience by enabling 
travel throughout North County.  It would also allow for more control over costs, as taxi costs are 
driven largely by policies that determine trip lengths and subsidy levels. In the recent financial 
analysis that was conducted, cost per trip for taxi programs in North County ranged from $12-$37 
per trip.   

Pilot Project Description 
This pilot project will involve working with the five city programs to design a set of universal 
policies that can be implemented at each of the programs.  The five programs that this will affect 
are: Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland.  Once the policies are selected and 
approved by the TAC and PAPCO, they will be adopted by each City and the required 
adjustments made to their taxi programs.  The following are the policy areas that will be 
considered as part of this pilot. 

ELIGIBILITY: There is currently inconsistency in eligibility between programs.  Universal eligibility 
rules would be established under this pilot. Changing the program eligibility criteria could either 
expand or contract the number of eligible users in each city.  A closer look at the potential 
impacts on customers in the different jurisdictions will be a critical part of establishing a single 
eligibility policy.  As discussed in the introduction above, implementation of these pilots is a first 
step in moving towards establishing a complementary “suite” of programs in each region of the 
County.  Efforts will be made to avoid creating new same day service gaps and to identify any 
significant differentials in need between cities. 

FARES: There is currently a very broad range of fares, ranging from free, to percentage of meter, 
to books of vouchers.  Determining the types of trip a taxi program is intended to serve (with 
relation to other travel options) could help define an appropriate common fare, or a small number 
of fare options. 

TRIP LIMITS & SERVICE AREA: Programs also vary with respect to trip limits.  Vouchers or 
scrip made available in a variety of denominations would allow flexibility for variable trip lengths if 
different cities require different service coverage.  Again, determining the types of trip this 
program is designed to serve will provide key input to help define an appropriate trip limit rule.  It 
would also be advantageous to allow users to take trips throughout North County through this 
program.  This level of coordination will be explored under this pilot. 

ADMINISTRATION: The question of whether there will be any centralized administrative 
functions, such as printing vouchers or scrip, will need to be addressed.   
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TAXI ORDINANCES: One implementation mechanism for universal taxi program policies would 
be through modification of taxi ordinances in each City.  The ordinance could require acceptance 
of vouchers by all taxi companies for travel anywhere in North County.  This would maximize 
flexibility for users.   

Barriers to taxi ordinances have been identified in the past; these would have to be addressed.   

CURRENT CONTRACTS: Implementing new program policies raises the question of conflicting 
with policies contained in existing contracts.  Albany and Emeryville do not have contracts.  For 
the other three cities, staff does not currently know exact contract provisions or expirations.  
However, Alameda and Oakland are funded almost exclusively through Measure B, so perhaps a 
contract provision has been incorporated to allow for adjustments associated with funding 
approval every year.  This would allow the program changes envisioned here to be made without 
disrupting the current contract.  This will be a key point of discussion in program design. 

Interface with Implementing Guidelines 
The Implementing Guidelines for all Measure B-funded Paratransit programs, which are currently 
under development, may establish parameters for taxi programs throughout the County. If 
adopted, these will form the basis for this pilot.  The pilot will then focus on establishing uniform 
policies for those parameters not covered by the implementing guidelines as well as the 
substantive work of actually implementing these new policies and parameters in the diverse taxi 
programs across North County.  This pilot entails more coordination than has ever been 
undertaken in North County previously.  The Paratransit Coordination Team will facilitate 
coordination, serve as the liaison between programs and with the Alameda CTC and provide 
needed technical assistance to programs to actually operationalize and create the day-to-day 
procedures necessary to implement the new policies.  Individual attention will have to be paid to 
each of the five taxi programs currently under operation to ensure as smooth a transition as 
possible and to minimize negative impacts on customers in each city.  For example, activities 
could include analyzing affected populations and determining whether any grandfathering needs 
to occur to avoid creating gaps and decreasing the mobility of vulnerable populations.   

The Paratransit Coordination Team will also focus on designing the implementation of this pilot to 
enable monitoring and evaluation over time.  To the degree possible, the Team will put systems 
in place for post-program analysis to allow for alterations to program design if necessary and 
recommendations for future programs. 

Next Steps 
The next step for designing this pilot project is to arrange a brief phone interview with each 
program to discuss specific barriers or concerns they may have about implementation of the pilot 
in that city.  Those conversations will inform the agenda for a meeting of all the North County TAC 
members to commence discussions on universal policies.  We anticipate the need for a number 
of follow up meetings to generate consensus around a single set of policies.  To the degree 
possible, this will be accomplished at or after standing TAC meetings, though additional meetings 
may be necessary.  If consensus cannot be reached on specific issues, PAPCO and Alameda 
CTC management may be required to participate more actively in the final decision-making 
process. 

We recognize that City staff does not have extra time to develop these policies as they are 
already stretched thin with current responsibilities.  The Paratransit Coordination Team will 
provide any necessary technical assistance such as analysis to assess impacts of different 
policies for each City, will coordinate and facilitate all meetings, and will draft recommendations 
and incorporate rounds of revisions as consensus is being built.  We will, however, need TAC 
time for attendance at the necessary meetings.  
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Timeline  
FY 2011-2012 will be focused on design and consumer notification/buy-in.  The goal will be to 
implement new policies on July 1, 2012 and focus on evaluation of policy changes and their 
budgetary impacts in FY 2012-2013.  This allows for the current FY 2011-2012 plans that have 
already been approved by PAPCO and the Commission to run their course.  New policies will be 
included in next year’s program plans.  Therefore, all policies must be finalized and funding needs 
for the first year identified before the Program Plan due date of March 31. 

A key component of this effort will be developing a strategy for communicating these changes to 
consumers.  The Paratransit Coordination Team will assist with this effort and collaborate in North 
County TAC meetings to design outreach strategies.  Programs can communicate changes 
through their standard consumer outreach activities, ideally starting in early 2012.  

The following pilot implementation timeline takes these factors into consideration.  As discussions 
on the universal policies commence, more meetings may be needed and the timeline for 
finalization of policies may shift to February. 

 

2011 
October Pilot Funding for recommended projects approved (Board Mtg. 10/27) 

Early November Phone Interviews with Individual Programs to identify barriers/concerns 
Mid-November Discuss universal policies at TAC meeting (11/8) 

December Potential Special North County TAC meeting 

2012 
January TAC approval of universal policies 

PAPCO approval of universal policies 

February Outreach to consumers  
Refine cost estimates for first year of pilot 

March Program Plans due 
FY 2012-2014 Observe and evaluate policy changes in practice and assess budgetary impacts 

Additional refinement of cost estimates for second year of pilot, particularly for grandfathering and 
increased demand 

 Funding 
The North County taxi programs are currently funded through each program’s pass-through 
allocation (some cities also supplement with other sources, such as city general funds). 
Depending on the revisions to the policies, funding needs for North County taxi programs may 
rise or fall.  Funding needs depend on many factors, including subsidy level per trip, number of 
eligible riders, level of use of the program by eligible riders, and trip lengths, among others. The 
intent of this pilot program is to make our limited program dollars go farther, so cost effectiveness 
of trips will be a key consideration in designing the policies.  However, these considerations will 
need to be balanced by a goal of minimizing impact on current registrants.   

As a result, there are three primary potential funding needs for this pilot, each is described in 
more detail below:  

1. The initial funding need for this pilot project is for staff time to design, build consensus 
around and then implement the policies.   
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2. If policies result in an increased number or length of trips, additional funding will be 
needed to cover these new costs.  The level of funding needed will depend on what 
policies are adopted and the level of usage that results after the policies are implemented.  

3. Depending on the ultimate set of policies adopted, TAC and PAPCO may decide to 
allocate funding to grandfather in a subset of consumers who are currently eligible, but 
who would be excluded from service as a result of policy changes.  

Staff recommends setting aside $35,000 for the Paratransit Coordination Team to design this 
program, to conduct any necessary background and impacts analysis, provide technical 
assistance to the CTC and to individual program sponsors, incorporate comments and adjust 
parameters based on discussions, prepare meeting materials, and facilitate discussion at 
meetings.   

Staff recommends setting aside $50,000 of gap funds to cover potential increased costs resulting 
from the new policies as well as grandfathered consumer trips.    Depending on subsidy levels, 
eligibility criteria and the volume of voucher purchases, more gap funds may be needed to cover 
the cost of North County taxi trips.  The Paratransit Coordination Team will work with project 
sponsors this fall and winter to factor the new policies into their program plans and determine 
whether additional funding will be necessary.  A refined cost estimate can be generated in the 
spring.  

North County Taxi Policies Pilot CMMP Funding Request  $85,000 

     Program Design for Paratransit Coordination Team      $35,000 
     Consumer Trip Grandfathering (may need to be adjusted in spring 2012)      $50,000 
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Expansion of South County Taxi Program to Central County 

Definition 
This pilot would expand the existing South County taxi program to include Central County 
customers as well.  

Discussion/Justification 
Establishing a taxi program in Central County fills a clearly identified service gap.  It also furthers 
the goal of coordination across planning areas by building on the successful existing South 
County Taxi program.   

Project Description 
This pilot would involve expanding the service area covered by the South County “Tri-City Taxi 
Program” to include Central County consumers as well.  In the short term, we recommend 
expanding this program with its current policies in place to the degree possible. However, there 
are a number of program design details that will still need to be worked out:  

TRIP LIMITS: We would like to design this program to maximize flexibility for users, allowing trips 
between South and Central Counties and allowing users from South County to use a taxi in 
Central County and vice versa.  This may require some adjustments to the trip limits policy 
currently in place.  

SERVICE QUALITY: Service quality and responsiveness is a current concern held by the 
Alameda CTC and City staff with the current contracted service (St. Mini Cab) in South County. 
Upon expansion of the program, service quality will have to be carefully examined/monitored and 
Alameda CTC may want to consider seeking an alternative service provider or another agency to 
administer the contract.  This will require more discussion between South and Central County 
staff, the Alameda CTC and the Paratransit Coordination Team. 

ADMINISTRATION: Currently the Alameda CTC is the primary administrator for the program, 
while outreach and voucher distribution are managed at a city level.  For initial expansion to 
Central County, this arrangement will likely remain.  However, in the future, housing program 
administration in Central or South County may need to be considered.   

Next Steps 
Upon approval of pilot project funding, a meeting between South and Central TAC members will 
be necessary to finalize the implementation policies, discuss whether an alternative service 
provider may be necessary and work out any other concerns that the program sponsors – 
Fremont, Hayward, San Leandro, Newark and Union City – may have and discuss the 
procurement process.  Other necessary steps include training of the new jurisdictions and printing 
of vouchers.   

Timeline 
The timeline for this pilot project depends on the procurement process.  The initial goal for this 
pilot is commencing service by March 2012, earlier if possible. This timeline may need to be 
adjusted after issues are identified in discussions with the South and Central County programs. 
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2011 
October Pilot Funding for specific project approved (Board Mtg. 10/27) 
Mid-November Discuss pilot at TAC meeting (11/8) 

December Potential Special Central/South County TAC meeting 

2012 
January Contract for Taxi Services in Central County 

February-March  Commence Taxi Service in Central County 
Outreach to consumers  

Funding 
The high level cost estimate developed by staff for this pilot is $120,000.  This was based on 
applying the differential in funding formula population between South and Central County to the 
current costs of the South County Taxi program.  In other words, the total South County taxi 
contractor cost for FY 2009-2010 was $71,000; the population of Central County is 1.6 times 
greater than South County.  Therefore, the approximate cost for Central County expansion would 
be 1.6 x $71,000, or $113,600.  We have increased this slightly to account for an annual cost 
increase. 

Based on these estimates, staff recommends that $240,000 will be needed for the Central County 
portion of a two year pilot joint Central-South County Taxi Program.  We recommend apportioning 
costs between Hayward and San Leandro based on the pass-through formula which incorporates 
population of seniors and people with disabilities, as shown in the chart below.  We recommend 
that Hayward’s portion of the program costs come from already allocated Measure B pass-
through funding for special transportation, since these have not yet been expended, and that San 
Leandro’s portion be allocated from CMMP funds. 

Since the technical assistance required for this pilot should be less complex than the North 
County pilot, a Paratransit Coordination Team budget of $15,000 is recommended.  The grand 
total budget request for this pilot project is $255,000 over two years.  

Both cities are expected to absorb the administration tasks (e.g. distribution of vouchers) as part 
of their current operations. 

The role of the gap grant funding program is currently being considering by the Alameda CTC.  
Financial sustainability of gap-grant funded pilot projects, such as this, will be considered as part 
of that process. 

Central County Taxi Program Total Funding Need – 2 years $255,000 
     Hayward Portion – Existing Hayward pass-through funds 72.19% $173,256 
     San Leandro Portion – CMMP Funds 27.81% $66,744 

     Paratransit Coordination Team – CMMP Funds      $15,000 

Total CMMP Funding Request      $81,744 
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Tri-City Mobility Management Project 

Definition 

The project will create a bilingual team of mobility managers whom consumers could call 
or visit for assistance with individualized transportation planning and transportation 
service linkage. Individualized transportation planning will be provided to seniors and 
persons with disabilities based on their functional abilities, their preferred modes of travel, 
and the most cost-effective mobility and transportation service options.  The project will 
assist consumers in accessing the following types of services: 

• Fixed route transit 
• City-based paratransit services 
• ADA paratransit services 
• Tri-City Taxi Voucher Program 
• Tri-City Travel Training Program 
• VIP Rides Program 
• Older driver safety training and information 
• General information on where to find other needed services (referrals to Tri-City Senior 

Helpline and 211) 

Discussion/Justification 
This project addresses the need for comprehensive, multi-lingual information regarding mobility 
options for elderly and disabled residents of the Tri-Cities area (Fremont, Newark and Union 
City).  Potential project benefits include:  

• Increased level of transportation service coordination 
• Increased mobility for seniors and persons with disabilities 
• Increased consumer satisfaction regarding service access 
• Reduced consumer confusion about transportation options 

Project Description 
The City of Fremont will recruit, hire and supervise a small team of bilingual outreach workers 
(ideally: Mandarin, Spanish and Farsi-speaking) to provide mobility management services for 
seniors and persons with disabilities in the Tri-City area.  These outreach workers will help 
consumers navigate the transportation system to find the most appropriate and cost effective 
modes of travel for their specific needs.  The City will provide a program manager responsible for 
project development, implementation and supervision of mobility management activities and 
evaluation of project effectiveness. Project implementation period: December 2011 – June 2013 

 

Project activities will include: 

ESTABLISH BETTER SERVICE COORDINATION WITH EBP 
1. Establish East Bay Paratransit satellite office in Fremont to facilitate in-person ADA 

paratransit certification interviews for residents of Southern Alameda County.  The City will 
provide the office space at no cost.  CMMP funds might be used for minimal additional 
costs for office set up.  Tentative scheduled opening of satellite office: January 2012.   
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2. Outreach workers will meet with EBP applicants and conduct an individualized 
transportation assessment and then refer applicants to appropriate transportation 
services, offering additional assistance in connecting consumer to services as needed.   

3. Coordinate rides for Fremont and Newark residents who are applying for ADA services 
and need transportation to the EBP certification interview.  City-based services can offer a 
more cost effective trip to transport applicants to the interviews.  

4. Help coordinate alternative transportation services while EBP applicant is awaiting ADA 
certification. 

5. Provide problem solving assistance to consumers experiencing difficulties with East Bay 
Paratransit service. 

PROVIDE MORE INTEGRATED OUTREACH/EDUCATION 
1. Provide individualized transportation planning, information and referral, and service 

linkage for seniors and persons with disabilities seeking information and/or access to 
transportation and mobility services.  These services will take place at the following sites: 

a. Fremont City Hall, Human Service Department 
b. Community locations in Fremont, Newark and Union City (monthly office hours will 

be established for each of the three satellite service sites) 
c. Consumer’s place of residence, as needed 

2. Coordinate group outreach presentations at various community locations.  Work with 
partner agencies, where appropriate, to present for the following community outreach 
events: 

a. Transportation/Mobility Resource Fair (one per year) 
b. Paratransit Service presentations, with on-site enrollment as feasible (Minimum of 

12 per year) 
c. Older Driver Safety presentations (6 times per year total, 2 in each city) 
d. Clipper Card presentations (6 times per year total, 2 in each city) 

EXPAND KNOWLEDGE BASE AND IMPROVE SERVICE COORDINATION WITH TRI-CITY 
AREA SOCIAL SERVICE PROVIDERS. 

1. Provide training to Tri-City area service providers on the spectrum of mobility and 
transportation resources available to seniors and people with disabilities. 

2. Work with AC Transit, Union City Transit and BART to facilitate rider advocacy and/or 
education efforts, such as dissemination of service change announcements, placement of 
bus shelters, signage at transit centers, requests for driver training, etc. 

3. Evaluate the possibility of expanding the role of the existing paratransit advisory body to 
identify service gaps and opportunities for improved coordination related to the planning 
and implementation of transportation/mobility services. 

EVALUATE EFFECTIVENESS OF MOBILITY MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES:  Develop and 
implement consumer and program tracking mechanisms to measure the effectiveness of mobility 
management activities in the Tri-City area. 

Next Steps 
Upon approval of funding, Fremont will move forward with hiring the team of bilingual outreach 
workers and work with EBP on establishment of the EBP satellite office. Additionally, a workplan 
will be developed in December to facilitate project implementation activities during the first six 
months.  
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Timeline 

2011 
October 2011 Pilot Funding approved (Board Mtg. 10/27) 

November Initiate hiring of outreach workers 
Working with EBP to set up satellite office 

December Initial training of outreach workers, pending successful hiring process 
Development of six month workplan for project implementation 
Development of program intake and outreach materials 
Office set-up for outreach workers 

2012 
January 2012 Launch mobility management 

Open EBP satellite office 
Begin conducting individualized transportation plans with consumers 

February 2012 Identify community satellite office locations 
Begin conducting group outreach presentations 

March 2012 Establish community satellite office locations 
Begin training service providers on spectrum of available mobility services 

April 2012 Assess first quarter of project activities 

May 2012 Develop detailed workplan for FY11/12 project activities 
Begin planning for Mobility and Transportation Resource Fair in September 2012 

Funding 
CMMP funds will be used for the salaries of the outreach workers and for the project manager’s 
time.  Transportation expenses for applicants attending ADA-paratransit certification interviews 
and other miscellaneous direct service costs (i.e. printing, office supplies, computer/phone set-up 
and IT installation, etc.) are also included in the project budget. The overhead allocation included 
in the budget covers the costs for functions needed from other departments for project 
implementation, including: Human Resources, Finance, City Attorney’s Office, and Information 
Technology Support. 

Tri-City Mobility Management Project CMMP Funding Request  $114,500 

     Salaries for Outreach Workers      $50,544 

      Salary/Benefits for Project Manager      $34,021 
      Direct Costs      $15,000 

      Overhead (15% required by the City of Fremont for each new project)      $14,935 
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DATE:  October 19, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM:  Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 

Discretionary Grants– Approval to Submit Application for I-580 Eastbound 
Auxiliary Lanes Project Requesting TIGER III Funds  

 
Recommendations   
It is recommended that the Commission approve the submittal of an application requesting 
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Funds for the I-580 
Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes project.  The project scope and schedule meet the requirements of 
TIGER grant and is shown on Attachment A.  
 
Summary 
The Office of the Secretary of Transportation (DOT) released an interim notice announcing the 
availability of funding for the Department of Transportation’s National Infrastructure 
Investments in July 2011. The DOT requested comments on the project selection criteria and 
pre-application and application requirements for these grants. In August 2011, DOT released a 
“Notice of Funding Availability” under the Full-Year Continuing Appropriation, 2011.  The 
notice listed project selection criteria and the deadlines to submit the pre-application and 
application. Staff has reviewed the selection criteria and identified a project to submit.The I-580 
Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes Project meets the project eligibility criteria and can also meet the 
schedule for appropriations deadline.  
 
Background 
On April 15, 2011, the President signed the Full-Year Continuing Appropriations, 2011 Act.  
The Act appropriated $527 million to be awarded by the DOT for National Infrastructure 
Investment. The DOT published the project selection criteria listed in the August 2011 Notice of 
Funding Availability.  The criteria includes: 

1. Dates: Pre-applications are due on October 3, 2011.  Applications are due on October 31, 
 2011.  
2.  Minimum grant request is $10 million 
3. Projects should have National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) approval, or 
 approval should be imminent.  
4.  Allocation of funds must take place prior to June 2013. 
5.  DOT will give priority to projects that have significant impact on long-term outcomes.  
 The outcomes are defined as: 
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a) State of Good Repair – Improving the existing facility 
b) Economic Competitiveness 
c) Livability- Fostering livable communities 
d) Environmental Sustainability – Improving energy efficiency 
e) Safety 
f) Job Creation and Near Term Economic Activity 

 
 
The I-580 Auxiliary Lanes project will add auxiliary lanes between the new Isabel Interchange 
and First Street.  The project will widen the freeway on the outside to allow for future conversion 
of the existing HOV lane to a HOT lane facility in this segment of the freeway.  The project will 
construct retaining walls where needed and place the final asphalt concrete lift from Hacienda 
Drive to Greenville Road.   
 
The I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes project is in the final stage of the environmental phase.  It 
is expected that the environmental document for the project be approved in November 2011.  
The design is at 65% completion with 100% completion scheduled for April 2012.  The 
following is the schedule to deliver the project to construction: 

Environmental Document and Project Approval     November 2011 
Final Design        April 2012 
Right-of-Way Certification      April 2012 
Ready to List        April 2012 
Allocation of funds by California Transportation Commission  June 2012 
Allocation of TIGER Funds      June 2012 
Advertise the Construction Contract      July 2012 

 
The estimated cost of the I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes Project is $39 million (funding plan 
is included as attachment A).  At the September 2011 Alameda County Transportation 
Commission meeting, the commission approved to loan this project $8.5 million from Measure B 
funds programmed for other ACTIA projects.   Should the project receive the proposed TIGER 
funds, the Measure B funds approved in September 2011 will not be required.  
 
Attachment A  I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes Project Funding Plan & Schedule 
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Project Delivery Summary 
 
 

I-580 Eastbound Express (HOT) Lane  / Eastbound Auxiliary (AUX) Lane Project 
Alameda CTC Project No. 720.4/720.5 

 
The project will construct eastbound AUX lanes from Isabel Avenue to First Street and other improvements to accommodate the 
conversion of the HOV lane to an express / high occupancy toll (HOT) lane facility. 

 
Project Schedule: 

Project  
Components   

Total 
Costs 
Aux   

 ($ x1, 000) 

 
  Funding ($ x 1,000)  
 
  TVTC  CMIA  RM2  

I-580 
Corridor 
EB HOV  

Fed  2000 
Meas. B 

Total 
Funding ARRA TVTC RM2 

Local: 
Other 

(LONP) 

Total 
Funding  

 Auxiliary Lane Project  Express Lane Project 

PE/ENV 0  1,945   
  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  595 1,350 0  1,945  

PS&E 3,855  515   
  1,425 0  2,205  0  225  0  3,855  0  350 165 0  515  

SYSTEM 0  7,755  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 7,500 255 0  0  7,755 

ROW 400  200   
  200   0  200   0  0  0  400  0  0  200 0  200  

CONSUP 3,340  760   
  0  2,535  380  0  0  425  3,340  0  175 585 0 760  

CONCAP 32,353  7,825   
  0  19,028 1,700  5,000  0  6,625  32,353  0  0  2,740  3,635  7,825  

TOTAL $39,948  $19,000   
  $1,625  $21,563  $4,485  $5,000  $225  $7,050  $39,948  $7,500 $1,375  $5,040  $3,635  $19,000  

Note: Combined I-580 EB AUX/HOT lane funding plan 

Total 
Costs 
HOT  

($ x1, 000)  
2000 

Meas. B 

 

 

 

 

 

1,450  

$1,450  

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Auxiliary                              

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 11/11                             

Final Design (PS&E) 12/09 - 04/12                             

Right-Of-Way 09/11 - 04/12                             

Advertisement / Award 04/12 - 08/12                             

Construction 08/12 - 04/14                             

Express (HOT)                              

Final Design (PS&E) 12/09 - 04/12                             

Right-Of-Way 09/11 - 04/12                             

Advertisement / Award 04/12 - 08/12                             

Construction 08/12 - 04/14                             

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 01/12                             

Attachment A
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DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project – Approval to Execute 

Cooperative Agreements with Caltrans for Construction Phase. 
 
Recommendations   
It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director or his designee to 
negotiate and execute a cooperative agreement with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) for the construction phases of the Specialty Material Procurement Project No. 2 
(491.2), Adaptive Ramp Metering Project No. 4 (491.4), and Active Traffic Management Project 
No. 5 (491.5) of the I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) project.  
 
Summary 
The design phases of Specialty Material Procurement Project No. 2 (491.2), Adaptive Ramp 
Metering Project No. 4 (491.4), and Active Traffic Management Project No. 5 (491.5) of the I-80 
Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) project are in the final stages. In order to meet the Caltrans 
Ready to List milestone, which make the projects eligible to receive funds from California 
Transportation Commission, a construction cooperative agreement with Caltrans defining the 
roles of each agency and authorizing the disbursement of state funds is needed for each project 
regardless of the implementing agency.  
 
The construction phase of Specialty Material Procurement Project No. 2 (491.2) will be 
administered and managed by Alameda CTC.  A cooperative agreement is needed to define the 
roles and responsibilities as well as an agreement for reimbursement of incurred capital and 
support costs. 
 
The construction phase of Adaptive Ramp Metering Project No. 4 (491.4), and Active Traffic 
Management Project No. 5 (491.5) projects will be administered by Caltrans. Alameda CTC, as 
the Project Sponsor, will provide Design Services During Construction and Project Management 
during the construction phase.  A cooperative agreement is needed to define roles and 
responsibilities as well as an agreement for reimbursement of incurred support costs. 
 
Discussion 
The I-80 ICM Project will reduce congestion and delay in the 20-mile I-80 corridor and on San 
Pablo Avenue from Emeryville to the Carquinez Bridge through the deployment of intelligent 
transportation system (ITS) and transportation operation system (TOS) strategies, without 
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physically adding capacity through widening of the corridor.  This $93 million project is funded 
with Statewide Proposition 1B bond funds ($76.7 million), and a combination of funding from 
Alameda and Contra Costa counties sales tax programs, as well as federal and other local and 
regional funds.   The I-80 ICM Project has been divided into seven sub-projects in order to stage 
the delivery of contracts, take advantage of the favorable construction bidding climate of recent 
years, and minimize project delivery risk to these projects by narrowing each contract’s scope. 
The seven projects are: 
 

Project #1: Software & Systems Integration 
Project #2: Specialty Material Procurement 
Project #3: Traffic Operations Systems (TOS) 
Project #4: Adaptive Ramp Metering (ARM) 
Project #5: Active Traffic Management (ATM) 
Project #6: San Pablo Corridor Arterial and Transit Improvement Project  
Project #7: Richmond Parkway Transit Center 

 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) is expected to allocate State bond funds for 
the construction phases of Projects Nos. 2, 4, and 5. Under an agreement with Caltrans, the 
Alameda CTC is responsible for the construction administration and management of Projects 1, 
2, 3, and 6. Caltrans is responsible for the construction administration and management of 
Projects 4, and 5. 
 
A Construction cooperative agreement is necessary for Project No. 2 in order to invoice and 
recover construction capital and construction support costs in the construction phase. 
 
Although the construction phase of Projects 4 and 5 are administered by Caltrans, a Construction 
cooperative agreement is necessary to invoice and recover any Design Services support costs 
during Construction (DSDC) and Project Management phase. 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into 
Cooperative Agreements with Caltrans for Construction Phase of Specialty Material 
Procurement Project No. 2 (491.2), Adaptive Ramp Metering Project No. 4 (491.4), and Active 
Traffic Management Project No. 5 (491.5). 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The revenues and costs associated with these projects will be funded through the Corridor 
Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) within the State Infrastructure Bond Program 
(Proposition 1B) and are included in the approved Alameda CTC budget. 
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DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Webster Street SMART Corridor Project –Approval of Amendment No 2 to 

Add $35,000 and Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with TJKM 
Transportation Consultants to Provide Design Services During Construction 
Phase 

 
Recommendations   
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 2 to add $35,000 and extend 
the expiration date of the contract with TJKM Transportation Consultants the consultant 
responsible for the design and system integration of the Webster Street SMART Corridor 
Project.  
 
Summary 
The Alameda CTC entered into a design and system integration services agreement with TJKM 
in 2009 with an expiration date of December 31, 2011.  Federal funds were added to the capital 
phase of the project.  Therefore the project had to follow the federal process in the project 
delivery phase. Because that the project needed to obtain FHWA approval of the design and 
environmental documents to be eligible for Federal funding, the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process had to be followed and the environmental document had to be approved at 
the federal level. Thus the schedule to deliver the project was delayed and there was additional 
design and environmental clearance costs incurred to obtain the federal approval of the project. 
Construction support task funds were used to complete the additional environmental 
documentation. Therefore additional funds need to be made available to TJKM to provide 
construction support and integration of the equipment when deployed in the field. 
 
 
Background 
The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC), in partnership with the City 
of Alameda, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Caltrans, and AC Transit are 
implementing a SMART Corridor System at Webster Street in the City of Alameda. The project 
is an expansion of the existing East Bay SMART Corridors System.  The project will install 
Closed Circuit Television Cameras (CCTV) for monitoring, Video Image Detection (VID) 
Systems for actuating pre-timed traffic signals, and Microwave Vehicle Detection System 
(MVDS) devices along various corridors leading to the Webster/Posey Tubes in the City of 
Alameda.  The field elements will connect to a communication network that will transmit the 
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data to the City of Alameda Traffic Management Center (TMC).  The project is also being 
coordinated with the City of Oakland. 
 
After obtaining California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) approval for the project’s 
environmental document, TJKM Transportation Consultants had to prepare another document to 
meet the NEPA requirements. This was due to the introduction of federal funds to the project’s 
funding plan.  TJKM applied the budget from the design services task to perform this added task. 
This request is to replenish the construction support task.  
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The revenues and costs associated with these projects will be funded from the project 
contingency fund included in the approved Alameda CTC budget. 
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DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission  
 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
SUBJECT: I-580 Tri-Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Improvements (RM 2 Subproject 

32.1e): –Approval to Execute Cooperative Agreements with Caltrans for 
Construction Phase of the I-580 Westbound HOV Lane Projects. 

 
Recommendations   
It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director or his designee to 
negotiate and execute a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for the Construction Phase of the I-
580 Westbound HOV Lane Projects. 
 
Background 
 
The I-580 corridor in the Tri-Valley area is currently ranked as one of the most congested in the 
Bay Area.  The corridor serves commuters and freight traffic between the Central Valley and 
various Bay Area destinations.  Presently, westbound I-580 is congested particularly during the 
morning peak period.  The Westbound I-580 HOV Lane Projects will relieve congestion for 
express buses and high occupancy vehicles in the morning peak period by constructing a 
westbound I-580 HOV Lane in the median from Greenville Road in Livermore to Foothill/San 
Ramon Road in Dublin/Pleasanton (a distance of approximately13 miles), as well as constructing 
associated auxiliary lanes and other roadway improvements, including pavement rehabilitation. 
 
The construction phase of the project is funded with Statewide Proposition 1B Bond (CMIA) 
Funds ($101.7 million), State Highway Operation and Protection Fund ($29.4 million), Traffic 
Congestion Relief Program Funds ($10.0 million) and Federal Demonstration-TEA21 Funds 
($8.666 million). 
 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) is expected to allocate funding for the 
construction phase of I-580 Westbound HOV Lane Projects in Spring 2012. Under the 
agreement, Caltrans would be responsible for the construction administration and management of 
the Projects. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into a 
Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans for the Construction Phase the I-580 Westbound HOV 
Lane Projects. 
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Fiscal Impacts 
The revenues and costs for the construction phase of these projects are funded through the 
Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA), the State Highway Operation and Protection 
Plan (SHOPP), Traffic Congestion Relief Program Funds and Federal Demonstration-TEA21 
Funds.  The Alameda CTC budget will be updated to reflect the final Cooperative Agreement, if 
necessary. 
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DATE: October 20, 2011 

TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  

FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 

SUBJECT: Review Information Regarding Port Drayage Truck Regulations 
 

Recommendation 
This item is for information only. No action is requested.  
 
Summary 
The issue of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Statewide Drayage Truck Regulation 
and the upcoming December 31, 2011 milestone that requires model year 2004 Port Drayage 
Trucks to 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.  
 
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 2005 and 2006 model year engines by December 31, 2012. The 
next milestone requires 2004 model year 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.  
 

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 
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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 model year 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, 238 trucks (34%) are registered to a Bay Area addresses 
• Of the 238 trucks with Bay Area addresses, 141 trucks are located in Alameda County 
• Of the 141 trucks located in Alameda County 

o 50 are in fleets of 4 trucks or more 
o 90 trucks are in fleets of three or fewer (most likely owned by single owner/operators) 

For a drayage truck with a model year 2004 engine to continue to access the Port of Oakland 
after December 31, 2011, the truck owner 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 model year 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 
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to truck owners with poor credit and are available to all owners of model year 2004 vehicles.  
Information on the ARBs program is available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/truckstop.htm  or (866)-634-3735.  
 
Though the prior funding sources provided by the BAAQMD have been exhausted, they are in 
the process of identifying additional funds to further assist drayage trucks. A new program is not 
expected to be in place before Spring 2012. The amount of funds that the BAAQMD will be able 
to secure is not known at this time. These future funds may be able to assist trucks in meeting 
upcoming 2012 or 2013 milestones, but will not be able address trucks that are required to meet 
the December 31, 2011 milestone. 
 
County TFCA Program Manager Funds 
At the September Alameda CTC Board meeting, staff was requested to review the possibility of 
using TFCA funds to assist drayage truck owners in meeting the ARB regulation requirements. 
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 
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. The programming of the FY 2011-12 TFCA program has been 
completed (May 2011 and September 2011 Alameda CTC Board actions). The programming of 
FY 2012-13 funds is scheduled to start in January 2012 with approval of a program in May 2012.  
 
Issues with using Alameda County TFCA Program Manager funds for drayage truck projects 
include: 

• Next funding cycle will not be available until FY 2012-13, 
• Concurrence required from Cities and County to use funds, assigned by formula, for 

drayage truck projects, 
• Though a smaller price tag, it is assumed it is no longer cost effective to pursue a retrofit 

option, which would only allow a drayage truck to continue operating until December 31, 
2013, and 

• Based on estimated costs of new and used replacement trucks, the total cost for the 
remaining vehicles that will need to be replaced by December 31, 2013 to be in 
compliance with the ARB regulations can be from $200 million to $400 million. 

 
 
With retrofits not a viable option, replacing pre model year 2007 drayage trucks is a remaining 
need, however TFCA Program Manager fund policies and program limitations would apply as 
detailed in Attachment A, including that the proposed vehicle replacement option does not meet 
the eligibility requirements for non-public projects and each vehicles eligibility (including cost 
effectiveness) will have to be evaluated on an individual basis. 
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Attachments 
Attachment A: BAAQMD TFCA Program Policies/ Program Limitations 
Attachment B: Overview of Statewide Drayage Truck Regulation 
Attachment C: BAAQMD Summary of Alameda County Port Trucks (dated October 3, 2011) 
Attachment D: BAAQMD September 23, 2011 Mobile Source Committee Agenda Item 

Regarding Update on Port Drayage Truck Program 
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BAAQMD TFCA Program Policies 
 

Program Limitations 

Non-public entities are only eligible to apply for new alternative-
fuel vehicle and infrastructure projects, and advanced technology 
demonstrations projects. 
 
 

Proposed Drayage Truck 
projects are NOT eligible * 
 

All TFCA funded projects are required to demonstrate a project is 
cost effective in reducing emissions 
o Project must not exceed a cost of $90,000 per ton of 

emissions reduced 
 

Drayage Truck projects 
would require a cost 
effectiveness evaluation for 
each proposed vehicle 

TFCA Policies require that projects subject to emission reduction 
regulations, contracts, or other legally binding obligations to 
achieve surplus emission reductions 
• Reductions are required to be greater than ARB regulations. 

For example, a model year 2004 engine is retrofitted with a 
Level 3 device on October 1, 2011. The truck will only 
achieve surplus emissions between October 1 and December 
31, 2011. Starting January 1, 2012, the truck will merely be 
meeting ARB emission standards.  

 

-Amount of surplus 
emissions would need to be 
identified for each proposed 
vehicle  
-Retrofit option, with 
minimal surplus emission 
reductions, is not eligible 

TFCA funds awarded may not exceed the incremental cost after 
all other applicable manufacturer and local/state/federal rebates, 
tax credits, and cash equivalent incentives are applied.  
o Incremental cost is the difference in cost between the 

purchase or lease price of the new vehicle and/or retrofit, and 
its new conventional vehicle counterpart that meets, but does 
not exceed, 2011 emissions standards. 

o No single non-public entity may be awarded more than 
$500,000 in TFCA County Program Manager Funds in each 
funding cycle.  

 

This guideline limits TFCA 
funds awarded to a project 
to a percent of the total cost. 
Any limitations would need 
to be identified for each 
specific project type 

*Unless an exception is approved by BAAQMD 
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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: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 

 
SUBJECT: Acceptance of Semi-Annual Alameda CTC Capital Projects Status Update 

and Approval of Funding Plans for Select Projects 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the following actions: 
 

1. Acceptance of the Semi-Annual Alameda CTC Capital Projects Update for the 39 active 
capital projects summarized in Table A in Attachment A; and 

2. Approval of the funding plans included in the attached project delivery summaries for 
select capital projects being implemented primarily by the Alameda CTC using a 
combination of Measure B, federal, state, regional and other local funding. 

 
Summary 
The Semi-Annual Capital Projects Status Update provides information pertaining to the 39 active 
capital projects being implemented and/or funded by the Alameda CTC listed in Table A in 
Attachment A.  The list of 39 projects includes all of the remaining Measure B funded projects 
from both the 1986 and 2000 Measure B Capital Programs, commonly referred to as the ACTA-
ACTIA projects, and the capital projects being implemented by the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency before the merger to the Alameda CTC.  The “Agency of Origin” is 
included in Table A in Attachment A to provide a mapping for each of the projects listed in order 
of the new Alameda CTC project number to the previous project number.  Table A in 
Attachment A also provides a summary of current project status information including the 
current project phase, the begin and end construction dates, the amount of 1986 and 2000 
Measure B funding, and the total project funding. 
The 39 active capital projects may be grouped by the following four project types as indicated in 
Table A in Attachment A: 

1. Mass Transit – (Eight projects); 
2. Bicycle and Pedestrian (One project); 
3. Local Streets & Roads (Eight projects); and 
4. Highway (22 projects) 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 10/27/11 
                                                     Agenda Item 5R
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The 39 active capital projects can also be divided into the following four primary categories 
related to project funding and implementing agency: 

A. Infrastructure Bond (I-Bond) funded projects being implemented by the Alameda 
CTC – (Six projects); 

B. Measure B funded projects being implemented by the Alameda CTC – (Eight 
projects); 

C. Projects being implemented by the Alameda CTC without I-Bond or Measure B 
funding (Seven projects); and 

D. Measure B funded projects being implemented by other agencies (18 projects). 
 

A. Infrastructure Bond (I-Bond) Funded Projects Being Implemented by the Alameda CTC 

The Alameda CTC is the implementing agency for the following capital projects, or phases of 
the following capital projects, included in the State’s Proposition 1B Infrastructure Bond 
Programs.  All of the I-Bond funded projects being implemented by the Alameda CTC are 
included in this Update.  The project type for each project is indicated in parenthesis following 
the project title. 

1. Route 84 Expressway in Livermore (Highway); 
2. I-880 North Safety and Operational Improvements at 23rd/29th in Oakland (Highway); 
3. I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane (Highway); 
4. I-580 Westbound HOV Lane West and East Segments (Highway); 
5. I-880 Southbound HOV Lane North and South Segments (Highway); and 
6. I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (Highway). 

These I-Bond funded projects are a very high priority for the Alameda CTC given the stringent 
nature of the delivery deadlines associated with the I-Bond funding.  For the most part, the I-
Bond projects, with the exception of the I-880 / 23rd-29th project, must have the construction 
contracts awarded by December 2012, or risk losing the I-Bond funds.  Awarding the contracts 
by December requires that the design and right of way phases be fully complete by mid-year.  
Allowing for the various processes involved in allocating and securing the I-Bond funding, the 
design and right of way phases must be complete during Spring in order to meet the deadlines. 

All of the I-Bond projects are currently in the design and right of way phases, or have completed 
them.  The Route 84 Expressway project received the construction allocation vote from the 
California Transportation Commission in June. The I-80 ICM project has been divided into six 
sub-projects, and two of the initial sub-projects are into the construction phase and have also 
received allocation votes for a portion of the I-Bond funding. 

B. Measure B Funded Projects Being Implemented by the Alameda CTC 

The Measure B funded projects listed below are being implemented by the Alameda CTC.  The 
project type for each project is indicated in parenthesis following the project title. 
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1. East-West Connector in Fremont and Union City (LS&R); 
2. Central Alameda County Freeway System Operational Analysis (Highway); 
3. I-880/Broadway-Jackson Interchange Improvement (Highway); 
4. I-580 Westbound Auxiliary Lane – Airway to Fallon (Highway); 
5. I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane – El Charro to Airway (Highway); 
6. I-680 Sunol Express Lane – Southbound (Highway); 
7. I-680 Sunol Express Lane – Northbound (Highway); and 
8. I-680 / I-880 Cross Connector Studies (Highway). 

The construction of two of the Measure B funded projects listed above is included in the 
construction of a larger project with limits that envelop the Measure B funded project limits.  
The I-580 Westbound Auxiliary Lane – Airway to Fallon project will be constructed with the I-
Bond funded I-580 Westbound HOV Lane – West Segment project expected to go to 
construction during the Summer of 2012.  The I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane – El Charro to 
Airway project was constructed with the I-Bond funded I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane project that 
was administered by Caltrans and is currently being closed out. 

Three of the projects listed above are “Study Only,” which implies that the Measure B funds can 
be expended on studies and project development even with no capital funding identified.  The 
Study Only projects are the Central Alameda County Freeway System Operational Analysis; I-
880/Broadway-Jackson Interchange Improvement; and I-680 / I-880 Cross Connector Studies. 

The I-680 Sunol Express Lane – Southbound project is currently in transition from capital 
project delivery to operations.  The Sunol Smart Carpool Lane Joint Powers Authority (Sunol 
JPA) operates the southbound express lane.  The Alameda CTC is a member of the Sunol JPA 
along with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), and the Alameda CTC is the 
managing agency. 

The remaining Measure B funds for the Sunol Express Lanes project included in the 2000 
Measure B Capital Program are now programmed for the northbound express lane.  The 
Alameda CTC is the implementing agency for the project development of the northbound project 
which has recently been initiated. 

C. Projects Being Implemented by the Alameda CTC Without I-Bond or Measure B Funding 

The following projects being implemented by the Alameda CTC without I-Bond or Measure B 
funding are included in this Update.  The project type is indicated in parenthesis. 

1. I-580 Corridor Environmental Mitigation (Highway); 
2. I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes (Highway); 
3. I-580 Right of Way Preservation (Highway); 
4. I-580 Westbound Express Lane (Highway); 
5. Webster Street Smart Corridor (LS&R); 
6. I-580 Soundwall – San Leandro Landscape (Highway); and 
7. I-80 Gilman (Highway). 
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Prior to the merger into the Alameda CTC, the Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency (CMA) was implementing various projects using federal, state, regional and local funds.  
These projects include the I-580 Eastbound and Westbound Express Lane projects and other 
projects in the I-580 corridor related to the overall HOV/HOT improvements being implemented 
from west of the I-680 interchange east to Greenville Road. 

The Webster Street Smart Corridor project is being implemented in partnership with the City of 
Alameda and is expected to go to construction early in 2012. 

The I-580 Soundwall – San Leandro Landscape is a follow up to the construction of the 
soundwall itself.  Construction is expected to begin in early Spring 2012. 

The I-80 Gilman project is intended as an operational improvement at the interchange.  The 
project is currently identified as a “Study Only” project. 

D. Measure B Funded Projects Being Implemented by Other Agencies 

The following Measure B funded projects being implemented by other agencies are included in 
this Update.  The project type is indicated in parenthesis. 

1. I-880 / Mission Boulevard (Route 262) Interchange Completion (Highway); 
2. Route 238 / Mission-Foothill-Jackson Corridor Improvement (LS&R); 
3. Castro Valley Local Area Traffic Circulation Improvement (LS&R); 
4. Altamont Commuter Express Rail (Mass Transit); 
5. BART Warm Springs Extension (Mass Transit); 
6. BART Oakland Airport Connector (Mass Transit); 
7. Downtown Oakland Streetscape Improvement (B&P); 
8. Union City Intermodal Station (Mass Transit); 
9. Telegraph Avenue Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (Mass Transit); 
10. Iron Horse Transit Route (Mass Transit); 
11. Leweling / East Leweling Boulevard Widening (LS&R); 
12. Route 92 / Clawiter-Whitesell Interchange and Reliever Route (Highway); 
13. Hesperian Boulevard / Leweling Boulevard Intersection Improvement (LS&R); 
14. Westgate Parkway Extension (LS&R); 
15. East 14th Street / Hesperian Blvd / 150th Street Intersection Improvements (LS&R); 
16. I-580 / Isabel Avenue (Route 84) Interchange (Highway); 
17. Dumbarton Rail Corridor (Mass Transit); and 
18. I-580 Corridor / BART to Livermore Studies (Mass Transit). 

The Measure B funded projects being implemented by other agencies include three projects from 
the 1986 Measure B.  The first three projects on the list above are funded by the 1986 Measure 
B.  The other fifteen (15) projects in this category are funded by the 2000 Measure B. 

The 2000 Measure B Expenditure Plan included commitments of Measure B funding for 27 
capital projects and studies.  Some of the 27 projects have been split into smaller projects or 
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combined with other projects to accelerate delivery of useable segments and facilitate project 
monitoring and controls.  The original 27 Measure B projects have currently been split into 38 
projects and sub-projects.  Twenty-four (24) of the 2000 Measure B capital projects are included 
in the list of 39 Alameda CTC active capital projects shown in Table A in Attachment A.  

The projects listed above are stand alone projects being implemented by other agencies that are 
expected to result in some level of capital construction activity with the exception of the Study 
Only project.  The I-580 Corridor / BART to Livermore Studies is the “Study Only” project 
being implemented in part by BART, and also in part by the Alameda CTC. 

The construction of two of the Measure B funded projects listed above is being integrated with 
the construction of a larger project with limits that envelop the Measure B funded project limits. 
The I-880 / Mission Boulevard (Route 262) Interchange Completion project is being integrated 
into the larger Mission Boulevard – Warren Avenue Grade Separation – Truck Rail Transfer 
project being implemented by the VTA.  The Westgate Parkway Extension project listed above 
is the second phase of the Westgate Parkway Extension project included in the 2000 Measure B 
Capital Program.  The first phase was completed in 2006 and the remaining second phase is 
being coordinated with the larger project to reconstruct the I-880/Davis Street interchange as part 
of the I-Bond funded I-880 Southbound HOV Lane - South Segment expected to go to 
construction during summer of 2012. 

Approval of Project Funding Plans 

The Project Delivery Summaries included in Attachment B provide details about the cost, 
funding and schedules for the following projects: 

1. Route 84 Expressway in Livermore (Highway); 
2. I-880 North Safety and Operational Improvements at 23rd/29th in Oakland (Highway); 
3. I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane (Highway); 
4. I-580 Westbound HOV Lane West and East Segments (Highway); 
5. I-880 Southbound HOV Lane North and South Segments (Highway); and 
6. I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (Highway). 
7. East-West Connector in Fremont and Union City 
8. BART Warm Springs Extension 

The recommended actions include approval of project funding plans for certain capital projects 
being implemented by the Alameda CTC.  The eight (8) projects listed above are the projects for 
which the approval of the funding plan is recommended.  Approval of the funding plan included 
in the Project Delivery Summary for the eight (8) projects listed above is intended to document 
the Commission’s acceptance of the amounts of funding from specific sources to be used to fund 
eligible project costs.  Staff may make minor adjustments to the project funding plans, e.g. 
moving funds between phases, adjusting cost estimates, etc. during the course of day-to-day 
project delivery.  Significant changes that affect the total costs or funding shown in the plans 
may be brought back to the Commission for review and approval prior to the next semi-annual 
update.  
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Discussion or Background 

1986 Measure B (ACTA) Capital Projects 

The 1986 Measure B program of capital projects included a mix of freeway, rail, and local 
roadway improvements throughout Alameda County.  Collection of the sales tax for the 1986 
Measure B ended on March 31, 2002 (the day before collection for the 2000 Measure B began).  
To date, there have been two amendments to the 1986 Measure B Expenditure Plan which have 
deleted projects from the 1986 Expenditure Plan and created replacement projects. 

• Amendment No. 1 to the 1986 Expenditure Plan deleted the Hayward Bypass Project and 
added four replacement projects: 

o Route 238/Mission-Foothill Corridor Improvement Project in Hayward (MB238); 
o I-580 Interchange Project in Castro Valley (MB239) (included in ACTIA 12); 
o Central Alameda County Freeway System Operational Analysis (MB240); and 
o Castro Valley Local Area Traffic Circulation Improvement Project (MB241). 
 

• Amendment No. 2 to the 1986 Expenditure Plan deleted the Route 84 Historic Parkway 
Project, identified the three Mission Boulevard Spot Improvements projects and added a 
replacement project for the Historic Parkway: 

o I-880 to Mission Boulevard East-West Connector Project in (MB226). 
 
The following five projects are still active and have remaining, unexpended commitments of 
Measure B funding from the 1986 Measure B: 
 

1. I-880/Mission Boulevard (Route 262) Phase 1B/2 Project (MB196); 
2. East-West Connector in Fremont and Union City Project (MB226); 
3. Route 238/Mission-Foothill Corridor Improvement Project in Hayward (MB238); 
4. Central Alameda County Freeway System Operational Analysis (MB240); and 
5. Castro Valley Local Area Traffic Circulation Improvement Project (MB241). 

2000 Measure B (ACTIA) Capital Projects 

The 2000 Measure B (ACTIA) program of capital projects was developed by a countywide 
committee that represented a diverse set of modal and geographic interests of the electorate.  The 
resulting Expenditure Plan includes 27 projects of various magnitude and complexity that 
incorporate all travel modes throughout Alameda County.  The projects in the 2000 Measure B 
provide for mass transit expansion, improvements to highway infrastructure, local streets and 
roads, and bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements.  Some of the projects have been 
segmented into multiple stages or distinct projects, for ease of implementation, creating a total of 
38 projects or project segments. 

Since 2002, when the 2000 Measure B began collecting taxes, staff has worked closely with each 
of the Project Sponsors to deliver Measure B-funded projects.  This has included securing full 
funding by leveraging Measure B funds with federal and state funds, and actively working to 
advance the projects through each project development phase, not only to meet the Measure B 
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requirement for full funding and environmental clearance, but also to meet the needs of the 
travelling public as quickly as possible. While the downturn in the economy has substantially 
decreased external funding to many transportation projects and Measure B funding to pass-
through programs, it brought one of the most favorable public works bidding environments in 
decades.  The timing of this favorable bidding market has proven to be an asset in the success of 
the current overall capital program delivery.  The remaining projects to be delivered face a 
continuing uncertainty related to outside funding that the previously delivered projects did not 
experience. 

At the halfway point of the twenty-year tax collection period, or March 2012, all but five (5) 
projects from the 2000 Measure B (Telegraph Avenue Corridor Bus Rapid Transit, Iron Horse 
Transit Route, Route 92/Clawiter-Whitesell Interchange, Dumbarton Rail Corridor, and I-880 
North Safety and Operational Improvements at 23rd/29th Avenues) will have begun 
construction. 

Alameda CTC Active Capital Project Schedules 

The current project schedules and total project funding amounts for the 39 active capital projects 
included in this Update are shown in Table A in Attachment A.  The projects can be grouped as 
follows to provide a sense for the number of projects in the “pipeline to construction” and the 
estimated value of the projects. 

• Thirteen (13) projects with total project costs of more than $2.2 billion are in the 
Construction phase; 

• Sixteen (16) projects are currently in the Design and/or Right of Way phases with total 
costs estimated at more than $1.1 billion; 

• Four (4) are in the Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Studies phase estimated at 
more than $933 million; and 

• Six (6) in the Scoping or “Various” phases with total costs of $46 million (Note:  The 
Study Only projects are listed in the Scoping phase and only include the funding 
identified for the studies and project development). 

Projects in the Pipeline to Construction 

The current phase and scheduled construction dates for each of the 39 active capital projects 
included in this Update are shown in Table A in Attachment A.  The projects can be grouped as 
follows to provide a sense for the number of projects in the pipeline to construction and where 
they are in the pipeline. 

• Eleven (11) projects are expected to go to construction during 2012, including the I-Bond 
funded projects with the award deadline of December 2012. 

• Four (4) projects have construction scheduled to begin in 2013; 
• Four (4) have construction starts date to be determined; and 
• Seven (7) projects will not have construction schedules determined because they are 

Study Only projects (5 projects); they don’t have a construction phase such as the I-580 
Right of Way Preservation project (1 project); or they are comprised of smaller, 
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individual sub-projects with multiple construction dates such as the I-580 Corridor 
Environmental Mitigation project (1 project). 

Projects Scheduled to Begin Construction during 2012 

1. I-880 / Mission Boulevard (Route 262) Interchange Completion (Project No. 501.0) – 
The project is being implemented by the VTA in conjunction with the Warren Avenue 
Grade Separation and Truck Rail Transfer Facility Relocation projects.  The overall 
project funding plan includes I-Bond funding secured for the Grade Separation by the 
City of Fremont and the project is schedule for construction in spring of 2012 to satisfy 
requirements related to the I-Bond funding.  The project is also included in the 
approved Local Alternative Transportation Improvement Program (LATIP) related to 
the Historic Parkway alignment right of way. 

The project is funded by a variety of sources including local funds from the VTA and 
the City of Fremont, state bond funds from the Highway-Railroad Crossing Safety 
Account (HRCSA), 1986 Measure B funds remaining from Phase 1A, and STIP funds 
remaining from Phase 1A.  The VTA is in the process of finalizing the funding plan for 
the combined project.  Construction is scheduled to begin during spring 2012. 

2. I-580 Westbound Auxiliary Lane – Airway to Fallon (Project No. 614.2) – The 
westbound auxiliary lane between Airway and Fallon is being incorporated into the I-
Bond funded I-580 Westbound HOV Lane West Segment scheduled to begin 
construction during summer 2012.  More detail about the associated I-Bond funded 
project can be seen in the Project Delivery Summary included in Attachment B. 

3. Westgate Parkway Extension (Project No. 618.1) – The remaining, i.e. the second, 
phase of the 2000 Measure B funded Westgate Parkway Extension project is being 
coordinated with the I-Bond funded I-880 Southbound HOV Lane South Segment 
scheduled to begin construction during Summer 2012.  More detail about the associated 
I-Bond funded project can be seen in the Project Delivery Summary included in 
Attachment B. 

4. Route 84 Expressway in Livermore (Project No. 624.0) – The north segment of the 
Route 84 Expressway project is partially funded by I-Bond funding.  The project has 
received an allocation vote by the California Transportation Commission and is being 
prepared for advertisement to solicit contractor bids.  Construction is expected to begin 
early in 2012.  The south segment of the project is expected to go to construction in 
early 2014.  More detail about this project can be seen in the Project Delivery Summary 
included in Attachment B. 

5. I-580 Eastbound Express Lane (Project No. 720.4) – The I-580 Eastbound Express 
Lane project is dependent on the I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane project being 
constructed in advance to provide the required footprint for the express lane.  
Combining the two projects prior to, or during, construction may provide overall 
benefit, however the auxiliary lane project is I-Bond funded and is subject to strict 
delivery deadlines.  Any delivery approach for the express lane that presents a risk to 
the schedule of the auxiliary lane project would have to be considered carefully.  The 
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express lane project construction schedule is set to the current schedule for the auxiliary 
lane project. 

6. I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane (Project No. 720.5) – The I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary 
Lane project is currently in the design phase (with environmental clearance being 
updated).  The auxiliary lane project is I-Bond funded and is subject to the strict 
delivery deadlines associated with the funding.  The project is scheduled for the 
required allocations in time for construction to begin during summer of 2012.  More 
detail about this project can be seen in the Project Delivery Summary included in 
Attachment B. 

7. I-580 Westbound HOV Lane West and East Segments (Project No. 724.0) – The 
westbound HOV lane project is I-Bond funded and currently in the design phase.  The 
project is divided into two segments, west and east.  Both segments are scheduled to 
begin construction during Summer 2012.  More detail about this project can be seen in 
the Project Delivery Summary included in Attachment B. 

8. I-580 Westbound Express Lane (Project No. 724.1) – The westbound express lane 
project is dependent on the I-580 Westbound HOV Lane project being constructed in 
advance to provide the required footprint for the express lane.  Combining the two 
projects prior to, or during, construction may provide overall benefit, however the HOV 
lane project is I-Bond funded and is subject to strict delivery deadlines.  Any delivery 
approach for the express lane that presents a risk to the schedule of the HOV lane 
project would have to be considered carefully.  The express lane project construction 
schedule is set to the current schedule for the HOV lane project. 

9. I-880 Southbound HOV Lane (Project No. 730.0) – The southbound HOV lane project 
is being delivered in two segments: north and south.  Both segments are I-Bond funded 
and subject to strict delivery deadlines.  The south segment is scheduled for 
construction to begin during summer 2012.  Construction of the north segment is 
scheduled to being during fall 2012, which is approaching the deadline for award of a 
contract by December 2012. 

10. Webster Street Smart Corridor (Project No. 740.0) – The Webster Street Smart 
Corridor is being delivered in partnership with the City of Alameda.  The project 
consists of operational improvements along Webster Street including the Webster Tube 
that traverses the Estuary between Alameda and Oakland.  The project is scheduled to 
being construction by spring 2012. 

11. I-580 Soundwall – San Leandro Landscape (Project No. 764.0) – The landscape project 
is a follow up to the construction of the soundwall.  The project is scheduled to begin 
construction by spring 2012. 

Projects Scheduled to Begin Construction during 2013 or Later 

1. East-West Connector in Fremont and Union City (Project No. 505.0) - The Alameda 
CTC is implementing this project in cooperation with the cities of Union City and 
Fremont.  Final design is proceeding and construction is anticipated to begin early in 
2013. 
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The project cost estimate was recently updated to $190 million.  Available funding for 
this project is approximately $110 million, including $88 million in Measure B funds.  
Additional funding is anticipated from various sources, including the dedication of 
required publicly owned right-of-way, possible future STIP programming and city 
contributions, Measure B capital reserve surplus, and proceeds from the sale of state-
owned right-of-way associated with the State Route 84 Historic Parkway via the 
LATIP. 

2. Telegraph Avenue Corridor Bus Rapid Transit – (Project No. 607.0) – AC Transit is the 
sponsor of the Telegraph Avenue Corridor BRT project.  The project is currently in the 
environmental phase with federal approval expected by summer 2012.  The project is 
scheduled to begin construction early in 2013.  The Commission recently approved an 
extension to the Environmental Clearance deadline for this project.  The deadline was 
extended to March 31, 2012. 

3. Route 92 / Clawiter-Whitesell Interchange and Reliever Route (Project No. 615.0) – 
The City of Hayward is the project sponsor and is currently implementing the design 
and right of way phases funded by recent allocations of 2000 Measure B funding.  
Construction for the first phase is scheduled to begin during summer 2013. 

4. I-880 North Safety and Operational Improvements at 23rd/29th Avenues in Oakland 
(Project No. 717.0) – The I-880/ 23rd-29th project is the one I-Bond funded project not 
subject to the December 2012 contract award deadline since the I-Bond funding was 
approved in the Trade Corridor Improvement Fund (TCIF) which has a later deadline.  
The legislative deadline for beginning construction on TCIF projects is December 
2013.  The project is currently scheduled to begin construction in spring 2013. 

5. Castro Valley Local Area Traffic Circulation Improvement (Project No. 512.0) – The 
local area circulation project consists of multiple project phases and potentially, 
multiple projects.  The $5 million total 1986 Measure B funding was put in place by 
Amendment No. 1 to the 1986 Expenditure Plan.  The schedule for construction will be 
determined as the individual improvements to be funded are identified during the 
project development phases. 

6. Iron Horse Transit Route (Project No. 609.0) – The project scope was revised in 2010 
to reflect the changing project area in the vicinity of the Dublin-Pleasanton BART 
Station.  The project is currently in the design and right of way phases.  The schedule 
for construction will be determined as the project scope to be funded is identified 
during project development. 

7. Dumbarton Rail Corridor (Project No. 625.0) - The project will extend rail service from 
San Mateo County to the Union City Intermodal Station, with three proposed East Bay 
Stations.  The project funding plan includes a significant shortfall and the project is 
currently included in countywide and regional discussions about future funding sources.  
A phased project approach has been recommended to deliver elements of the project 
with available funding while the overall shortfall is addressed.  The Commission 
recently approved extensions to the Environmental Clearance and Full Funding Plan 
deadlines.  Both deadlines were extended to March 31, 2013.  The Draft EIS/EIR is 
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being updated to reflect current funding and delivery conditions.  Near term activities 
include the potential of funding interim bus operations, and corresponding capital 
improvements, to enhance ridership on the Dumbarton Bridge and looking at 
opportunities for early right-of-way acquisition of the Oakland Subdivision (this 
segment has already received CEQA environmental clearance by Union City).  A 
timeframe for construction has not been determined at this point. 

8. I-680 Sunol Express Lanes Northbound (Project No. 710.4) – The Commission recently 
allocated 2000 Measure B funding for project development work related to the 
northbound express lane project.  The project is being forwarded into the preliminary 
engineering and environmental studies phase.  A timeframe for construction has not 
been determined at this point. 

Role of the Transportation Sales Tax 

Measure B has proven to be a steady and reliable funding source, even in uncertain economic 
times.  The Measure B Capital Projects are well underway to being delivered substantially before 
the end of the sales tax collection period, and the Alameda County residents will have the benefit 
of the full complement of the capital projects to improve mobility throughout the county.  The 
next challenge will be to meet the needs of a changing environment, including greenhouse gases, 
the aging population and gaps in connections, as well as funding the projects.  

Local contributions to transportation improvements have been playing an increasingly important 
role as regional, state and federal funding becomes less reliable.  Alameda County voters have 
authorized two transportation ½¢ sales taxes over the last three decades.  The first 15-year 
transportation sales tax was approved by voters in 1986 and collection of the sales tax for the 
first Measure B concluded in 2002.  The second ½¢ sales tax was a 20-year program approved 
by voters in November 2000 with sales tax collection starting in April 2002 when the first tax 
measure concluded.   Combined, these two programs will contribute approximately $1.8 billion 
in Measure B funds to transportation improvements in Alameda County.  These funds will be 
used to leverage other federal, state, regional, and local funding sources, thereby accomplishing a 
total investment package of over $5.2 billion. 

The Alameda CTC has had success in delivering the 2000 Measure B Capital Program, but there 
remain projects, such as the Dumbarton Rail Corridor, that have not been fully delivered due to 
cost increases, funding shortfalls, and the lack of funding sources.  Transit investments continue 
to be identified within the County, such as the BART to Livermore Extension, but funding 
sources for these investments has not been identified or secured.  In addition to the traditional 
cost-funding imbalances, the changing legislative landscape presents new challenges related to 
the connection between transportation planning and infrastructure investment.  The ongoing 
update of the Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) has provided an opportunity to 
coordinate the planning activities required for the update of the CWTP with new legislative 
requirements to develop a new vision for transportation investment in Alameda County which 
includes the potential for the next sales tax initiative.  By moving forward with these two 
activities simultaneously, it will be possible to focus the limited resources available to the 
County in the best way to achieve a shared vision of transportation for the future. 
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Fiscal Impact 
There is no direct fiscal impact anticipated from the recommended actions. 

Attachments 
Attachment A – Table A: Summary of Active Capital Projects Current Status and Funding  
Attachment B – Project Delivery Summaries (including Project Funding Plans for Approval)  
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

Route 84 Expressway  

(Northern Segment – North of Concannon Boulevard to Jack London Boulevard)  

Alameda CTC Project No. 624.0 
 

The Route 84 Expressway Project involves widening a 4.6-mile section of State Route 84 (Isabel Avenue) from Ruby Hill Drive to 

Jack London Boulevard from two lanes to four lanes and six lanes. 

Funding Plan: 

Project Schedule: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE / Environmental 04/05 - 08/08                             

Final Design (PS&E) 08/07 - 06/11                             

Right-Of-Way 03/08 - 05/11                             

Utility Relocation 04/11 - 05/11                             

Advertisement / Award 06/11 - 11/11                             

Construction 11/11 - 07/13                             

Closeout 07/13 - 02/15                             

Project  

Components  

Total Costs  

($ x 1,000)  

 Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 I-BOND CMIA 
ACTIA  

(2000 MB) 
TVTC TBD Total Funding 

SCOPE $0   0  0  0  0  $0  

PE/ENV 1,000  0  1,000 0  0  1,000 

PS&E 4,200  0  4,200 0  0 4,200 

ROWSUP 1,000  0  1,000 0  0  1,000 

ROWCAP 6,000  0  6,000 0  0  6,000 

UTILSUP 0   0  0  0  0  0  

UTILCAP 0   0  0  0  0  0  

CONSUP 3,780  2,950  830 0  0 3,780 

CONCAP 32,632  17,050 15,582 0  0 32,632 

CONTGNCY 0  0  0  0  0 0 

TOTAL $48,612  $20,000 $28,612 $0  $0  $48,612 
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

Route 84 Expressway  

(Southern Segment – South of Ruby Hills Drive to North of Concannon Boulevard) 

Alameda CTC Project No. 624.0 
 

The Route 84 Expressway Project involves widening a 4.6-mile section of State Route 84 (Isabel Avenue) from Ruby Hill Drive to 

Jack London Boulevard from two lanes to four lanes and six lanes. 

Funding Plan: 

Project Schedule: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE / Environmental 04/05 - 08/08                             

Final Design (PS&E) 08/07 - 07/13                             

Right-Of-Way 03/08 - 07/13                             

Utility Relocation 02/12 - 06/13                             

Advertisement / Award 07/13 - 11/13                             

Construction 11/13 - 10/15                             

Closeout 10/15 - 08/16                             

Project  

Components  

Total Costs  

($ x 1,000)  

 Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 
I-BOND 

CMIA 

ACTIA  

(2000 MB) 
TVTC TBD Total Funding 

SCOPE 0   0  0  0  0  0  

PE/ENV 1,500   0  1,500 0  0  1,500  

PS&E 6,300  0  6,300  0  0  6,300 

ROWSUP 1,500  0  1,500 0  0  1,500 

ROWCAP 10,000  0  10,000 0  0  10,000 

UTILSUP 0  0  0  0  0  0 

UTILCAP 0  0  0  0  0  0 

CONSUP 5,220  0  5,220  0  0  5,220 

CONCAP 49,727  0  39,727  10,000  0  49,727 

CONTGNCY 0  0  0  0  0  0 

TOTAL $74,247  0 $64,247  $10,000  0 $74,247 

Page 162



Alameda CTC Semi-Annual Capital Projects Update Attachment B 

Page B-3 of B-11 

 

 

Project Delivery Summary 
 

I-880 North Safety and Operational Improvements at 23rd/29th Avenues 

Alameda CTC Project No. 717.0 
 

The project consists of operational and safety improvements on Interstate 880 at the existing overcrossings of 29 th Avenue and 23rd 

Avenue in the City of Oakland.   

 

Project Schedule: 

 

Funding Plan: 

 

Project Phase Begin - End 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 04/10                             

Final Design (PS&E) 04/10 - 10/12                             

Right-of-Way 05/10 - 10/12                             

Advertisement / Award 10/12 -  04/13                             

Construction 04/13 - 04/16                             

Closeout 04/16 - 05/17                             

Project  

Components  
Total Costs 

 ($ x1,000)  

 
    Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 

  
MTC 

RM2  

State 

STIP  

State 

SHOPP 
State 

 TCIF  

Federal 

Earmark  

CMA  

 TIP  

2000 

Measure B  
Other 

Total  

Funding  

SCOPE/PE/

ENV 
5,690.2  

 

  
4,100.0  0  0  0  188.6  592.2 750.0  59.4  5,690.2  

PS&E 8,275.7 
 

  
3,810.0  2,000.0  0  0  1,598.4  104.5  0  762.8  8,275.7 

ROWSUP 460.0  
 

  
400.0  0  0  0  0  60.0  0  0  460.0  

ROWCAP 2,915.0  
 

  
300.0  0  2,565.0  0  0  50.0  0  0  2,915.0  

UTILSUP 50.0  
 

  
50.0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  50.0  

UTILCAP 1,835.0  
 

  
0  0  1,835.0  0  0  0  0  0  1,835.0  

CONSUP 9,400.0  
 

  
1,340.0  0  5,600.0  2,400.0  0  60.0  0  0  9,400.0  

CONCAP 70,600.0 
 

  
0  0  0  70,600.0  0  0  0  0  70,600.0 

CONTGNCY 811.3 
 

  
0  0  0  0 0  6.3  0  805.0 811.3 

TOTAL $100,037.2 
 

  
$10,000.0 $2,000.0  $10,000.0 $73,000.0  $1,787.0  $873.0  $750.0  $1627.2 $100,037.2 
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

 

I-580 Eastbound Express (HOT) Lane  / Eastbound Auxiliary (AUX) Lane Project 

Alameda CTC Project No. 720.4/720.5 
 

The project will construct eastbound AUX lanes from Isabel Avenue to First Street and other improvements to accommodate the 

conversion of the HOV lane to an express / high occupancy toll (HOT) lane facility. 

 

Project Schedule: 

Project  

Components   

Total 

Costs 

Aux   

 ($ x1, 000) 

 

  Funding ($ x 1,000)  
Total 

Costs 

HOT  

($ x1, 000)  

 

  
TVTC  CMIA  RM2  

I-580 

Corridor 

EB HOV  

Fed  
2000 

Meas. B 

Total 

Funding 
ARRA TVTC RM2 

Local: 

Other 

(LONP) 

Total 

Funding  

2000 

Meas. B 

 Auxiliary Lane Project  Express Lane Project 

PE/ENV 0  1,945  
 

  
0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  595 1,350 0  1,945   

PS&E 3,855  515  
 

  
1,425 0  2,205  0  225  0  3,855  0  350 165 0  515   

SYSTEM 0  7,755  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 7,500 255 0  0  7,755  

ROW 400  200  
 

  
200   0  200   0  0  0  400  0  0  200 0  200   

CONSUP 3,340  760  
 

  
0  2,535  380  0  0  425  3,340  0  175 585 0 760   

CONCAP 32,353  7,825  
 

  
0  19,028 1,700  5,000  0  6,625  32,353  0  0  2,740  3,635  7,825  1,450  

TOTAL $39,948  $19,000  
 

  
$1,625  $21,563  $4,485  $5,000  $225  $7,050  $39,948  $7,500 $1,375  $5,040  $3,635  $19,000  $1,450  

Note: Combined I-580 EB AUX/HOT lane funding plan 

Project Phase Begin - End 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Auxiliary                              

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 11/11                             

Final Design (PS&E) 12/09 - 04/12                             

Right-Of-Way 09/11 - 04/12                             

Advertisement / Award 04/12 - 08/12                             

Construction 08/12 - 04/14                             

Express (HOT)                              

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 01/12                             

Final Design (PS&E) 12/09 - 04/12                             

Right-Of-Way 09/11 - 04/12                             

Advertisement / Award 04/12 - 08/12                             

Construction 08/12 - 04/14                             
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

 

I-580 Westbound HOV Lane Project (West Segment) 

Alameda CTC Project No. 724.0 
 

The West Segment of the project consists of the construction of a westbound HOV lane from the Isabel Ave. overcrossing in 

Livermore to the San Ramon Road / Foothill Boulevard overcrossing in Pleasanton. 

 

Project Schedule: 

 

Funding Plan: 

 

 

 

 

Project Phase Begin - End 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE/Environmental 07/07 - 10/09                              

Final Design (PS&E) 06/08 - 02/12                             

Right-Of-Way 04/08 - 02/12                             

Advertisement / Award 02/12 - 06/12                             

Construction 06/12 - 11/14                             

Project  

Components  
Total Costs 

 ($ x1, 000)  

 
  Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 

  

I-BOND 

CMIA  
RM2  TCRP 

Others: 

 Local Fed  
SHOPP  

Others: Local 

Measure B  

Others: 

Local 

Livermore  

TVTC  
Total  

Funding  

PE/ENV 4,850  

  
0  4,850  0  0  0  0  0  0  4,850 

PS&E 1,555  

  

0  930  0  125  0  0  0  500  1,555 

ROW 1,760  

  

0  1,760  0  0  0  0  0  0  1,760  

CONSUP 6,750  

  

6,750  0  0  0  0 

  

0  0  0  6,750  

CONCAP 61,100   

  

45,614  0  2,486   0 

  

13,000 0  0  0 

  
61,100  

TOTAL $75,815  

  
$52,364  $7,540  $2,486   $125 $13,000  $0  $0  $500  $75,815  
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

I-580 Westbound HOV Lane Project (East Segment) 

Alameda CTC Project No. 724.0 
 

The East Segment of the project consists of the construction of a westbound HOV lane from the Greenville Road overcrossing to the 

Isabel Ave. overcrossing in Livermore. 

 

Project Schedule: 

 

Funding Plan: 

 

 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE/Environmental 07/07 - 10/09                              

Final Design (PS&E) 06/08 - 03/12                             

Right-Of-Way 04/08 - 03/12                             

Advertisement / Award 03/12 - 06/12                             

Construction 06/12 - 11/14                             

Project  

Components  

Total Costs 

 ($ x1, 000)  

 
  Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 

  

I-BOND 

CMIA  
RM2  TCRP Local Fed  

 Fed 

Demo T21  
SHOPP  

Local 

Measure B  

Local 

Livermore  
TVTC  

Total  

Funding  

PE/ENV 5,100   
  

0  4,900  0  0  0  0  200  0  0  5,100  

PS&E 1,595   
  

0  770  0  125   0  0  200 0  500  1,595  

ROW 1,070   
  

0  1,070  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1,070 

CONSUP  8,110   
  

6,515  0  1,595   0  0  0  0  0  0  8,110  

CONCAP 73,806   
  

42,821 0  5,919   0 
  

8,666  16,400.0 
  

0  0  0 
  

73,806  

TOTAL $89,681   
  

$49,336  $6,740  $7,514   $125 $8,666  $16,400.0  $400 $0 $500  $89,681  
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

I-880 Southbound HOV Lane Project  

Alameda CTC Project No. 730.0 

The project will widen the southbound I-880 mainline from south of Marina Boulevard to north of Davis Street for a southbound 

HOV lane; will reconstruct the Davis Street and Marina Boulevard overcrossings to accommodate the HOV lane and provide 

standard vertical clearance over the freeway; and will reconstruct existing soundwalls within the project limits. 

Project Schedule: 

Funding Plan: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Scoping 01/07 - 12/07                             

PE/Environmental 04/08 - 10/09                             

North Segment                              

Final Design (PS&E) 04/08 - 06/12                             

Right-Of-Way 04/08 - 06/12                             

Advertisement / Award 06/12 - 11/12                             

Construction 11/12 - 03/15                             

                            South Segment  

Final Design (PS&E) 10/08 - 03/12                             

Right-Of-Way 03/09 - 11/11                             

Advertisement / Award 03/12 - 07/12                             

Construction 07/12 - 11/14                             

Project  

Components  
Total Costs 

 ($ x1, 000)  

 
   Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 
  

FED 

STP/CMAQ  
CMA TIP  Local CMIA  TBD 

Total 

Funding  

SCOPE/PE/ ENV 3,881  
 

  
2,748  623  510  0  0  3,881  

PS&E 10,570  
 

  
5,032  5,272  266  0  0  10,570  

ROWSUP 545  
 

  
0  545 0  0  0  545  

ROWCAP 350  
 

  
0  350  0  0  0  350  

UTILSUP 25  
 

  
0  25  0  0  0  25  

UTILCAP 500 
 

  
0  250  250  0  0  500 

CONSUP 11,590 
 

  
0  65  925 10,600  0  11,590 

CONCAP 91,187  
 

  
0  0  4,190 84,000  2,997 91,187  

CONTGNCY 4,025  0  195 80 0 3,750 4,025 

TOTAL $122,673 
 

  
$7,780  $7,325  $6,221 $94,600  $6,747 $122,673 
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project  

Alameda CTC Project No. 791.0   
 

The project includes the installation of Adaptive Ramp Metering (ARM) and a new Active Traffic Management System (ATMS) 

along Interstate 80 in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.  The project will also upgrade ATMS elements along the San Pablo 

Corridor.  The Parent Projects consists of six individual “Child” projects. 

Project Schedule (Parent): 

 

 

 

Funding Plan (Parent): 

 

 

 

Project Phase Begin - End 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Scoping 01/07 - 12/07 
                            

PE/Environmental 07/07 - 07/11 
                            

Final Design (PS&E) 09/09 - 12/11 
                            

Right-Of-Way 10/09 - 10/11 
                            

Construction 05/11 - 04/15 
                            

Project  

Components  

Total 

Costs 
 ($ x 1, 000)  

 
  Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 
  

Fed 

CMAQ  

State 

STIP  

CMA 

TIP  

CCTA 

Measure J  

CCTA 

Measure B  

BAAQMD 

TFCA  
WCCTAC  

STIP 

PPM  
CMIA  TLSP  

AC  

Transit  
Total  

SCOPE 251.0   
  

0  251.0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  $251.0  

PE / ENV 6,713.2   
  

2,078.4  699.9  966.6  2,212.9  645.3  104.1  6.0  0  0  0  0  6,713.2  

PS&E 6,240.8   
  

1,164.6  3.1  113.4  2,513.1  1,154.7  1,050.9  41.0  200.0  0  0  0  6,240.8  

ROW 150.0   
  

0  0  0  150.0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  150.0  

CONSUP 15,624.0   

  

0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  8,200.0  7,424.0  0  15,624.0  

CONCAP 65,076.0   
  

0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  47,100.0  13,976.0  4,000.0  65,076.0  

TOTAL $94,055.0   
  

$3,243.0  $954.0  $1,080.0  $4,876.0  $1,800.0  $1,155.0  $47.0  $200.0  $55,300.0  $21,400.0  $4,000.0  $94,055.0  
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

East-West Connector Project 

Alameda CTC Project No. 505.0 
 
The East-West Connector Project will provide an improved link between I-880 and Route 238 (Mission Boulevard) in the cities of 

Fremont and Union City. 

Project Schedule: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE/Environmental 03/07 - 06/09                             

Final Design (PS&E) 08/08 - 02/12                             

Right-Of-Way 08/09 - 06/12                             

Advertisement / Award 10/12 - 02/13                             

Construction 02/13 – 04/15                             

Closeout 04/15 - 12/15                             

Funding Plan: 

Project  

Components  
Total Costs  

(  x 1,000)  

 Funding (  x 1,000)  

 STIP RIP 
ACTA  

(1986 MB) 

Local (City of 

Union City) 

ACFCD &  

Union City Line 

“M” Funding 

TBD 
Total  

Funding 

SCOPE  0   0  0  0  0  0  0 

PE/ENV  5,357   0  5,357  0  0  0  5,357 

PS&E  9,370   0  9,370  0  0  0  9,370 

ROWSUP  1,000   0  1,000  0  0  0  1,000 

ROWCAP  16,517   0  16,517  0  0  0  16,517 

UTILSUP  200   0  200  0  0  0  200 

UTILCAP  1,500   0  1,500  0  0  0  1,500 

CONSUP  14,900   0  8,000  0  0  6,900  14,900 

CONCAP  136,000   9,300  46,825  8,600  2,500  68,775  136,000 

CONTGNCY  5,000   0  0  0  0  5,150  5,000 

TOTAL  $189,994  $9,300 $88,769  $8,600  $2,500  $80,825  $189,994 
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

 

BART Warm Springs Extension  

(Stage 1 – Central Park Subway Contract) 

Alameda CTC Project No. 602.0 
 

The Warm Springs Extension (WSX) is 5.4-mile extension of the existing Fremont line to a new Warm Springs Station with an op-

tional station at Irvington.  The WSX involves extending BART beyond the Fremont Station into southern Alameda County near 

the County line.  The WSX alignment is consistent with plans for extending BART to San Jose. 

 

Project Schedule: 

Funding Plan: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Construction  09/09 - 03/13                             

Project  

Components  
Total Costs  

($ x 1,000)  

 Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 
ACTIA (2000 

MB) 
CMA TIP TCRP 

MTC 

Bridge Tolls 
TBD 

Total  

Funding 

SCOPE 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

PE/ENV 8,713  0 2,163 6,550 0 0 8,713 

PS&E 36,605  0 0 36,065 0 0 36,065 

ROWSUP 6,000  0 0 0 6,000 0 6,000 

ROWCAP 77,018  36,700 0 40,318 0 0 77,018 

UTIL 14,000   0 14,000 0 0 14,000 

CONSUP 38,578  11,966 0 664 25,948 0 38,578 

CONCAP 164,839  50,043 0 2,836 111,960 0 164,839 

CONTGNCY 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL $345,213  $98,709 $2,163 $100,433 $143,908 0 $345,213 

Note: All pre-construction costs for both Stage 1 and Stage 2 are included in the Stage 1 summary.  
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Project Delivery Summary 
 

 

BART Warm Springs Extension  

(Stage 2 – Line, Track, Stations and Systems Contract) 

Alameda CTC Project No. 602.0 
 

The Warm Springs Extension (WSX) is 5.4-mile extension of the existing Fremont line to a new Warm Springs Station with an op-

tional station at Irvington. The WSX involves extending BART beyond the Fremont Station into southern Alameda County near the 

County line. The WSX alignment is consistent with plans for extending BART to San Jose. 

 

Project Schedule: 

Funding Plan: 

Project Phase 
Begin - End 

MM/YY 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Advertisement/Award 04/10 - 06/11                             

Final Design/Construction 06/11 - 12/15                             

Project  

Components  
Total Costs  

($ x 1,000)  

 Funding ($ x 1,000)  

 
ACTIA  

(2000 MB) 

MTC 

Bridge Tolls 
SLPP PTMISEA VTA MA 

BART  

Local 

MTC Spill-

over 
Reserve 

Total 

Funding 

SCOPE 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PE/ENV/ 

PS&E 

0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ROWSUP 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ROWCAP 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UTIL 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CONSUP 87,117  17,240 53,576  0 7,000 0 0 0 9,301 87,117 

CONCAP 345,503  105,986 96,517  94,000  30,000 8,000 8,000 3,000 0 345,503 

CONTGNCY 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL $432,620  $123,226 $150,093 $94,000 $37,000 $8,000 $8,000 $3,000 $9,301 $432,620 

Note: All pre-construction costs for both Stage 1 and Stage 2 are included in the Stage 1 summary.  
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY 
 

APPOINTMENT – AT-LARGE MEMBER 
 

CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE 
 
 

TO:  ACTIA’s Governing Board 
FROM: (Mayors’ Conference) 
DATE:  October 5, 2011 
 
 
 I HEREBY APPOINT ____Petra Olivia Brady________________ 

to serve for a one-time term of two years on the Alameda County Transportation 

Improvement Authority’s Citizens Watchdog Committee. 

Home Address _3926 Columbian Drive_ City _Oakland_____ Zip __94605__ 

Business Address 484 Lake Park Ave #251_ City __Oakland____ Zip __94610__ 

Occupation ____Data collection in the Utilization Department____________ 

Phone: Office:  (510) _384-2346___  Home:  (     ) ____same___________ 

 

Comments and Special Qualifications: 
I have always had an interest in helping others less fortunate in some manner.  I am 

often participate in community service activities with my sorority.  Now that I am a new 

resident of Oakland, I am even more eager to improve things in the neighborhood I live 

in.  I am concerned when I return home from work and find youth in cars, hanging out in 

the cul de sac I live in.  I am also disturbed when people use the cul de sac as their 

personal dumping grounds.  I am very interested in making/seeing some changes in my 

community. ____________________________ 

 
Please indicate yes or no: 
 Individual is a resident of Alameda County  __yes 
 Individual is an elected official    __no 
 Individual is a public employee from an agency 
  that benefits from or oversees the tax    __no 
 
List the organizations to which the individual is an active member: 
Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority Inc. 

National Panhellenic Association 

 
Attachments: 
 Bio or Resume (YES) 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY 

 
NOMINATION 

 
CITIZENS WATCHDOG COMMITTEE 

 
 

TO:  ACTIA’s Governing Board 
FROM: (Designated Organization) 
DATE:  
 
 
 I HEREBY NOMINATE _____________________________________________ 

to serve on the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority’s Citizens 

Watchdog Committee. 

Home Address ________________________ City _________________ Zip ________ 

Business Address _____________________ City _________________ Zip ________ 

Occupation ____________________________________________________________ 

Phone: Office:  (     ) _______________  Home:  (     ) _____________________ 

 

Comments and Special Qualifications: 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Please indicate yes or no: 
 Individual is a resident of Alameda County  _____ 
 Individual is an elected official    _____ 
 Individual is a public employee from an agency 
  that benefits from or oversees the tax    _____ 
 
List the organizations to which the individual is an active member: 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Attachments: 
 Bio or Resume 
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Petra Brady 
484 Lake Park Ave. #251, Oakland, CA 94610 

510-384-2346 
pbjournlst@yahoo.com 

 

 
 

Professional Profile 

Throughout my career in business development and administration, I’ve held the following professional roles: 
Lead Web Content Strategist, Project Manager, Online Editor, Site Developer, and Graphic/Administrative 
Coordinator. 

Skills Summary  

• Problem Solver / Team Player (Dedication 
to quality and reliability in all tasks) 

• Computer proficiency in: Microsoft Office 
Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Access, Outlook, 
Publisher, MS Project, Adobe Acrobat,  
DreamWeaver, HTML/CSS, etc. (strong 
ability to use either PC or Mac platforms) 

• Able to work independently, prioritize and 
maintain a high level of professionalism in a 
highly intensive atmosphere.  

• Flexibility to adapt in a changing and progressive 
working environment. 

• Excellent organizational, oral and written skills.  
 

 

Professional Experience  

Managerial 
• Strong ability to communicate with others at all levels to ensure tasks and/or goals are completed 

within assigned deadlines. 

• Successfully lead efforts to win new business and retain existing Strategic and Large Groups for KP 
and affiliates and provide support in these efforts for CA National Accounts. 

• Identify business issues related to requests for information and proposals from employers and their 
consultants by collaborating with the Regional Account Manager, assigned Underwriter and/or Pricing 
leadership through strategy calls to develop and deploy solutions designed to meet client needs. 

• Develop multiple RFPs/RFIs simultaneously for renewing and prospective National, Strategic and Large 
Group Accounts, in partnership with Account Management. 

• Collaborating independently with California Regional Account Management, underwriters, subject 
matter experts, and National Account proposal professionals to ensure constant communication 
regarding status of RFPs. 

• An effective lead with the skills necessary to direct, train, and motivate staff/team members.  Held 
lead role in developing relationships with content owners and business partners in My HR. 

• Increased utilization of self-service functionality of various systems through HR Operations. 

• Ensure proposals meet specifications and are complete, accurate, consistent, customer centric, market 
oriented and the best position for KP.  

• Ensure rating documentation is correct, consistent internally and complete with rest of proposal.  

• Ensure the quality and consistency of information across Northern and Southern California regions for 
individual clients and their consultants and for consulting firms as a whole.  

• Accountable for the development of project documentation for senior executives and other key clients 
to share project outcomes and best practices. 

 

Site/Content Development 
• Manage ongoing content production:  Develop an intake process, prioritizing and preparing content for 

a team of web developers.   

• Design content delivery: Work with content owners to design their web delivery.  Obtain approval on 
content with numerous approvers, unclear ownership.  Be comfortable working virtually with 
owners/partners who are geographically distant. 

• Manage content projects:  Web Delivery Subject Matter Expert for My HR, especially with look and feel 
of manager action systems and tools such as: RSS, My Org and My Team.  

• Support development of employee and manager experience across all current My HR regions, and 
those soon to be incorporated with the R4 Project. 
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• Responsible for documentation providing web content for implementation to new and existing PGE 
external and internal site. 

• Increased daily production of updates to PGE sites by at least 30 percent.  

• Strong communication with Customer Energy Efficiency (CEE) programs to understand program needs 
and provide content that meets corporate objectives and guidelines.     

• Work closely with Marketing Department to translate CEE's marketing goals and objectives into an 
effective web content strategy. 

 

Customer Service/PR/Marketing 

• Execute financial transactions in accordance with bank policies and procedures. 

• Drive efforts in the Branch to identify new customers and increase accounts among existing 
customers, cross-sell banking services/products. 

• Deepen client relationships by effectively referring bank products and services. 

• Proactively educate customers on utilizing available access channels (i.e. ATM, Online and Telephone 
Banking). 

• Foster teamwork in the branch to ensure a positive overall customer experience. 

• Publicity generation and ad creation for various festivals, galas, and other events. 

• Liaison for groups needing to contact the merchants association. 

• Responsible for organizing meetings and events.  

• Implement innovative marketing principles and promotional sales events for commercial projects to 
further support financial growth. 

 

Companies 

• San Francisco General Hospital (8/11 – pres.) 
• Peacemakers Inc. (4/10 – 10/10) 
• Kaiser Permanente (4/08 – 4/10) 
• PGE (11/07 - 2/08) 
• Ave Montague & Associates (4/04 – 7/07) 
• CDA Group, LLC (6/05 – 7/07) 
• Walmart.com (8/06-12/06) 
• Mercury News (8/00 – 2/04) 
• The Sun Reporter (11/99 – 11/05) 
• Bay City News (8/98- 9/99) 

 

Education  

University of California, at Berkeley, Berkeley, CA      1986-1991            
 BA, Sociology.  Emphasis in Mass Communications.  
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Alameda CTC Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday, July 26, 2011, 5:30 p.m., 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland 

Attendance Key (A = Absent, P = Present) 
Members: 
__P__ Midori Tabata, Chair 
__P__ Alex Chen 
__P__ Lucy Gigli 
__P__ Jeremy Johansen 

__P__ Preston Jordan 
__P__ Glenn Kirby 
__A__ Tom Van Demark 
__P__ Ann Welsh 

 
Staff: 
__P__ Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning 
__P__ Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner 

__P__ Krystle Pasco, Acumen Building Enterprise, 
Inc.

__P__ Rochelle Wheeler, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Coordinator 

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
Midori Tabata, BPAC Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. The meeting began with 
introductions and a review of the meeting outcomes. 
 
Guests Present: Victoria Eisen, Eisen|Letunic 
 

2. Public Comment 
There were no public comments. 
 

3. Approval of June 9, 2011 Minutes 
Glenn Kirby moved to approve the June 9, 2011 minutes as they appeared in the meeting 
packet. Preston Jordan seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously (7-0). 
 

4. Approval of Revised BPAC Bylaws and FY 11-12 Meeting Schedule 
Rochelle updated the committee on the revised BPAC Bylaws in the meeting packet, and 
she mentioned that staff incorporated the feedback from the last BPAC meeting into these 
newly revised BPAC bylaws. 
 
Glenn Kirby suggested to strike the words “passes away or otherwise,” in Article 3, Section 
6.3 titled “Termination” in the bylaws. 
 
Preston Jordan suggested that the definition of “pass-through funding” be further defined 
in Article 1, Section 18 titled “Programmatic Funding.” He also pointed out that the 
percentage of net Measure B revenues distributed through Measure B pass-through funds 
was not 5 percent as stated. The 5 percent includes pass-through funds as well as 
discretionary funds. 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 10/27/11 
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Preston Jordan also suggested to change quorum in Article 5, Section 3 titled “Quorum” to 
“majority” in place of “half (50 percent) plus one” for both places that it is stated.  
 
Preston Jordan also pointed out some redundancies regarding the Brown Act between 
Article 5.1 and Article 7.3. Namely, the first sentence of Article 5.1 is redundant and should 
be omitted, since the Brown Act is referenced in Article 7.3. However, he stated that this 
change could be made when the BPAC reviews the bylaws next year.  
 
Glenn Kirby moved to approve the BPAC bylaws, with the amendments discussed. Preston 
Jordan seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously (7-0). 
 
The BPAC added that, once staff makes the approved changes, the bylaws do not need to 
come back to the committee again for adoption. 
 
Rochelle Wheeler went over the new meeting schedule and mentioned that this is the first 
time that BPAC members will approve their meeting schedule as other committees have 
done. She noted that this is a working schedule and if there are any changes to the 
schedule, staff will notify the committee members via email and mail. 
 
Glenn Kirby moved to approve the BPAC meeting schedule for FY 11-12 as it appeared in the 
meeting packet. Lucy Gigli seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously (7-0). 
 

5. Countywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan Updates: Vision and Priorities Capital Projects 
Networks – Revised Draft Recommendations 
Rochelle gave an update on the current status of the Countywide Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Plans updates. She stated that the team has been working on the plan updates for over a 
year now and that the BPAC has reviewed three draft chapters. She mentioned that 
Alameda CTC is currently working on the priority projects and programs and has asked for 
feedback from BPAC at several meetings. Staff is now ready to present recommendations 
for the capital projects and would like to get approval from BPAC to move forward to the 
next phase, which is writing the Priority Projects and Programs Chapters and updating the 
implementation chapters of the plan. She reported that Alameda CTC conducted several 
outreach meetings to local BPACs and agencies in the county to get feedback on the capital 
project priorities. The local BPACs and agencies provided much input, and staff created a 
summary of the major input received on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Capital Projects Vision 
and Priority Networks, which was a revised attachment in the BPAC meeting packet. 
 
Victoria Eisen with Eisen|Letunic led the discussion on the Countywide Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Plan updates: Vision and Priorities Capital Projects Networks. She presented the 
memorandum that discussed the revised recommendations for the vision and priority 
networks. The BPAC provided input on these recommendations, as follows: 
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Bicycle Vision & Priority Networks 

 Why was the feedback to add local trails under the InterJurisdictional Trails category 
not incorporated into the revised recommendations? Staff response: The idea was 
to just include the trails and routes that had countywide and regional significance 
which is primarily the East Bay Regional Park District trails. 

 A member appreciated the verbal explanation of continuous access as it is more 
clear than the definition in the memo. 

 The priorities are still very broad. How will we be able to prioritize among so many 
potential projects during the grant funding cycles? Perhaps we could constrain the 
access to transit category to just BART stations, since that access is more needed 
than to bus transit. Staff response: The grant criteria will allow further prioritization 
between projects. 

 Allowing just one downtown or downtown-equivalent for every jurisdiction is not 
equitable for the larger jurisdictions, such as Oakland and Fremont. Staff response: 
Although jurisdictions like Oakland have only one downtown, they also have 
Communities of Concern and many transit stations/stops, which provide many 
potential areas for projects. 

 
Pedestrian Vision & Priority Networks 

 In regard to the regional parks as activity centers, it is a good idea to include access 
between transit and the parks. The East Bay Regional Park District is starting to 
update its Master Plan, which will be complete in 2012, and it will address the 
changing demographics, including an increase in seniors. It should also address how 
people can use public transit to get to the regional parks. 

 
Victoria Eisen asked the committee to answer the questions listed in the memo: 

1. Do you support the recommended overall approach to the priority networks? 
o Yes, the BPAC supports it. 

2. Do you support omitting the major commercial districts, except for those that are 
“downtown-equivalents”? 

o Victoria Eisen clarified that the “major commercial districts” are not being 
omitted, rather they are being redefined as “activity centers.” 

o Glenn Kirby mentioned that he was a little concerned with the term 
“downtown-equivalents” and that it might start to be used more loosely, and 
may cause others to argue that other places are “downtown-equivalents.” 
Beth Walukas suggested using “city centers.” Staff will think about a more 
appropriate term. 

o Preston Jordan mentioned that many job centers in South County still have 
no bike access. He also suggested that using a per-capita approach versus a 
per-jurisdiction approach would be more equitable, for downtowns. Can we 
consider geographic equity? 

3. Does the proposed approach to bicycle and pedestrian access to Communities of 
Concern meet the objective of connecting these communities to jobs and transit? 
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o Although the plans focus mostly on making transit more accessible, it is 
important to note that those who rely most on transit are more likely in need 
of better access to job sites. 

4. Do you support prioritizing the interjurisdictional bicycle routes, and if so, does the 
proposed approach make sense? 

o Yes. This is very important, and it is an aspect of the plans in which 
Alameda CTC can provide the most support to jurisdictions. 

5. Overall, does this proposal identify and adequately address the major issues? If not, 
what are we missing or what should we revise?  

o Some members are uncomfortable relying on locally adopted bicycle plans 
for the countywide network. Some jurisdictions have inadequate local plans. 
Can we do something different? Staff response: We cannot force jurisdictions 
to adopt county-selected alignments in the countywide plans, but we can 
and will identify areas and/or make suggestions to jurisdictions on where 
local plans can use improvements.  

 
6. Input on BART Bicycle Plan 

Victoria Eisen discussed the BART Bicycle Plan and the memorandum in the packet. 
Eisen|Letunic along with other partners are teaming up to update BART’s Bicycle Plan. They 
are focusing on using a new spreadsheet model that will help BART identify the best 
investments at each station to encourage passengers to access the station by bike. They are 
using the following tools: the 1998 and 2008 station access studies, the customer 
satisfaction surveys done every two years (4000 responses), and their own online survey 
(500 responses). They also did a survey of the bike stations at the Fruitvale and Berkeley 
stations and a complete inventory of all types of bike parking for all the stations. They will 
also contact and meet with local BPACs for more input. BART has also appointed a TAC for 
this purpose that has not met yet but will kick off soon. 
 
Victoria Eisen requested information and feedback regarding bike access to BART stations in 
Alameda County. The Eisen|Letunic team will consolidate all of the feedback and forward 
prioritizations and recommendations to BART to work toward improving station bike access. 
 
The committee gave the following feedback: 

 The BikeLink lockers at the El Cerrito Plaza Station (although not in Alameda County) 
need maintenance. This may be the case for other BikeLink lockers in Alameda 
County. 

 The MacArthur BART station needs bike lanes in that area. 

 More seniors are riding bikes.  

 At the Hayward BART station, the eastside entrance is fairly accessible; however, the 
westside entrance has several stairs that pose challenges.  

 In San Leandro, there are only two ramps going into the station. Also, the sidewalk is 
really narrow on one side of the street, and on the other side, you are forced to be 
in the street. Is there a way to allow space to accommodate for both a bicyclist and a 
pedestrian? 
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 Revisiting the bikes on the escalator concept is something that a member would like 
to see.  

 In regard to bike commute hour restrictions, is it possible to revisit this concept? 

 There are times when bike theft is high, which discourages bicyclists to bring and 
park their bikes at racks, especially after hours, and especially at the Fruitvale BART, 
which has no bike lockers. Consider expanding BikeStation hours to provide more 
secure bike parking. 

 Access to get into the Fruitvale BART is unclear and unsafe, especially coming from 
the Alameda area. 

 At the Dublin/Pleasanton station, where the Iron Horse trail goes right through the 
station, BART has refused to let bicyclists ride through this area. There is a lot of 
space in that area for both bicyclists and buses to share the road.  

 At the Fremont station, there are narrow access ways to get in to the station. It is 
hard to not hit pedestrians and avoid cars at the same time. Also, wider fare gates 
would make it easier for bicyclists to pass through. Some stations do not have 
luggage or bike-friendly fare gates. 

 The Bay Fair BART parking lot is very auto-oriented and can be really unsafe and 
scary for bicyclists. 

 The Ashby BART entrance is pretty hard to find and navigate through. 

 There is a difference between bicyclists who park their bikes at the stations and 
bicyclists who bring their bikes on board, even though they don’t need them at their 
destinations. 

 The rule that prohibits people from having bikes in the first car should be revisited. 
Perhaps bikes should just be prohibited from the middle car, which is often the most 
used, especially by people with disabilities. 

 Are tandem bikes allowed on BART? 
 
7. Board Actions/Staff Reports 

A. Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan Update 
Beth Walukas updated the committee on the regional and countywide efforts to create 
a Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan. The 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments 
are working on a Sustainable Communities Strategy that will tie land use planning and 
transportation investment for the first time. They are currently working on detailed 
scenarios and are evaluating different options now. Alameda CTC is working on the 
Countywide Transportation Plan and developing a Transportation Expenditure Plan, and 
staff has just analyzed four transportation investment packages and compared them to 
a base line investment package. That report is available online. Staff will take it to the 
Steering Committee on Thursday. 
 
Using the outcomes from the evaluation results and other considerations,  staff will 
develop a preliminary suite of projects and programs and a first draft of the Countywide 
Transportation Plan. Public workshops will be held in the fall, with the goal of getting 
the final list and a second draft of the Countywide Transportation Plan to the 
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Commission at its retreat on December 16, 2011. Alameda CTC plans to adopt the final 
plans in May 2012. The work that BPAC is doing on the Countywide Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plans will be incorporated in those plans.  
 
Committee members and staff are working very hard to continue on with this 
performance-based evaluation process. The Countywide Transportation Plan and 
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Updates will be used to inform the 
development of the Transportation Expenditure Plan. A first draft of the Transportation 
Expenditure Plan will be developed for presentation to the Commission at its retreat 
after input from public outreach in the fall. 
 
There are no August meetings on the CWTP-TEP Plans. CAWG will meet on 9/15, TAWG 
will meet on 9/8, and the Steering Committee will meet on 9/22.  
 

B. Other updates 
Rochelle updated the committee on the membership structure as it appears in the 
bylaws. There will be a total of 11 members appointed by the Mayor’s Conference and 
the Supervisors, and Alameda CTC will make the one transit agency appointment. The 
five members currently appointed by the Supervisors will remain as BPAC 
representatives. The remaining three will be switched from their original appointees to 
the Mayor’s Conference in September. The vacancies are in District 2 and District 5. 
Alameda CTC will update the application forms and do outreach for recruitment.  
 
Rochelle also mentioned that more outreach is included in her scope of work for this 
fiscal year. This entails reaching out to the bicycle and pedestrian community, and 
Krystle will work with Rochelle to research and attend events in the county. 
 
The committee suggested the following events:  

 Advertising on the new Estuary Shuttle 

 Alameda Art and Wine Festival 

 Cinderella Ride 

 Hayward Street Fair 

 Oakland Marathon 

 Regional Park District events 

 Tour of California 

 Wheels for Meals in Livermore 

 Bike San Leandro 

 Fremont Arts 
 
8. BPAC Member Reports 

Midori went to the San Leandro BPAC meeting, and she advised the Public Works 
Department staff that the City’s bike lanes are not wide enough. Staff responded that other 
people had already advised Public Works of this, and the City has agreed to make the bike 
lanes wider.  
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9. Meeting Adjourned 
The meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m. The next meeting will be on September 8. 
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Alameda CTC Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, September 8, 2011, 5:30 p.m., 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland 

 

Attendance Key (A = Absent, P = Present) 
Members: 
__P__ Midori Tabata, Chair 
__A__ Alex Chen 
__A__ Lucy Gigli 
__P__ Jeremy Johansen 

__P__ Preston Jordan 
__A__ Glenn Kirby 
__A__ Tom Van Demark 
__P__ Ann Welsh 

 
Staff: 
__P__ Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning 
__P__ Rochelle Wheeler, Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Coordinator 

__P__ Krystle Pasco, Acumen Building Enterprise, 
Inc. 

__P__ Vida LePol, Acumen Building Enterprise, Inc.
 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
Midori Tabata, BPAC Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:38 p.m. The meeting began with 
introductions and a review of the meeting outcomes. 
 
Guests Present: Kiran Bawa, AC Transit; Robert Schneider, Ph.D., UC Berkeley Safe 
Transportation Research & Education Center; Matt Nichols, City of Berkeley 
 

2. Public Comment 
There were no public comments. 
 

3. Approval of July 26, 2011 Minutes 
Approval of the July 26, 2011 minutes was postponed for the next meeting due to the lack of 
a quorum. 

 
4. Countywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan Updates: General Status Update 

Rochelle gave an update on the Countywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plans. She mentioned 
that at the last meeting, the committee provided input on the recommended vision and 
priority networks. Since then, staff has evaluated the input and has given direction to the 
consultant team, which is now developing a chapter on the priority projects and programs. 
Staff has also updated the maps to reflect the final draft recommendations on the bicycle 
and pedestrian networks and is developing the draft implementation chapters, which will 
be brought to the November BPAC meeting. Alameda CTC will release the draft plans in 
March 2012 and adopt them in May with the Alameda County Countywide Transportation 
Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan (CWTP-TEP). 
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5. Update on CDF Grant Projects: Sponsor Presentations 
Rochelle gave an overview of the grants process and introduced Kiran Bawa from AC Transit 
to give an update on the Bike Racks for New Buses Project that AC Transit implemented. 
 
Kiran reminded the committee members that the project was granted $20, 000 of Cycle 3 
Measure B Bicycle/Pedestrian funds in 2007. The total project cost was $43,000, which was 
supplemented by federal funds. The project entailed the purchase and installation of bicycle 
racks on the AC Transit fleet for local routes in Alameda County.  
 
Kiran highlighted some of the delays in this project, including that AC Transit needed to 
introduce a bill allowing them to use three-position bike racks (before the bill, only two-
position racks were allowed). The bill was signed into law in late 2009. Kiran also mentioned 
some difficulties with the new racks obstructing the headlights on their Van Hool buses, 
which required evaluating other buses in their fleet for these racks. She showed photos of 
the bicycle racks on buses, holding three bicycles. 
 
A BPAC member asked the following question, and the presenter provided a response and 
additional information: 

 What is the plan for the racks, once the buses are taken out of service when they 
reach their 12-year service limit? The specifications for new buses will include bicycle 
racks, so the older racks will not be needed. AC Transit will no longer purchase Van 
Hool buses, due to the new “Buy America” policy. In 2014, AC Transit plans to 
receive buses. 

 There is no available data on the utilization of bicycle racks on buses; however, 
drivers have received positive feedback from users. 

 AC Transit currently has 593 buses, which includes 24 paratransit and 12 fuel-cell 
buses. Every AC Transit bus has a bike rack, and about one-sixth of the buses are 
equipped with these three-position bike racks. 

 When developing the specifications for the bike racks, the models’ specifications 
were not developed for any particular bus. For future bus purchases, AC Transit 
plans to purchase buses with these bike-rack specifications in mind. 

 Eventually, AC Transit will most likely install the three-position bike racks on all of its 
buses. 

 AC Transit will follow up on whether the buses with the three-position bike racks are 
assigned to specific bus routes in Alameda County. 

 
Rochelle introduced Matt Nichols, who gave a presentation on the Ashby BART/Ed Roberts 
Campus Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Safety Project. Matt described the project and 
gave information on the location’s pre-project history as well as the coalition created as a 
result of an effort to create a memorial for Ed Roberts, a disability rights advocate. 
 
Matt stated that the Measure B grant was one of many grants that helped fund the project 
and was a part of an overall effort to raise funds for project implementation. The Ashby 
BART station area includes bike lanes on the street and rectangular, rapid-flashing beacons 
for pedestrians at Adeline. The grant project funding helped to fund the Adeline pedestrian 
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crossing, bicycle stair channels, an oversized elevator accessible from the street level, 
wayfinding signage, and a staircase and ramp from Tremont Street to the station. In 
addition, the building features a transit center for buses. 

 
Members provided the following input: 

 The rectangular, rapid flashing beacons are as effective as, if not more than, the in-
pavement lights. 

 
Members provided input on some of the projects listed in the Semi-annual Progress Reports 
also included in the packet: 

 What happened with the $20,000 not spent from overall funding for the East Bay 
Bicycle Coalition’s (EBBC) bike safety classes? Staff said that the remaining funds 
were rolled over into the third year of programming, now underway.  

 Why were there only two attendees at the Spanish-language Day 1 class? Staff 
stated that they would follow-up with the sponsor on this question, and also that 
the sponsor is seeking more native speakers to be trainers in different languages, 
and working more closely with non-English speaking communities. 

 Another member gave positive feedback on the bike rodeos and the family cycling 
clinics, and the progress EBBC has made to address some of the previous BPAC 
concerns. She asked if EBBC needs guidance or help in setting realistic performance 
measure goals. Staff stated that they would follow-up with EBBC on this question. 

 Regarding the Alamo Canal project, why did the sponsor apply for additional funding 
(in the CWTP) even though BPAC (through the Alameda CTC) approved their previous 
request for full funding? Staff stated that the project is listed as “committed” project 
in the CWTP, and is not seeking further funding.  

 
6. Presentation on Shifting Auto Trips to Walking and Bicycling 

Rochelle introduced Bob Schneider, Ph.D., a recent graduate of UC Berkeley. She stated that 
BPAC requested he do a presentation on his dissertation on shifting auto trips to walking 
and biking. She also mentioned that the information could be applicable to the updates of 
the current bicycle and pedestrian plans. 
 
Bob Schneider gave a presentation summarizing his dissertation called: “Understanding 
Sustainable Transportation Choices: Shifting Routine Automobile Travel to Walking and 
Bicycling.” He described the outline as well as the context and background behind his 
dissertation. Bob focused his research on four major areas including how to measure 
pedestrian activity, understanding factors associated with biking and walking tours (trips 
that individuals make during the day), characteristics of shopping districts that encourage 
walking rather than driving, and a theory for the mode choice decision process.  
 
Bob surveyed customers from 20 different Walgreens stores throughout the Bay Area. 
Overall, the mode shares showed that 21 percent of individuals use walking as their primary 
mode, 2 percent use bicycling, and almost 10 percent use transit. This information 
accounted for the total amount of walking that occurred during a complete tour; however, 
the mode split varied depending on the location of the shopping districts.  
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Bob further explained his theory of the routine mode choice decision-making process 
including the five influencing factors: awareness and availability, basic safety and security, 
convenience and cost, enjoyment, and habit. He then suggested some implications, both 
short and long term, for Alameda County. These included continuing programs like the 
Travel Choice Program and other individual marketing efforts, and considering pricing and 
parking supply, and land use changes to increase convenience. 

 
Members provided these thoughts after the presentation: 

 Crime and personal security are not adequately addressed in the countywide bicycle 
and pedestrian plans but are a real issue for individuals. Including information about 
crime in the plans, given the importance of personal safety from Bob’s dissertation, 
could help address the issue by showing where improvements are most needed.  

 Land use and population density, as mentioned in the dissertation, are key for 
increasing walking and bicycling, but are not addressed in the countywide bicycle 
and pedestrian plans. It would be useful to have maps reflecting population density 
in the plans, to emphasize this link. 
 

7. Report on Countywide Annual Bicycle/Pedestrian Counts 
Rochelle introduced the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Manual Counts Report. She 
stated these annual manual counts allow Alameda CTC to gather data on the long-term 
trends of biking and walking in the county. She also mentioned that the agency has been 
collecting this data since 2002 and has two methods of collecting data: 1) doing manual 
counts of bicycles and pedestrians that flow through certain intersections for a specific two-
hour time period; and 2) collecting data 24 hours a day using automated counters placed 
throughout the county. Rochelle also mentioned that Alameda CTC is again collaborating 
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to do bicycle and pedestrian 
counts throughout the county at 63 different locations this fall.  
 
Rochelle introduced Jumana Nabti, from SwitchPoint Planning, who assembled the 
historical data and prepared the report for the agency. Jumana explained the purpose and 
methodology of the counts. The data was collected at different locations and during 
different time periods by different agencies. The overall trends of the data include some 
temporary drops (possibly due to the weather, economy and/or differing time periods or 
seasons), although the overall trend was upward.  

 
The report concludes with recommendations to improve data collection in the future with 
regard to standardizing site locations and time periods (hours of the day, days of the week, 
etc.), seasons, the availability of the meta data (or contextual data) and gender information. 
In the future, using adjustment factors will be helpful to compare information that is 
currently incomparable.  
 
Members provided this input: 
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 Knowing the proportions of counts to the cities’ populations would give more 
representative information. Jumana said the number of intersections currently 
counted is proportional to the planning area population. 

 Is there a way to use newer technologies to make it more effective and efficient to 
count bicycles and pedestrians than a manual count? Bob Schneider stated that 
movable camera technology is currently being developed that will probably become 
available for purchase in a couple of years. The technology has the ability to 
automatically differentiate and count pedestrian and bicyclists in an intersection. 
Preston Jordan stated that a new traffic signal in Albany (at Jackson and Buchanan) 
can detect and count pedestrians, bicycles and cars with image processing software.  

 Are these numbers absolute, or are they proportionate to the increase in population 
for these areas? Change in population over time should be accounted for in the 
report. 

 Information such as helmet use by gender may be useful for insight and future 
planning purposes. 

 The “school period” is disappointing because it does not actually reflect kids coming 
from school. A name change for this time period may be appropriate. Staff also 
stated that future “school period” counts will include more school locations. 

 
8. Board Actions/Staff Reports 

A. Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan Update 
Beth gave an update on the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation 
Expenditure Plan. She asked to present to the committee in October the first draft of 
the plan. She stated that the Community Advisory Working Group and Technical 
Advisory Working Group are reviewing the first draft this month. Alameda CTC will also 
perform public outreach throughout the county in October. She stated that on the 
regional level, a lot of activity is also happening with the release of the Association of 
Bay Area Government’s three constrained land-use scenarios. MTC will use that data to 
evaluate scenarios against the transportation options. Alameda County is in good shape 
as it is also updating its countywide bicycle and pedestrian plans along with the  
CWTP-TEP. 
 
Beth also mentioned that Supervisor Carson will host a Sustainable Communities 
Strategies Summit on October 12. 
 
Rochelle mentioned that the next transportation forum for the Alameda CTC is the 
North County Transportation Forum on October 20. She also stated that Krystle will 
attend her first bicycle and pedestrian outreach event tomorrow at UC Berkeley’s Bike 
to Campus Day. 
 

9. BPAC Member Reports 
Preston reported on the Jackson/Buchanan Streets intersection in Albany which was 
recently improved. He was invited to review the design and provide input on the balance 
between cycling and walking at that intersection, which he did, but unfortunately the traffic 
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signal pole was placed in the middle of the sidewalk. He wondered if advocacy groups ever 
hire engineers to do plan review to catch issues like this. 
 
Preston also reported that the Albany City Council approved the draft Active Transportation 
Plan. 

 
10. Meeting Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. The next meeting will be on October 13. 
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Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee Meeting Minutes 
Monday, June 27, 2011, 1 p.m., 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland 

 

Attendance Key (A = Absent, P = Present) 

Members: 
__P_ Sylvia Stadmire, 

Chair 
__P_ Carolyn Orr, 

Vice-Chair 
__P_ Aydan Aysoy 
__P_ Larry Bunn 
__A_ Herb Clayton 
__P_ Shawn Costello 
__P_ Herb Hastings 
__P_ Joyce Jacobson 

__P_ Sandra Johnson- 
Simon 

__P_ Gaye Lenahan 
__P_ Jane Lewis 
__P_ Jonah Markowitz 
__P_ Betty Mulholland 
__P_ Sharon Powers 
__A_ Vanessa Proee 
__P_ Carmen Rivera- 

Hendrickson 

__P_ Michelle Rousey 
__P_ Clara Sample 
__P_ Harriette 

Saunders 
__P_ Will Scott 
__A_ Maryanne Tracy- 

Baker 
__P_ Esther Waltz 
__P_ Renee Wittmeier 
__P_ Hale Zukas 

 

Staff: 
__P_ Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of 

Policy, Public Affairs and 
Legislation 

__P_ Matt Todd, Manager of 
Programming 

__P_ John Hemiup, Senior 
Transportation Engineer 

__P_ Naomi Armenta, Paratransit 
Coordinator 

__P_ Angie Ayers, Acumen Building 
Enterprise, Inc. 

__P_ Krystle Pasco, Paratransit 
Coordination Team

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
Sylvia Stadmire called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. The meeting began 
with introductions and a review of the meeting outcomes. Sylvia introduced 
and welcomed the new member Gaye Lenahan. 
 
Guests Present: Jennifer Cullen, Senior Support Services; Kim Huffman, AC 
Transit; Ashley Van Mannen, Alzheimer Services of the East Bay. 
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2. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
 

3. Approval of May 23, 2011 Minutes 
Jonah Markowitz moved that PAPCO approve the May 23, 2011 minutes as 
written. Sandra Johnson-Simon seconded the motion. The motion carried with 
one abstention, Larry Bunn (20-1). 
 

4. Bylaws Subcommittee Recommendation 
Sylvia Stadmire stated that the Bylaws Subcommittee met on June 1, 2011 and 
reviewed a memo detailing how the PAPCO Bylaws are changing. She 
mentioned that the Bylaws Subcommittee consisted of the following PAPCO 
members: Shawn Costello, Sandra Johnson-Simon, Betty Mulholland,  
Rev. Carolyn Orr, Sharon Powers, Vanessa Proee, and Clara Sample. 
 
Naomi explained that staff restructured the PAPCO membership and updated 
the bylaws primarily in response to the recent merger of the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) and the Alameda County 
Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA). She stated that this was also 
an opportunity to make the bylaws between the agency’s four community 
advisory committees as uniform as possible. Naomi informed the members 
that the committee structure changed due to the new configuration of the  
22-member Alameda CTC Board. Naomi explained that the new bylaws, which 
the Commission adopted in May, reflect the new committee structure. She 
explained that for PAPCO, each Commission member will appoint members as 
follows: 

 One member per county supervisor (five total) 

 One member per city (14 total) 

 One member per transit agency (AC, BART, LAVTA, and Union City) 
 
Naomi explained that the previous structure for members appointed to PAPCO 
was: 

 Two members per county supervisor 

 One member per city 

 One member per transit agency 
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Naomi stated that she will put together a proposal on how to approach the 
appointment structure, because the PAPCO committee is changing from  
28 members to 23 members. 
 
Questions/feedback from the members: 

 Add a new Article 3.6.4 “The member appointment is terminated by the 
Commission.” 

 Update Article 7.1 “holding the meeting” to “holding each meeting.” 

 Update Article 7.4 “issue by” to “issue via.” 

 A member inquired if committee members have to reapply every two 
years? No. Naomi explained that Alameda CTC sends a letter quarterly 
to all appointers to let them know the status of each member. 

 
Jonah Markowitz moved that PAPCO approve the PAPCO Bylaws with the 
above corrections. Betty Mulholland seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously (21-0). 
 

5. Election of Officers for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 
Naomi Armenta encouraged the members to review the memo in the packet for 
the PAPCO evaluation, attendance, and roles and responsibilities of PAPCO 
officers. 
 
PAPCO members nominated Herb Hastings, Will Scott, and Sylvia Stadmire as 
chair; they nominated Shawn Costello, Herb Hastings, Betty Mulholland (declined 
the nomination), Rev. Carolyn Orr, and Will Scott as vice chair; they nominated 
Rev Carolyn Orr and Larry Bunn as East Bay Paratransit Service Review Advisory 
Committee (SRAC) representative; and they nominated Shawn Costello, Herb 
Hastings, and Harriette Saunders as the Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 
representative. The committee used the ballot approach to elect the following 
officers and committee representatives: 

 Sylvia Stadmire, PAPCO Chair 

 Will Scott, PAPCO Vice Chair 

 Harriette Saunders, CWC Representative 

 Rev. Carolyn Orr, SRAC Representative 
 

6. Coordination and Mobility Management Program Update 
Naomi gave an update on the Coordination and Mobility Management 
Planning (CMMP). She stated that this is an ongoing project that Alameda CTC 
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staff, TAC, and Nelson\Nygaard have been working on. Naomi informed the 
committee that Alameda CTC has held CMMP meetings in each of the four 
planning areas during fiscal year 2010-2011 to identify opportunities/projects 
that will benefit all jurisdictions in Alameda County and possibly the 
Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan (CWTP-
TEP). 
 
Naomi stated that in April, PAPCO committed to set aside $500,000 for the 
following potential pilots: 

A. Expand the South County Taxi Program to Central County 
B. North County Taxi Program uniformity 
C. South County Mini Mobility Management Program (will involve a 

staff person working on Travel Training and Mobility Management; 
this program will be tied to the Travel Training Program) 

D. Potential Volunteer Driver Program (must identify the right nonprofit 
partners) 

 
Naomi informed the committee that during the summer, staff will develop the 
above recommendations and will bring them to TAC and PAPCO in September. 
The recommendations will go to the Commission in October. 
 
Tess Lengyel stated that in the last 10 years, voters increased the amount of 
money going to the paratransit programs. She said that the cities received a 
significant increase during this time. Tess stated that Alameda CTC is looking to 
the future as people age and want mobility management to address the needs 
differently than it has in the past. She mentioned that the CMMP is looking at 
a suite of services in each area of the county and will create standards of 
performance and eligibility. All services will be evaluated by the same 
standards. She reported to the group that staff has had excellent discussions 
with TAC and will hopefully move towards a more uniform set of programs for 
Alameda County. 
 
Questions/feedback from the members: 

 Can the Taxi Program be more cost effective and accommodating for the 
consumer? Tess stated that the Taxi Program is a premium service, and 
it’s not for every day but for trips that must happen that day. She 
acknowledged that Alameda CTC will create common eligibility 
requirements and standards. As part of the South County Mini Mobility 
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Management Program, staff will assist the consumer to determine the 
best method of travel. 

 Sharon Powers inquired about her complaint about the taxi driver 
wanting her to get out of her chair. Naomi stated she followed up with 
her complaint, and Tess stated that Alameda CTC is reconciling the 
problem. 

 Members stated that if people do not qualify for East Bay Paratransit 
(EBP), and they are really ill (for a short period of time) and can’t use 
public transportation what will they do? Tess stated that North County 
does not have a Volunteer Driver Program. She said that people will be 
able to tap into another option. 

 Do we have sanctions with taxi companies? Tess stated that we have 
some sanctions. 

 If a person is not eligible for EBP, will Alameda CTC be able to assist 
individuals to fill out the application for temporary EBP and/or assist to 
determine the right services? Tess stated that the Mini Mobility Program 
will fill this need once it’s up and functioning. 

 A member stated that EBP has temporary eligibility called “Conditional 
Provisions.” If doctors complete the application/form properly, people 
should qualify for this provision. 

 
7. Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Update and Input on the Programs 

Approach 
Rochelle Wheeler gave an update on the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Plans and presented the “Programs Approach” and requested input from 
PAPCO.  
 
Questions/feedback from members: 

 A suggestion was made for a program on how to walk together safely. 

 A suggestion was made that the plan needs to consider all people using 
the trails and maintain the trails to keep the walkways smoother. 
Rochelle stated that this is a capital project, and staff will look at sharing 
the trails. 

 Is there a plan to work with the United Seniors of Oakland and Alameda 
County? Rochelle stated that the process for implementing the plans is 
not complete. 
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 A suggestion was made that most seniors are more prone to walk than 
ride a bicycle. It was conveyed that PAPCO want the trails and walkways 
safer. A great interest exists: Seniors want space to walk. 

 A suggestion was made to have pedestrians added to traffic school. 

 A member commented that when plans are made for seniors, that the 
planners should consider the mental state of the senior. The senior may 
be challenged and walk into the street. 

 
8. Member Reports on PAPCO Mission, Roles, and Responsibilities 

Implementation 

 Carmen Rivera-Hendrickson stated that she is working with the Board of 
Supervisors on transportation issues caused by funding shortfalls due to 
the economy. 

 

 Sylvia Stadmire stated that she performed outreach with Sandra 
Johnson-Simon, Betty Mulholland, and Clara Sample at the Broadmoor 
Senior Housing pancake breakfast. 

 

 Herb Hasting stated that he and his colleagues managed to get a bus to 
run to the Alameda County fair grounds from the BART station. 

 

 Joyce Jacobson stated that she attended a meeting to build a sidewalk 
on the north side of Powell Street in Emeryville. She mentioned that the 
City of Emeryville has made plans to build a sidewalk and a new bus stop 
on the housing side of the street. 

 
9. Committee Reports 

A. East Bay Paratransit Service Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 
a. Sharon reported ethics training took place at the last SRAC meeting. 

 
B. Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) 

a. Harriette stated that the CWC is generating its 9th Annual Report to 
the Public and it’s a good opportunity to inform the public on what is 
going on with the agency. 

 
10. Staff Updates 

A. Mobility Management 
Naomi reviewed the factsheet in the packet on page 69. 

Page 206



Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee June 27, 2011 Meeting Minutes 7 

 

 
B. 2011 Annual Mobility Workshop Update 

Naomi informed the committee that Alameda CTC and PAPCO are hosting 
the 2011 Mobility Workshop at the Ed Roberts Campus. The Resource Fair 
will be located inside the ramp lobby. Naomi reminded the members to 
RSVP as soon as possible due to limited seating. 
 

C. Countywide Transportation Plan Transportation Expenditure Plan Update 
Tess stated that projects from CWTP will be placed on the TEP, and staff is 
working with the three committees (Community Advisory Working Group, 
Technical Advisory Working Group, and the Steering Committee) to 
complete this effort. She mentioned that staff will distribute the first draft 
CWTP in September and the first draft of the TEP will be available in 
November. She mentioned that some of the discussions today were 
regarding new services and the Taxi Programs. Tess stated that the TEP will 
look at different funding scenarios (half-cent, quarter-cent, etc.) and the 
amount of funding for paratransit programs, and local streets and roads. 
She said that a poll in the fall will determine what the voters want, and staff 
will continue to update the committee. 
 

D. Outreach Update 
Krystle Pasco reported on the following summer outreach events: 
 

 06/30/11 – Alameda County Fair at the Pleasanton Fairgrounds 

 07/07/11 – Alameda County Fair at the Pleasanton Fairgrounds 

 07/15/11 – United Seniors of Oakland and Alameda County Healthy 
Living Festival at the Oakland Zoo 

 07/21/11 – South County Transportation Forum at the Ruggieri  
Senior Center in Union City 

 08/06/11 – Fremont Festival of the Arts at State Street between  
Capitol and Beacon Streets 

 08/07/11 – Fremont Festival of the Arts at State Street between 
Capitol and Beacon Streets 

 09/11/11 – Solano Avenue Stroll in Albany, CA 

 09/17/11 – Hayward Art and Wine Festival in Downtown Hayward 

 09/18/11 – Newark Days Community Information Fair at Newark  
Community Center 
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E. Other Staff Updates 
Tess announced to the committee that due to staff changes since the 
merger, her role has shifted to deputy director, and she will no longer be 
the Alameda CTC person for programs. She stated that as manager of 
programming, Matt Todd is transitioning into the position, and he and John 
Hemiup will be the staff liaisons for PAPCO and TAC. Tess told the 
committee that it has been a great pleasure to work with a group dedicated 
to outreach and with such great advocates for paratransit and seniors in 
Alameda County. Matt and John both stated that they are looking forward 
to working with PAPCO. 
 

11. Mandated Program and Policy Reports 
Members were asked to review the attachments in their packets. 
 

12. Draft Agenda Items for September 26, 2011 PAPCO 
A. Annual Mobility Workshop Outcomes Report 
B. Develop PAPCO Goals 
C. Discuss Draft Work Plan for FY 11/12 
D. Provide input on the Transportation Expenditure Plan 
E. Discuss Conflict of Interest and Ethics 
F. Report Update from East Bay Paratransit 
G. TAC Report 
 

13. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 3:25 p.m.  
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Memorandum 
 

DATE: October 19, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Review of Administrative Draft Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and 

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

 
Recommendation 
This item is for information only.  No action is requested.   The focus of the presentation and 
discussion at the meeting will be on the Administrative Draft CWTP and the Development of the 
Transportation Expenditure Plan. 
 
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).  In September, the administrative draft CWTP was released 
by the CWTP-TEP Steering Committee for evaluation and comment.  The administrative draft report 
can be found on the Alameda CTC website at: http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/3070.  
 
The CWTP-TEP Steering Committee also approved TEP parameters.  These and the administrative 
draft CWTP will be the basis from which a first draft of the TEP project list will be developed in 
October and November 2011.  Both the CWTP and TEP will be modified based on comments 
received with the goal of presenting a draft of both Plans to the Commission at its retreat on 
December 16, 2011. 
 
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, and 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.  
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CWTP-TEP Committee agendas and related documents are available on the Alameda CTC website.  
RTP/SCS related documents are available at www.onebayarea.org.   
 
October 2011 Update: 
This report focuses on the month of October 2011.  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.  Note that the 
regional schedule is being updated and has been revised.  Highlights include continued work on the 
One Bay Area Alternative Land Use Scenarios and the development of the two transportation 
networks to support those scenarios by ABAG and MTC and the release of the administrative draft of 
the Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan, approval of TEP projects and program packaging 
parameters, and announcement of the fall 2011 outreach process.     
 
1) MTC/ABAG:   Development of Alternative Land Use and Transportation Scenarios 
On August 26, 2011, ABAG released the One Bay Area SCS Alternative Land Use Scenarios, 
including three constrained scenarios:  Core Concentration, Focused Growth, and Outer Bay Area 
Growth.  These scenarios will be used to inform the development of the Preferred SCS, which is now 
schedule to be approved by MTC and ABAG in May 2012.  Two of the scenarios are based on 
unconstrained growth, assume very strong employment growth, and unconstrained funding to support 
housing affordability.  The Alternative Land Use Scenario Report, revised September 1, 2011, 
presents the land use patterns for three scenarios: Core Concentration, Focused Growth, and Outer 
Bay Area Growth and assesses them based on economic growth, financial feasibility and reasonable 
planning strategies.  
 
Concurrently, MTC has been working with the stakeholders to develop two transportation networks:  
Transportation 2035 and Core Capacity Transit networks.  MTC staff began its scenario analysis and 
project performance assessment in September with results anticipated to be released in November and 
December. 
 
2) CWTP-TEP 
In September the CWTP-TEP Steering Committee, with input from CAWG and TAWG, released the 
administrative draft of the Countywide Transportation Plan for evaluation and comment and approved 
TEP parameters.  Presentations will be made to the advisory committees and working groups in 
October.  The administrative draft CWTP is found on the Alameda CTC website at 
http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/3070. A draft list of Transportation Expenditure Plan 
projects and programs will be developed in October and November based on the administrative draft 
CWTP and the TEP parameters as well as public input.  Public outreach on the CWTP and TEP will 
occur in October and November as presented below.  More details about meeting locations and 
agendas can be found on the Alameda CTC website.       
 
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 

October 27, 2011
November 17, 2011 
December 1, 2011 

CWTP-TEP Technical Advisory 
Working Group 

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

November 10, 2011

CWTP-TEP Community Advisory Typically the 1st Thursday of the November 10, 2011

 2
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 3

Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
Working Group month, 2:30 p.m. 

Location: Alameda CTC 
Notes:  The November 3 meeting is 
cancelled and rescheduled jointly 
with TAWG on November 10. 

November 3, 2011

SCS/RTP Regional Advisory Working 
Group 

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

November 1, 2011 
December 6, 2011 

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

November 9, 2011
December 14, 2011 

SCS Housing Methodology Committee 10 a.m. 
Location: BCDC, 50 California St., 
26th Floor, San Francisco 

October 27, 2011 

5 CWTP-TEP Public Outreach Meetings 
District 5/North Planning Area 
District 4/North Planning Area 
District 3/Central Planning Area 
District 2/South Planning Area 
District 1/East Planning Area 

Time and Location 
6:30 p.m., So. Berkeley Senior Center 
6:30 p.m., East Oakland Senior Center 
6:30 p.m., San Leandro Senior Center 
6:30 p.m., Union City Sports Center 
6:30 p.m., Dublin Civic Center Library 

Date
October 18, 2011 
October 24, 2011 
October 19, 2011 
October 27, 2011 
November 2, 2011 

North County Transportation Forum 6:30 p.m. 
Alameda CTC offices 

October 20, 2011

 
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) 

Page 213



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

Page 214



 
Summary of Next Quarter Countywide and Regional Planning Activities  

(October 2011 through January 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 
October 2011 through January 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);  

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

• Responding to comments on the Administrative Draft CWTP; 
• Refining the financially constrained list of projects and programs for the Draft CWTP; 
• Developing the second draft CWTP; 
• Refining the countywide 25-year revenue projections consistent and concurrent with MTC’s 

25-year revenue projections;  
• Developing first draft Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) list of projects and programs; 
• Conducting public outreach and a second poll; and 
• Presenting the Draft CWTP and Draft TEP to the Steering Committee and Commission for 

approval. 
 
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 focusing on  
 

• Conducting a scenario analysis of five land use options and two transportation network 
(Alameda CTC staff is providing input into both of these activities); 

• Releasing the results of the scenario analysis and project performance assessment; 
• Refining draft 25-year revenue projections;  
• Finalizing maintenance needs and Regional Programs estimates; and 
• Adopting a RHNA Methodology.   

 
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),  
• Participating on regional Sub-committees (Equity sub-committee);  
• Developing a written response to the Alternative Land Use Scenarios;  
• Developing local transportation network priorities through the CWTP-TEP process; and  
• Assisting in public outreach. 

 
 

Attachment A
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2 
 

Key Dates and Opportunities for Input1 
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 Released:  December 2011 
Draft RHNA Plan released:  February 2012 
Final RHNA Plan released/Adopted:  July 2012/October 2012 
 
RTP 
Develop Financial Forecasts and Committed Funding Policy:   Completed 
Call for RTP Transportation Projects:  Completed 
Conduct Performance Assessment:  May 2011 - November 2011 
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:  October 2011 
Draft CWTP and TEP Released:  December 2011 
Plans Outreach:  January 2011 – June 2012 
Adopt Final CWTP and TEP:  May 2012 
TEP Submitted for Ballot:  July 2012 
 
 

                                                 
1 Note that the regional schedule is being updated.  Attachment A reflects the proposed revisions to the schedule while 
Attachment C does not.  MTC will provide a revised Attachment C once the revised schedule is approved by the 
Commission.   
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Memorandum 

 
DATE:  October 20, 2011 
 
TO:   Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  Legislative Update  

 
Recommendations 
This is an information item only. 
 
Summary 
State Update 
 
Budget: The FY 2011/12 budget act includes triggers for more cuts if the estimated state 
revenues do not manifest as prescribed in the budget by December 15, 2011.  As of the first 
part of September, the State Controller announced that while August receipts were higher than 
the previous month’s receipts, they did not offset the lower revenues of July.   According to 
Controller Chiang, the state’s revenues were behind the projected budget amounts  
by $403.8 million.  The September receipts will provide a good indicator as to whether the cuts 
will be triggered in December.  
 
State Budget and Transportation:  
 
On a statewide level, the Self-Help Counties Coalition is working to address how to move 
transportation projects forward in light of the Governor’s line-item veto of funding for state 
staff to work on project initiation documents (PIDs) for locally sponsored projects.  A PID is a 
state required document that addresses a proposed highway project’s scope, cost and schedule.  
A PID must be completed prior to a project being programmed into the STIP, even if it is 
substantially funded by a local agency. As a result of the Governor’s line item veto, new 
highway projects cannot move forward at this time.   
 
Update on AB 1086, (Wieckowski) Transactions and use taxes: County of Alameda. On 
September 26th, Governor Brown signed AB 1086 into law which allows the Alameda CTC to 
go to voters to seek approval of a transactions and use tax for transportation purposes in excess 
of the current cap which disallowed a combined rate of all transactions and use taxes to exceed 
2 percent. This action allows the Alameda CTC to place a measure on the ballot that could 
exceed that amount by a half percent.  
 
Attachment A includes actions the Governor took on bills for which the Alameda CTC had 
positions. 
 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 10/27/11 
                                                     Agenda Item 7B
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Federal Update 
 
Jobs and Deficit Reduction:  In early September, President Obama released his proposal for a 
$447 billion jobs bill which would provide significant funding for infrastructure, including $50 
billion for transportation infrastructure. The bill has served as a focal point for discussions 
around the surface transportation bill reauthorization and how to pay for it and was not able to 
pass through the Senate during the first week of October.  The President’s aim was is fund his 
Jobs for America bill from deficit savings efforts on which the Joint Select Committee on 
Deficit Reduction is working.  The Committee has until November 23rd to come up with over 
$1.5 trillion in deficit reduction savings over a ten year period, and then Congress would have 
to act on those savings by December to avoid automatic trigger cuts of $1.2 trillion, whereby 
50% would come from Defense and 50% from domestic programs.  
 
Surface Transportation:  At the end of September, President Obama signed the surface 
transportation bill extension to March 31, 2012, continuing the current 2011 levels through 
early spring. The House and Senate are approaching the reauthorization of the bill in very 
different ways. The Senate proposed a 2-year bill authorizing current funding levels throughout 
that duration with the acknowledgement of the need for some revenue beyond the Highway 
Trust Fund to cover obligation levels. On the other hand, the House has shifted its course from 
its original proposal for a 6-year reauthorization bill, which was originally proposed as a pay-
go method, and, as a result of the declining revenues from the Highway Trust Fund, would 
have constituted a significant reduction in transportation funding across the nation. The house 
leadership is now seeking up to $100 billion in additional revenues, which could potentially be 
derived from sources other than increasing the gas tax, such as funds resulting from oil and gas 
production on public lands.  If this approach is approved, the funding levels in both the Senate 
and House proposals would be relatively close.  This represents a significant shift in the House 
approach to reauthorization. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
No direct fiscal impact. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  State Bill Matrix 
Attachment B:  Federal Updates  
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1 Jobs - Super Committee, Senate Housing Push 

2 No Child Deal, Highway Report, Outdoors  

2   Homeland, Infrastructure, Disasters, Clusters 
 

The American Jobs Act bit the dust in the Senate this week…or 
did it? Here are the details on what happened along with some 
other highlights for your review. 

 
The American Jobs Act, Super Committee … and Beyond 

 
(1) The “American Jobs Act” proposed by President Obama 
failed by a wide margin to obtain the requisite 60 votes in the 
Senate in order to proceed. Both the White House and 
Congressional leaders indicate that they will now seek to break 
the bill into smaller chunks to clear Congress or pieces of it could 
be attached to a deficit reduction plan due later this year. 
 
(2) For the record, the Congressional Budget Office, the “umpire” 
on economic facts, has certified that the “millionaire’s tax” 
proposed last week by Senate Democrats is adequate to pay for 
the Jobs Act. Click CBO on Millionaires Tax to review their 
report. 
 
(3) Just prior to the failure of the bill in the Senate, House 
Majority Leader Eric Cantor renewed his call for President 
Obama to join congressional Republicans in pressing to advance 
individual legislative proposals included in his jobs package, 
saying it was time for Democrats and Republicans to “find areas 
of commonality” with the Senate action being “the end of the 
political games.” 
 
(4) House Democrats have sent their recommendations to the 
Super Committee including a mixture of spending cuts and new 
revenue. In a cover letter, House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi 
noted. “Respected economists and other budget experts agree that 
a fair mixture of growth, savings, and revenues is needed, with 
everyone contributing their fair share.” Click on Super 
Committee Recommendations to review. 
 
(5) A group of Senate Republicans rolled out an alternative to 
“The American Jobs Act” on Thursday, rejecting every 
administration proposal to boost employment, and focused 
instead on initiatives to reduce taxes and regulation, increase 
energy production and curb federal spending. The Republican 
plan calls for a constitutional amendment requiring a balanced 

federal budget and giving the president a line-item veto. It 
would reduce the corporate tax rate to no more than 25 percent, 
allow repatriation of overseas earnings at a lower tax rate and 
repeal a 3 percent withholding from payments to government 
contractors. The package also combines 15 regulatory overhaul 
proposals. Republicans have charged that new and proposed 
rules by agencies including the EPA and National Labor 
Relations Board will constrain growth. The plan calls for 
expanding offshore energy production, shortening the approval 
process for energy projects and prohibiting the EPA from using 
the Clean Air Act to regulate greenhouse gases. “If we really 
want to get our economy growing again, the first step we 
should take is to totally repeal his agenda, repeal Obamacare, 
repeal Dodd-Frank, repeal all these harmful regulations,” said 
Ron Johnson (WI). Click on Senate Republican Jobs plan to 
review the details. 
 
(6) On Tuesday, the President’s Council on Jobs and 
Competitiveness released a report to the President. According 
to the council, “This report includes a series of practical 
proposals that can meaningfully accelerate job creation over 
the next five years as part of the nation’s overall jobs agenda.” 
The report includes five major initiatives to increase 
employment while improving competitiveness: 
 

1. Measures to accelerate investment into job-rich 
projects in infrastructure and energy development; 

 
2. A comprehensive drive to ignite entrepreneurship and 

accelerate the number and scale of young, small 
businesses and high-growth firms that produce an 
outsized share of America’s new jobs; 

 
3. A national investment initiative to boost jobs-creating 

inward investment in the United States, both from 
global firms headquartered elsewhere and from 
multinational corporations headquartered here; 

 
4. Ideas to simplify regulatory review and streamline 

project approvals to accelerate jobs and growth; and, 
 

5. Steps to ensure America has the talent in place to fill 
existing job openings as well as to boost future job 
creation. 
 

Here are the links to the full jobs report and summary: 
 
Full “Taking Action, Building Confidence” report (pdf). 
Summary of “Taking Action, Building Confidence” report. 
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Senate Housing Letter 
 
   A bipartisan group of 16 Senators is urging the Obama 
administration to implement administrative reforms to help 
homeowners refinance and take advantage of today’s record low 
interest rates. With interest rates at an all-time low of 3.94 
percent, they encouraged federal housing regulators to take 
immediate steps to lower the barriers that have kept borrowers 
trapped in higher interest loans as well as to address other hurdles 
that have limited the success of current refinance programs. The 
letter noted: “Time is of the essence and we urge you to act 
quickly and aggressively to ensure that responsible homeowners 
receive the full benefit of these lower rates.” Among their 
recommendations are: 
 

• Removing loan-to-value limits, which would provide 
the most at-risk borrowers an alternative to simply 
walking away from their mortgage. 

• Eliminating loan level price adjustments. These up-
front, risk-based fees make a refinance less affordable, 
reduce the benefit to the borrower, and cannot be 
justified on loans on which Fannie and Freddie already 
bear the risk. 

• Ensuring that second lien holders do not stand in the 
way of a refinance. 

 
Click on Senate Housing Letter to read it in full. 
 

Bi-Partisan Deal on ‘No Child Left Behind’ 
 

   After more than a year of negotiations, the top two Senators on 
the Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee (HELP) 
Tom Harkin (IA) and Michael Enzi (WY), will introduce a 
bipartisan reauthorization of the 2001 “No Child Left Behind.” 
Among other things, it would: remove the accountability system 
that requires all students to be proficient in reading and math by 
2014; create better achievement standards; write into law the 
Obama administration’s signature competitive grants - Race to 
the Top and Investing in Innovation; expand a charter schools 
program; provide states more flexibility to use federal dollars; and 
give schools more flexibility to design their own staff evaluations. 
Chairman Harkin said that he hopes to have the bill on the 
Senate floor before Thanksgiving break. Education Secretary 
Arne Duncan has released a statement supporting the Senators’ 
bipartisan approach.  
 

Surprising Report GAO on Highway Funding 
 
   According to a recent report from the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO), all fifty states received more 
funding from the federal Highway Trust Fund’s Highway 
Account than they contributed in highway taxes from 2005-2009. 
This is because more funding was authorized and appropriated 
than was collected from the states, and the fund was augmented 
with about $30 billion in general revenues since FY 2008.  
 

“America’s Great Outdoors” Progress Report 
 
   The Obama Administration just released a progress report on 
the inter-agency “America’s Great Outdoors Initiative,” launched 
in April 2010. You can read a detailed summary of the report 
here. Accomplishments of the fifteen agencies involved include: 

DOI worked with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
designate 41 National Recreation Trails stretching across 17 
states, adding 650 miles to the national trails system; Federal 
agencies and partners worked together to provide more than 
50,000 young people with paid work and service learning 
opportunities on public lands and waters over the past two 
years; DOI and USACE worked together to designate three 
new National Water Trails including the Lake Michigan 
National Water Trail in Illinois and Indiana, and the 
Susquehanna River Water Trail in Pennsylvania 
 

Meeting with Homeland Security Officials 
 
   Last week, we hosted a meeting in our office with state and 
local liaison staff members from the Department of Homeland 
Security’s (DHS) Office of Intergovernmental Affairs (IGA). 
Areas of discussion included the DHS budget, funding for the 
UASI program, EOC and SAFER grants, ICE raids, and other 
topics. Generally, they did not paint a rosy picture about their 
own budget since they anticipate that significant cuts to DHS 
are very likely. Click here for a more detailed summary of the 
meeting. 
 

Infrastructure Projects Expedited by Feds 
 

   The Obama Administration has selected 14 infrastructure 
projects to be expedited through the permitting and 
environmental review process to boost economic recovery, in 
accordance with a Presidential Memorandum issued in August. 
You can see the press release for the projects here. Projects 
include work at: the Crenshaw/LAX site in Los Angeles; the 
Provo Westside Connector, Utah; and the West Coast Coastal 
Habitat Restoration Project in California and Washington. 
 

Federal Disaster Response with Senator Landrieu 
 
   On Wednesday, Senator Mary Landrieu (LA), chair of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee’s Homeland Security 
Subcommittee, held a hearing titled “The Federal Role in 
Disaster and Recover Response” to review “the nationwide 
scope of the unprecedented disasters of this year, and 
document what issues federal agencies are facing in helping to 
respond to and recover from the storms.” Click on links to 
witness testimony or read the Senator’s statement about the 
hearing for more. 
 

Regional Clusters 
 
   The head of the Economic Development Administration, 
John Fernandez, the former Mayor of Bloomington, IN, 
recently discussed the importance of “regional clusters” in 
economic development. He noted: “clusters are one of the best 
ways for local communities to attract and develop high-growth 
businesses to create the jobs they need. Reports show that 
companies operating within clusters create more jobs, pay 
higher wages, expand faster and generate more patents than 
isolated firms. New business formation is also centered within 
clusters, and start-ups in a strong regional cluster grow 
faster.” Click on EDA and Clusters to read more. 
 
Please contact Len Simon, Brandon Key, Rukia Dahir, or 
Stephanie Carter with any questions.  
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Memorandum 
 

DATE: October 20, 2011 

TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission  

FROM: Programs and Projects Committee 

SUBJECT: Approval of the List of Projects to be Programmed in the Regional 
Improvement Program (RIP) of the 2012 State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) 

Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission: 
 

1. Approve Resolution 11-012 which includes the list of projects to be programmed in the 
Regional Improvement Program (RIP) of the 2012 State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) (Attachment A), and  

2. Approve any Project Specific Resolutions for projects that will require administration by 
the Alameda CTC.  

 
 
Summary 
A Call for Projects was released for the 2012 STIP on June 15, 2011 with applications due to the 
Alameda CTC by July 13, 2011, in advance of the release of a fund estimate. At the July 2011 
meeting, the Commission reviewed the Draft 2012 STIP Fund Estimate material released by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC). The CTC approved a Final Fund Estimate in 
August, which includes about $29.5 million of programming capacity in the 2012 STIP for the 
Alameda CTC to program to projects. Overall, the Alameda CTC received requests for about 
$275 million for 19 projects.  
 
Background 
The CTC updates the STIP biennially, in even-numbered years. Each coordinated statewide STIP 
update is roughly a one-year process, with the 2012 STIP update starting spring 2011. The STIP 
is a five-year programming document adopted by the CTC which identifies transportation 
projects for state transportation funds. Projects that have been funded through the STIP include 
State highways, local roads, transit, intercity rail, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, intermodal 
facilities, and safety. Each STIP cycle makes available two new years of funding to program. 
The 2012 STIP will cover fiscal years 2012/2013 -2016/17.  
 
The overall process for the STIP begins with the development of the STIP Fund Estimate.  The 
STIP Fund Estimate serves as the basis for determining the county shares for the STIP and the 
amounts available for programming each fiscal year during the five-year STIP period.  Typically, 
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the county shares represent the amount of new STIP funding made available in the last two years 
of a given STIP period.  
 
At the August 2011 meeting, the CTC approved a Final 2012 STIP Fund Estimate (Attachment 
B). The fund estimate assumptions include that statewide, a negative balance of programming 
capacity in the first year (FY 2012/13) and the majority of new available capacity in the last two 
years of the STIP period (FY 15/16 and 16/17).  
 
The 2012 STIP Fund Estimate include a total of about $35.4 million for Alameda County. This 
funding target includes any Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds expected to be received. 
Based on MTC regional policy for the 2012 STIP (including existing regional commitments), the 
Alameda CTC will have about $29.5 M available to program.  
 
 $35.4 M 2012 Fund Estimate for Alameda County 
 $  2.2 M Less Prior Regional Project Commitments 
 $  2.2 M Less TE Funds Reserved for MTC Regional Program 
 $    .3 M Less STIP Administration funds for MTC 
 $  1.2 M Less STIP Administration funds for Alameda CTC 

 $29.5 M 2012 STIP Funds Available to Program 
   (This amount includes $2 M of TE Funds) 
 
At the August 2011 meeting, the CTC also approved the 2012 STIP Guidelines. The 
development of the 2012 STIP will consist primarily of programming projects into the two years 
added to the STIP, 2015-16 and 2016-17. Factors that will need to be considered in the 
programming of the 2012 STIP will also include: 1) The absence of PTA funds from the STIP – 
which will affect the programming of transit projects, and 2) On a statewide basis, there is a 
negative balance of STIP programming capacity in the first year of the STIP, which may require 
that projects programmed in 2012-13 be delayed (reprogrammed) to a later year – though in 
Alameda County we do not have a significant amount of funding in FY 12/13 (Attachment C).  
 
The Alameda CTC had previously made commitments, through Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency (ACCMA) Resolutions 08-006(Revised) (Attachment D) and 08-018 
(Attachment E). The previous commitments represent 8 projects totaling about $230 million of 
potential STIP funds (Attachment F). Overall, the Alameda CTC received requests for about 
$275 million for 19 projects (Attachment G).  
 
A draft List of Projects to be programmed in the RIP of the 2012 STIP is detailed in Attachment 
H. A total of 13 projects are proposed to receive funding. The Draft 2012 STIP includes 
programming that would completely fund the prior commitments funding levels to two projects 
and provide a partial funding of the prior commitment for another 5 projects. The principles for 
the development of the 2012 STIP are detailed in Attachment I.  
 
It is recommended the Commission approve Resolution 11-011, which includes the list of 
projects to be programmed in the Regional Improvement Program (RIP) of the 2012 State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). It is also recommended the Commission approve 
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any Project Specific Resolutions for projects that will require administration by the Alameda 
CTC. 
 
 
Next Steps 
MTC is scheduled to consider a final program for the 9 county Bay Area region in November. 
The MTC region’s STIP proposal is due to the CTC in December 2011.  The CTC is scheduled 
to approve the final 2012 STIP in April 2012. The 2012 STIP Development Schedule is detailed 
in Attachment J.  

 

Attachments 
Attachment A: Resolution 11-011 – Approval of the Alameda CTC 2012 STIP Program 
Attachment B: 2012 STIP Fund Estimate 
Attachment C: Remaining Projects in 2010 STIP 
Attachment D: ACCMA Resolution 08-006(Revised) 
Attachment E:  ACCMA Resolutions 08-018 
Attachment F: Summary of Previously Approved STIP Commitments 
Attachment G: Summary of 2012 STIP Requests for Funding 
Attachment H: Recommended 2012 STIP Programming 
Attachment I: 2012 STIP Programming Principles 
Attachment J: Alameda CTC 2012 STIP Development Schedule 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION 11‐011 

 
Implementing Agency:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
Project Titles:  Approval of the Alameda County 2012 State Transportation 
Improvement (STIP) Program 

 
 
WHEREAS, SB 45 (Chapter 622, Statutes 1997) substantially revised the process for 
estimating the amount of state and federal funds available for transportation projects in 
the state and for appropriating and allocating the available funds to these projects; and 
 
WHEREAS, as part of this process, the Alameda County Transportation Commission 
(Alameda CTC) is responsible for programming projects eligible for Regional 
Improvement Program funds, pursuant to Government Code Section 14527 (a), for 
inclusion in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and submission to the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission and then to the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC), for inclusion in the State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP); and 
 
WHEREAS, the Alameda CTC has requested eligible transportation project sponsors to
submit applications nominating projects to be programmed for both Regional 
Improvement Program (RIP) and non-RIP (Transportation Enhancement (TE)) funds in 
the STIP; and 

 

 
WHEREAS, the Alameda CTC placed a programming priority on components of 
projects that are currently programmed in the STIP and projects that have received a 
commitment of future STIP programming as memorialized in Resolutions 08-006 
Revised and 08-018 ; and 
 
WHEREAS, the funding identified in the STIP Fund Estimate for Alameda County 
includes approximately $1.5 million of STIP capacity for Planning, Programming and 
Monitoring (PPM) and $4.2 million of STIP-TE capacity and $29.7 million of RIP for a 
total of $35.4 million; and 
 
WHEREAS, the ACCMA received project requests totaling approximately $277 
million. 
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Alameda County Transportation Commission 
Resolution No. 11‐011 
Page 2 of 2 

NOW, THERFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Alameda CTC approves the 2012 STIP program 
detailed in Exhibit A. 
 
DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Alameda CTC at the regular Alameda CTC Board meeting 
held on Thursday, October 27, 2011 in Oakland, California, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  NOES:  ABSTAIN:  ABSENT: 
 
SIGNED: 
 
______________________________________________ 
Mark Green, Chairperson 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_________________________________________ 
Vanessa Lee, Board Secretary 
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Proposed 2012 STIP Fund Estimate     August 4, 2011 - 19 -  

2012 STIP Fund Estimate 

County and Interregional Shares 

Table 2.  Summary of Targets and Shares 
($ in thousands) 

 

Base Total Target Maximum TE Target

Share Target Estimated Share Target

County Through 2015-16 through 2016-17 through 2019-20 through 2016-17

Alameda 15,024 35,372 94,150 4,358

Alpine - Amador - Calaveras 6,605 10,212 20,630 771

Butte 11,448 15,479 27,123 863

Colusa 1,721 2,802 5,923 232

Contra Costa 63,047 76,928 117,028 2,973

Del Norte 0 0 0 216

El Dorado LTC 0 0 6,197 601

Fresno 36,987 52,353 96,741 3,290

Glenn 3,465 4,597 7,867 241

Humboldt 8,542 12,608 24,353 871

Imperial 5,010 12,228 33,078 1,546

Inyo 12,370 17,987 34,213 1,204

Kern 2,808 23,506 83,299 4,433

Kings 0 0 0 649

Lake 4,761 6,530 11,640 378

Lassen 9,167 11,752 19,220 555

Los Angeles 51,242 173,970 528,501 26,281

Madera 11,485 14,295 22,410 600

Marin 0 0 0 813

Mariposa 1,728 2,786 5,840 225

Mendocino 1,283 5,082 16,058 815

Merced 8,168 13,172 27,627 1,073

Modoc 0 1,367 5,350 294

Mono 15,915 20,095 32,170 895

Monterey 39,630 46,857 67,734 1,548

Napa 2,205 4,702 11,914 534

Nevada 6,646 8,792 14,990 459

Orange 27,687 65,658 175,349 8,132

Placer TPA 0 0 0 1,101

Plumas 3,198 4,740 9,193 330

Riverside 57,558 90,928 187,325 7,145

Sacramento 15,418 34,645 90,187 4,116

San Benito 0 0 0 285

San Bernardino 62,080 100,416 211,159 8,208

San Diego 10,873 53,999 178,579 9,233

San Francisco 2,831 13,114 42,822 2,202

San Joaquin 16,137 26,544 56,608 2,230

San Luis Obispo 4,166 11,895 34,220 1,654

San Mateo 12,060 22,677 53,345 2,274

Santa Barbara 1,475 10,119 35,092 1,851

Santa Clara 0 0 61,927 5,164

Santa Cruz 4,775 8,939 20,969 890

Shasta 7,670 12,106 24,920 950

Sierra 0 632 2,746 157

Siskiyou 3,814 6,850 15,622 651

Solano 3,815 10,092 28,225 1,345

Sonoma 0 0 13,118 1,675

Stanislaus 17,609 25,327 47,622 1,652

Sutter 435 2,210 7,336 381

Tahoe RPA 3,307 4,249 6,969 201

Tehama 6,144 8,413 14,968 486

Trinity 184 1,779 6,388 341

Tulare 4,874 14,405 41,937 2,040

Tuolumne 5,713 7,493 12,635 381

Ventura 12,815 25,682 62,849 2,756

Yolo 6,064 9,755 20,419 791

Yuba 10,331 11,688 15,607 291

Statewide Regional 620,290 1,157,827 2,792,192 125,631

Interregional 129,682 325,245 890,180 41,876

TOTAL 749,972 1,483,072 3,682,372 167,507

New Capacity

Statewide Flexible Capacity 1,913,572

Statewide PTA Capacity (597,207)

Statewide TE Capacity 166,707

     Total STIP Capacity 1,483,072

2012 STIP Programming
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- 24 -                                                      August 4, 2011     Proposed 2012 STIP Fund Estimate 

2012 STIP Fund Estimate 

County and Interregional Shares 

Table 7.  Transportation Enhancement (TE) Targets  
($ thousands) 

 

County 2015-16 2016-17 Total TE Target

Alameda 2,196 2,162 4,358

Alpine/Amador/Calaveras 388 383 771

Butte 435 428 863

Colusa 117 115 232

Contra Costa 1,498 1,475 2,973

Del Norte 109 107 216

El Dorado LTC 303 298 601

Fresno 1,658 1,632 3,290

Glenn 121 120 241

Humboldt 439 432 871

Imperial 779 767 1,546

Inyo 607 597 1,204

Kern 2,234 2,199 4,433

Kings 327 322 649

Lake 190 188 378

Lassen 280 275 555

Los Angeles 13,243 13,038 26,281

Madera 302 298 600

Marin 410 403 813

Mariposa 113 112 225

Mendocino 411 404 815

Merced 541 532 1,073

Modoc 148 146 294

Mono 451 444 895

Monterey 780 768 1,548

Napa 269 265 534

Nevada 231 228 459

Orange 4,098 4,034 8,132

Placer TPA 555 546 1,101

Plumas 166 164 330

Riverside 3,600 3,545 7,145

Sacramento 2,074 2,042 4,116

San Benito 144 141 285

San Bernardino 4,136 4,072 8,208

San Diego 4,652 4,581 9,233

San Francisco 1,110 1,092 2,202

San Joaquin 1,124 1,106 2,230

San Luis Obispo 833 821 1,654

San Mateo 1,146 1,128 2,274

Santa Barbara 933 918 1,851

Santa Clara 2,602 2,562 5,164

Santa Cruz 448 442 890

Shasta 479 471 950

Sierra 79 78 157

Siskiyou 328 323 651

Solano 678 667 1,345

Sonoma 844 831 1,675

Stanislaus 832 820 1,652

Sutter 192 189 381

Tahoe RPA 101 100 201

Tehama 245 241 486

Trinity 172 169 341

Tulare 1,028 1,012 2,040

Tuolumne 192 189 381

Ventura 1,389 1,367 2,756

Yolo 399 392 791

Yuba 147 144 291

Statewide Regional 63,306 62,325 125,631

Interregional 21,101 20,775 41,876

2012 STIP TE Targets
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Mayor

Michael Sweeney
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Mayor

Marshall Kamena
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Mayor
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Mayor

MarkGreen
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ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY
RESOLUTION 08-006 REVISED

STATE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (STIP)
COMMITMENT TO ROUTE 24 CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENTS

WHEREAS, SB 45 (Chapter 622, Statutes 1997) substantially revised the process for
estimating the amount of state and federal funds available for transportation projects in
the state and for appropriating and allocating the available funds to these projects; and

WHEREAS, as part of this process, the Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency (ACCMA) is responsible for programming projects eligible for Regional
Improvement Program funds, pursuant to Government Code Section 14527(a), for
inclusion in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and submission to the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and then to the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) , for inclusion in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP); and

WHEREAS, the ACCMA has included $8 million in its 25-year Countywide
Transportation Plan for enhancements along and in the vicinity of the Route 24
Corridor in Oakland associated with the Caldecott Tunnel 4th Bore project; and

WHEREAS, the ACCMA included the first $2 million for the Route 24 Corridor in its
submittal for the 2008 STIP that was approved by the CTC on June 26, 2008; and

WHEREAS, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) has agreed to
exchange the $2 million in 2008 STIP funding with its local sales tax funding in order
to expedite delivery of the enhancements; and

WHEREAS, the CCTA has agreed to exchange another $2 million to be included in
2010 Alameda County STIP submittal with its local sales tax funding in order to further
expedite delivery of the enhancements; and

WHEREAS, the Route 24 Corridor enhancements have been proposed by the ACCMA
for the MTC 's update of its regional transportation plan , expected to be completed in
2009 ; and

WHEREAS, the City of Oakland has identified a tentative package of enhancements to
be funded with the above-referenced $8 million in ACCMA's 25-year Countywide
Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City of Oakland and Caltrans are finalizing a settlement agreement
regarding the environmental document for the Caldecott Tunnel 4th Bore project; and
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Alam eda County Congestion Management Agency
Resolution 08-006 Revised
Page 2

WHEREAS, the ACCMA Board , at the regular ACCMA Board meeting on April 24, 2008 ,
adopted Resolution 08-006 setting forth a commitment on the part of the ACCMA Board to
program up to $6 million in the 2010 and 2012 STIPs to effectuate certain provisions of the
above-referenced settlement agreement, subject to certain conditions; and

WHEREAS, to account for the CCTA commitments described above, the ACCMA Board has
considered and has determined to adopt this Resolution 08-006 Revised, which amends and
restates in its entirety the previously adopted Resolution 08-006.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the ACCMA Board intends to program $2
million in the 2010 STIP to a project(s) to be identifi ed by the CCTA ; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the CCTA agreed , at its June 18, 2008 meeting, to
exchange this $2 mill ion commitment of ACCMA 2010 STIP funding with an advance of its
local transportation sales tax funds in order to further expedite delivery of the enhancements
along and in the vicinit y of the Route 24 Corridor in Oakland associated with the Caldecott
Tunnel 4th Bore project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the ACCMA Board intends to program additional STIP
funding , up to $4 million collecti vely, in the 2010 and 2012 STIPs for transportation
enhancements along and in the vicinity of the Route 24 corridor in Oakland to effectuate
certain prov isions of the above-referenced settlement agreement, subject to the necessary
applications and documents being prepared by the City of Oakland and/or Caltrans as required
by law and the policies of the MTC and CTC, and subject to the enhancements being included
in MTC's updat e of its regional transportation plan; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the ACCMA Board authorizes the Executive Director
to enter into fund transfer agreements and other agreements with the City of Oakland, CCTA
and Caltrans as may be required to develop and implement the Route 24 Corr idor
enhancements.

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED by the ACC MA at the regular ACCMA Board meeting
held on Thursday, July 31, 2008 in Oakland, California, by the following vote:

AYES: ~3 NOES: tP ABSTAIN: ¢ ABSENT: ~

Gladys V. Parmelee, Board Secre tary
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ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY
RESOLUTION 08-018

State T r ansportation Impro vement Program (STIP) Commitments

WHEREAS, SB 45 (Chapter 622, Statutes 1997) substantially revised the process
for estimating the amount of state and federal funds available for transportation
projects in the state and for appropriating and allocating the avail able funds to
these projects; and

WHEREAS, as part of this process, the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency (ACCMA) is responsible for programming projects eligible
for Regional Improvement Program funds , pursuant to Government Code Section
14527 (a), for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP), and submission to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
and then to the California Transportation Commission (CTC), for inclusion in the
State Transportation Impro vement Program (STIP); and

WHEREAS, the MTC adopted Revised Resolution 3434 on September 23,2008,
that requests that the ACCMA commit funding to certain transit projects that are
included in the 25-year Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP); and

WHEREAS, the ACCMA has included the following three projects in the Draft
2008 CWTP: 1) $160 million for BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) Project;
2) $85 million for the AC Transit Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project; 3) $14.8
million for the Dumbarton Rail Project (three projects collectively referred to as
the RESOLUTION 3434 Projects); and

WHEREAS, MTC Revised Resolution 3434 specifies that the transfer of $91
million of RM2 funds , previously identified for the Dumbarton Rail Project, to the
WSX Project is conditioned on the ACCMA adopting a board resolution
committing the like amount of RTIP funding to the Dumbarton Rail Project
detailed above; and

WHEREAS, to accomplish the MTC request, the Final 2008 CWTP will need to
be amended to reflect a reduction to the BART WSX Project from $160 million to
$69 million of funding, with the balance of the fund ing assigned to the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Proj ect and increasing the funding from $ 14.8 million to
$105.8 million; and

WHEREAS, MTC has committed $35 million in CMAQ funds to the BRT
Project contingent upon the ACCMA adopting a funding commitment plan (and
exploring a strategy to advance the fundin g) for $40 M ofRTIP funds; and
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Alameda County Conges tion Management Agency
Reso lution 08-0 18
Page 2

WHEREAS, the Backfill of Lifeline Program Funds Project ($2 million), Mission/88 0 Project
(Landscaping Component) ($3.5 million), Broadway/Jackson Interchange Project ($3 million),
and the 880 Corridor Project ($1.9 million), which are collectively referred to as PREVIOUS
STIP COMM ITMENT Projects, were proposed in the 2008 STIP but not included in the final
2008 STIP approved by the CTC; and

WHEREAS, Proposition IB was approved by the voters of California in November of 2006 and
included approx imate ly $20 billi on for infrastructure improvements, including multiple
transportation programs; and

WHEREAS, projects in Alameda County that have been programmed with Corridor Mobility
Improvement Account (CMIA) , Trade Corridor Improvement Fund (TCIF) Account, Traffic
Light Synchronization Program (TLSP), and Infrastructure Bond Funding Programmed by the
CTC through the STIP, are all components of the Proposition 1B Program, with this set of
projects collectively referred to as the INFRAST RUCTURE BOND Projects; and

WHEREAS, the ACCMA was awarded/programmed approximately $500 million of
Infrastructure Bond funding for multiple projects on 1-80, San Pablo Avenue, 1-880, 1-580, and 1
680; and

WHEREAS, the CTC has indicated that project sponsors are responsible to fund any cost
increases on the Infrastructure Bond Program projects.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOL VED, the ACCMA amends the CWTP to move $9 1
million of funding commitment from the WSX Project to the Dumb arton Corridor Project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOL VED, the ACCMA will prioritize programming for RESOLUTION
3434, PREVIOUS STIP COMMITMENT and INFRASTRUCTURE BOND Projects in future
STIPs ; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the ACCMA will first commit up to fifty percent (50%) of
new programming capacity in a STIP cycle to the RESOLUTION 3434 Projects collectively; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the ACCMA will commit at least twenty five percent (25%)
of new programming capacity in a STIP cycle to the WSX project if programming and financing
criteria have been met; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVE D, the Timing of Funding Requests and Financing Issues
Assoc iated with Limited Programming Capacity are further discussed in Attachment A; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVE D, the ACCMA will work with projec t sponsors, funding agency
partners, and elected officials and consider financing options such as bonding, advance
construction authority, and exchanges to identify methods to advance funding; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the ACCMA will not commit to a year of programming for
RESOLUTION 3434, PREVIOU S STIP COMMITMENT and INFRASTR UCTURE BOND
Projects prior to a STIP programming cycle; and
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Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
Resolution 08-018
Page 3

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the ACCMA will require project sponsors to submit a request
for funding that includes information that demonstrates that certain milestones are met, as
detailed in Attachment B, to determine if a programming action is appropriate.

ABSENT: IABSTAIN: I

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency at
the regular meeting of the Board on Thursday, December 11, 2008 in Oakland, California, by the
following vote:

AYES:

1 rk re

ATTEST:

Gladys V. Parmelee, Board Secretary
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Alameda County Congestion Manage ment Agency
Resolution 08-018
Page 4

ATTACHMENT A

Timing of Funding Requests and Financing Issues Associated
with Limited Programming Capacity

The RESOLUTION 3434 Projects are likely to include requests larger than the funding available
in an individual STIP cycle, and are expected to require non-standard programming
arrangements. MTC Revised Resolution 3434 states that the financing costs of the
RESOLUTION 3434 Projects are the responsibili ty of the project sponsor. The ACCMA Board
may consider alternative financing proposals, includ ing:

• Considering financing costs within the funding proposed
• Considering financing costs in addition to the funding proposed
• Accepting only a portion of the overall financing

The financing for the three RESOLUTION 3434 Projects will be considered on a case by case
basis at the time of programming. The RESOLUTION 3434 Projects, with respect to financing,
will be treated equally.

A request for funding for the PREVIOUS STIP COMMITMENT Projects could be
accommodated within a single STIP cycle and financing issues are not expected to be an issue.

The INFRASTRUCTURE BOND Projects funding needs may occur between the traditional
STIP Cycle call for projects and may need to be addressed between STIP programming cycles.
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Alameda County Congestio n Management Agency
Resolution 08-018
Page 5

ATTACHMENT B

Programming Requirements

The ACCMA will require project sponsors to submit a request for funding that includes
information that demonstrates that certain milestones are met to determine if a programming
action is appropriate .

All projec ts will be required to:
• Have a detailed project schedule that demonstrates that all timely use of funds provisions

can be met,
• Have a full fundin g plan to complete the proj ect, and
• Have a detailed cost estimate (including supporting assumptions).

RESOLUTION 3434 Projects will also be required to:
• Submit an application for the proposed fundin g at the time of the call for projects of the

funding cycle, and
• Have a legally certified environmental document for CEQA and NEPA (if required) prior

to the programming of funds, and
• Have a clearly defined locally preferred alternative that has received formal approval

from the governing bodi es of the resp onsible local jurisdiction(s) where the
improvements will be constructed.

PREVIOU S STIP COMMITMENT Projects will also be required to:
• Submit an application for the proposed fundin g at the time of the call for projects of the

funding cycle, and
• Have a legally certified environmental document for CEQA and NEPA (if required) prior

to the programming of funds.

INFRASTRUCTUR E BOND Projects will also be required to:
• Provide documentation on the project fundin g and reason for the cost increase for review

and discussion prior to consideration.
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7

Summary of Previously Approved STIP Commitments

Index Project

Commitment 
Amount

($ x 1,000) Status of Previous Commitment
1a Route 24 Corridor 2,000 Completed/Fulfilled

-MTC ARRA Exchange
1b Route 24 Corridor 2,000 Recommended in 2012 STIP

-Fulfills Previous Commitment
1c Route 24 Corridor 4,000 Pending Future Programming Capacity

2 Lifeline Backfill 2,000 Recommended in 2012 STIP
-w/ East Bay BRT Project
-Fulfills Prior Commitment

3 I-880/Mission Blvd (Rte 262) Landscaping 3,500 Recommended in 2012 STIP
-For Phase 1B/2 Construction
-Fulfills Prior Commitment
-Additional project funding requests will 
be required to compete for future 
discretionary funding

4 I-880/Broadway-Jackson Interchange 3,000 $2.5 M Recommended in 2012 STIP
-$.5 M of Previous Commitment Remains

5 I-880 Corridor I-Bond Projects 1,900 $1M Recommended in 2012 STIP
-$.9 M of Previous Commitment Remains

6 BART Warm Springs Extension 69,000 $3.5 M Recommended in the 2012 STIP
-For Improvements to the Access of the 
New Station (Automall Parkway Project)  
-Additional STIP Funds Not Required At 
This Time (Capital Contract Fully Funded)
-$65.5 M of Previous Commitment 
Remains for Future Programming 
Capacity

7 D b t R il C idDumbarton Rail Corridor 105 800105,800 N R t f SNo Request from Sponsor
-Project not ready for Programming)

8 East Bay BRT 40,000 Recommended in 2012 STIP
-$37 M of Previous Commitment Remains

A Reso 3434 Projects 50% (max.) of new capacity

B BART Warm Springs Extension 25% (min) of new capacity 
(if the project meets the programming requirements detailed 
in ACCMA Resolution 08-018)

C Infrastructure Bond Projects "…will prioritize programming…in future STIPs"
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Principles for the Development 2012 STIP Project List 
• All sponsors will be required to provide updated cost, scope and schedule 

information for currently programmed projects. 
• The ACCMA Board made commitments to certain projects in 2008 that are 

detailed in ACCMA Resolutions 08-006 Revised (STIP Commitment to Route 24 
Corridor Enhancement) and 08-018 (STIP Commitments). Strategy to deliver the 
aforementioned projects will be discussed and confirmed, based on updated 
information, as part of the 2012 STIP process.  

• It is anticipated that any new funding programmed in the 2012 STIP will be made 
available in FY’s 2015/16 and 2016/17. 

• Any project submitted for funding must be consistent with the Countywide 
Transportation Plan and be able to meet all STIP requirements.  

• Projects recommended for STIP programming must demonstrate readiness to 
meet applicable programming, allocation and delivery deadlines associated with 
STIP programming. 

• The following criteria are proposed for prioritization required for the development 
of the 2012 STIP project list:  

♦ In past STIP cycles, highest priority was given to projects that are: 
1)currently programmed in the STIP; and 2) projects that have received a 
commitment of future STIP programming as memorialized in Resolutions 
08-006 Revised and 08-018 that meet applicable project readiness 
standards. Prioritization will consider the results of the collection of 
updated information and/or the strategy to deliver the previously identified 
projects.  

♦ For the remaining projects, strike a balance between funding for 
construction and project development, considering the following aspects 
of project delivery: 

 How far along is project development? – Highest priority to 
projects that are closest to capital expenditure, i.e. construction or 
right of way. Consider status of environmental clearance.  

 Does the project have a full funding plan?  Has funding been 
identified for future phases?  What is the level of certainty of the 
availability of the project funding? 

 Can the project be phased? 
 Are there special considerations or timing constraints such as the 

need to preserve right of way or matching other funds? 
 Priority consistent with CMA Board identified priority projects 
 Equity (geographic, sponsor, modal) 
 Climate change impact 

 
Approved by the Alameda CTC Board on June 23, 2011 
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Memorandum 

  
 

DATE: October 20, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Finance and Administration Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Adoption of a Resolution of Intention to Enter Into a Contract with CalPERS and 

a Resolution Authorizing the Employer “Pick-up” of Employee Contributions  
 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the Commission approve: 
  

• The adoption of a resolution of intention to enter into a contract with CalPERS which would 
combine the pension plans for the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(ACCMA) and the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) 
providing benefits at the 2.5 percent @ 55 formula, limiting prior service to members 
employed on the contract conversion date, and using the one year final compensation 
calculation with 100 percent prior service; and 

• The adoption of a resolution authorizing the employer “pick-up” of employee contributions 
which allows these funds to be treated as employer contributions for tax purposes per Internal 
Revenue Code Section 414(h)(2).   

 
Summary: 
In October 2010, the Commission approved a comprehensive benefit program for transitioning and 
new employees of the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC).  For CalPERS 
retirement benefits, the Commission approved the Retirement Formula of 2.5% @ 55, the 3 year 
average formula as the basis for Final Compensation and a decrease of 2 percent (from 7 percent to 5 
percent) in the amount of employee required contribution picked-up by the Alameda CTC.  This 
approval allowed for staff to start the process with CalPERS to execute a contract.  The content of the 
contract to which the Alameda CTC will enter into with CalPERS will be based on the benefit level of 
2.5 percent @ 55 formula with an increase in the amount of the employee required contribution level 
going from 1 percent to 3 percent as approved by the Commission in October, 2010. 
 
As the first step in the process of combining the two agencies, ACCMA and ACTIA, staff requested 
an actuarial study be performed by CalPERS to determine changes that may be required to combine 
the pension and other benefit plans.  Staff has received the results of the actuarial study performed by 
CalPERS as of June 30, 2009 which outlines changes in the initial, required employer contribution 
rate.  The study was based on the desire to provide benefits at the 2.5 percent @ 55 formula, limiting 
prior service to members employed on the contract conversion date and the one year final 
compensation calculation with 100 percent prior service.  Staff originally requested the calculation be 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 10/27/11 
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  Page 2        
performed based on the three year average compensation formula.  The study arrived based on the one 
year final compensation calculation.  Since the cost difference to the Alameda CTC related to the one 
year versus average three year calculation is immaterial to the total cost of the pension plan and it 
would delay the merger by several months to request a new actuarial study, staff recommends moving 
forward in the process utilizing the study as received.   
 
Per the CalPERS actuarial study, the required employer contribution rate for fiscal year 2011-12 will 
be 14.002 percent and for FY2012-13 will be 14.4 percent with an 8.0 percent employee contribution 
of which the Alameda CTC intends to pick-up 5.0 percent as previously approved by the 
Commission.  This is a decrease of 2.0% in the amount the employers currently pick-up. The contract 
will also include the Fourth Level of 1959 Survivor Benefit as the current plans do today.  ACTIA’s 
current required contribution rate is 13.353 percent and the ACCMA’s is 14.256 percent.  The change 
in the required contribution rate is the only material change resulting from the actuarial study. 
 
The annual cost for the first year of the new contract is expected to be $569,980 which is a savings of 
$58,323 from the annual cost of the current plans mostly due to changing the employer pick-up rate 
from 7.0 percent to 5.0 percent. 
  
Discussion: 
The Internal Revenue Code Section 414(h)(2) allows public agencies to designate required employee 
contributions as being “picked-up” by the employer and treated as employer contributions for tax 
purposes.  In essence, tax on the contribution will be deferred until the employee receives retirement 
benefits from the plan.  The Internal Revenue Service Revenue Ruling 2006-43 requires the employer 
to specify in writing that the contributions, although designated as employee contributions, are being 
paid by the employer.  The resolution to this effect contains approved language from the Internal 
Revenue Service and cannot be changed.  In the fifth bullet, it states that the employer will pick-up 
the entire employee required contribution. For tax purposes, this is a reference to the amount of the 
required employee contribution that is deducted from the employee’s salary (see bullet number one in 
the resolution).  The Commission must approve a different resolution to allow the Alameda CTC to 
actually pay for a portion of the employee’s required member contributions (called Employer-Paid 
Member Contributions).  This resolution will come before the Commission in December in 
conjunction with the final resolution to approve the contract with CalPERS.  It will state the 
percentage of the employer-paid member contribution that will be approved; a reduced rate of 5.0 
percent. 
 
Once the Resolution of Intention is adopted, staff will hold an election which will allow employees to 
vote, by secret ballot, their approval or disapproval of the retirement proposal.  Current employees 
also will be required to make an individual election as to whether or not to participate in the Fourth 
Level 1959 Survivor Benefit.  Going forward, participation will be required of all future employees. 
 
Staff plans to return to the Commission for the adoption of the final resolution to enter into a contract 
with CalPERS at the December 1 Commission meeting with an expected contract effective date of 
January 1, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
Fiscal Impacts: 
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The new combined rate for FY2011-12 of 14.002 percent results in a $28,253 or 4.5 percent savings 
of annual pension costs for FY2011-12 on a consolidated basis with a contract effective date of 
January 1, 2012. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Resolution of Intention to Approve a Contract Between CalPERS and the 

Alameda CTC  
Attachment B: California Public Employees’ Retirement System Contract (Exhibit Only) 
Attachment C:  Summary of Major Provisions 
Attachment D:  Resolution Authorizing the Employer “Pick-up” of Employee Contributions 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION XX-XXX 

To Approve a Contract between the Board of Administration of the California 
 Public Employees’ Retirement System and the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission 
 
 Whereas, the Public Employee’ Retirement Law permits the participation of 
public agencies in the Public Employee’ Retirement System, making their employees 
members of said system, and sets forth the procedure by which participation may be 
accomplished; and  
 
 Whereas, one of the steps required in the procedure is the adoption by the 
governing body of the public agency of a resolution giving notice of intention to 
approve a contract for such participation of said agency in the Public Employees’ 
Retirement System, which resolution shall contain a summary of the major provisions 
of the proposed retirement plan; and 

ajor 

 
 Whereas, attached is a summary of the major provisions of the proposed plan. 
  
 Resolved, that the governing body of the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission does hereby give notice of intention to approve a contract between the 
Alameda County Transportation Commission and  the Board of Administration of the 
Public Employees’ Retirement System, providing for participation of said agency in 
said retirement system, a copy of said contract and a copy of the summary of the m
provisions of the proposed plan being attached hereto, as an Exhibit, and by this 
reference made a part thereof.  
 
Duly passed and adopted by the Alameda County Transportation Commission at the 
regular meeting of the Board held on Thursday, October 27, 2011  in Oakland, 
California by the following votes: 
 
 
AYES:  NOES:  ABSTAIN:  ABSENT: 
 
 
SIGNED: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Mark Green, Chairperson 
 
 

  ATTEST:   
 
 
  _______________________________ 
  Vanessa Lee, Commission Secretary 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION 11-013 

 
 

To Tax Defer Member Paid Contributions – IRC 414(h)(2) Employer Pick-up 
 
 Whereas, the governing body of the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission has the authority to implement the provisions of section 414(h)(2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code (IRC); and 
 
 Whereas, the Alameda County Transportation Commission has determined that 
although the implementation of the provision of section 414(h)(2) IRC is not required 
by law, the tax benefit offered by section 414(h)(2) IRC should be provided to All 
Employees (All Employees, or All Employees In A Recognized Group or Class of 
Employment) who are members of the California Public Employees’ Retirement 
System.  
 
Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved:  
 

1. That the Alameda County Transportation Commission will implement the 
provisions of section 414(h)(2) Internal Revenue Code by making employee 
contributions pursuant to California Government Code Section 20691 to the California 
Public Employees’ Retirement System on behalf of all its employees or all its 
employees in a recognized group or class who are members of the California Public 
Employees Retirement System.  “Employee contributions” shall mean those 
contributions to the Public Employees’ Retirement System which are deducted from the 
salary of employees and are credited to individual employee’s accounts pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 20691. 
 

2. That the contributions made by the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission to the California Public Employees’ Retirement System, although 
designated as employee contributions, are being paid by the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission in lieu of contributions by the employees who are members 
of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System. 
 

3. That employees shall not have the option of choosing to receive the contributed 
amounts directly instead of having them paid by the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission to the California Public Employees’ Retirement System. 
 

4. That the Alameda County Transportation Commission shall pay to the 

e amount of the contributions designated as employee contributions and 
aid by the Alameda County Transportation Commission to the California Public 

Employees’ Retirement System on behalf of an employee shall be the entire 

California Public Employees’ Retirement System the contributions designated as 
employee contributions from the same source of funds as used in paying salary. 
 

5. That th
p
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ortation Commission to the California Public Employees’ Retirement System shall be 
eated for all purposes, other than taxation, in the same way that member contributions are 

Commission at the regular 
eeting of the Board held on Thursday, October 27, 2011 in Oakland, California by the following votes: 

AYES: NOES: ABSTAIN: ABSENT: 

_____________________ 
ark Green, Chairperson 

_____________________ 
anessa Lee, Commission Secretary 

contribution required of the employee by the California Public Employee’ Retirement Law 
(California Government Code Sections 20000, et seq.). 
 

6. That the contributions designated as employee contributions made by the Alameda County 
Transp
tr
treated by the California Public Employees’ Retirement System. 

 
 

Duly passed and adopted by the Alameda County Transportation 
m
 

 
 
 

 
 
SIGNED: 
 
 
__________
M
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________
V
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