
 
           Alameda County Transportation Commission 

meeting as a committee of the whole as the  
 

PLANNING, POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE 
 

MEETING NOTICE 
Monday, March 14, 2011, 11:00 A.M. 

1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland, California 94612 
(see map on last page of agenda) 

 
Chair: Director Greg Harper  
Vice Chair: Councilmember Olden Henson 
Members: Mayor Mark Green Supervisor Scott Haggerty 
 Supervisor Keith Carson Mayor Jennifer Hosterman 
 Mayor Marshall Kamena Councilmember Joyce Starosciak 
Staff Liaisons: Beth Walukas Tess Lengyel 
Executive Director: Arthur L. Dao  
Clerk of the Commission:   Gladys V. Parmelee  

 
AGENDA 

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

 
1 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
2 Public Comment 
Members of the public may address the Committee during “Public Comment” on 
any item not on the agenda.  Public comment on an agenda item will be heard 
when that item is before the Committee. Only matters within the Committee’s 
jurisdictions may be addressed. Anyone wishing to comment should make their 
desire known by filling out a speaker card and handling 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.  
 
3 Consent Calendar 
 3A. Minutes of February 14, 2010 – page 1 
4 Planning             D/A 

4A.  Approval of the 2011 CMP Update: CMP issues review and 
recommendations – page 7 

  
4B.  Review of Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP) and Countywide Transportation Plan 
(CWTP)/Transportation Expenditure Plan Information – page 55 
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Keith Carson – District 5 
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Thomas Blalock, Director 
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City of Dublin 
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4C. Update on the Sustainable Communities Strategy Initial Vision Scenario – page 65 

 
4D. Update on and Request for Feedback on the Projects and Programs Call for the 

Regional and Countywide Transportation Plans – page 75 
 

4E.  Approval of Amendment No. 1 to the On-Call Modeling Contract with Dowling    
Associates, Inc. and Extend Contract Expiration Date – page 83 

 
5 Legislation and Policy         I/A 
 5A. Legislative Update – page 85 
 
6 Staff and Committee Member Reports            
 

7 Adjournment/Next Meeting: April 11, 2011                

  

Key: A- Action Item; I – Information Item; D – Discussion Item 
(#)  All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Committee. 

 

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



Glossary of Acronyms 
 

ABAG Association of Bay Area  Governments 

ACCMA Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency 

ACE Altamont Commuter Express 

ACTA Alameda County Transportation  Authority 
(1986 Measure B authority) 

ACTAC Alameda County Technical Advisory 
Committee 

ACTC Alameda County Transportation 
Commission 

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

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

Caltrans California Department of  Transportation 

CEQA California Environmental Quality  Act 

CIP Capital Investment Program 

CMAQ Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality 

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CTC California Transportation  Commission 

CWTP Countywide Transportation Plan 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

HOT High occupancy toll 

HOV High occupancy vehicle 

ITIP State Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program 

LATIP Local Area Transportation Improvement 
Program 

LAVTA Livermore-Amador Valley Transportation 
Authority 

LOS              Level of service 

 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MTS Metropolitan Transportation System 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NOP  Notice of Preparation 

PCI Pavement Condition Index 

PSR Project Study Report 

RM 2 Regional Measure 2 (Bridge toll) 

RTIP Regional Transportation  Improvement 
 Program 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan (MTC’s 
Transportation 2035) 

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

SCS Sustainable Community Strategy 

SR State Route 

SRS Safe Routes to Schools 

STA State Transit Assistance  

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 

STP Federal Surface Transportation Program 

TCM Transportation Control Measures 

TCRP Transportation Congestion Relief  Program 

TDA Transportation Development Act 

TDM Travel-Demand Management 

TEP Transportation Expenditure Plan 

TFCA Transportation Fund for Clean Air 

TIP Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program 

TLC Transportation for Livable Communities 

TMP Traffic Management Plan 

TMS Transportation Management System 

TOD Transit-Oriented Development 

TOS Transportation Operations Systems 

TVTC Tri Valley Transportation Committee 

VHD Vehicle Hours of Delay 

VMT Vehicle miles traveled 



 

 

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

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

 

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

 

 
Alameda County  
Transportation Commission 
1333 Broadway, Suite 220 
Oakland, CA 94612 
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Agenda Item 3A

 
 

Alameda County Transportation Commission  

 

PLANNING, POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 14, 2011 
 

Chair Greg Harper convened the meeting at 11:01 AM. 
 

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
There was no public comment. 
 
3. CONSENT CALENDAR                                                                                                         
A motion to approve the consent calendar was made by Mayor Kamena; a second was made by 
Councilmember Henson. The motion passed 6-0. 
 
4.       PLANNING   
4A Discussion of 2011 CMP Update – CMP Requirements Review and Recommendations 
Saravana Suthanthira stated that the schedule and issues for the 2011 CMP update were approved by 
the Commission at its January 27th meeting. The Commission directed staff to review the CMP 
legislation and to use this update of the CMP as an opportunity to take a fresh look at transportation 
issues and ways to formulate strategies to address congestion problems in Alameda County. She 
presented a review of the current CMP, the CMP legislation and related activities of ACCMA and 
Alameda CTC, and identified areas of improvement and recommendations for next steps. This item 
was for information only. 
 
4B   Approval of Tri-Valley Triangle Study Final Plan Recommendations:  Projects Re-

Sequencing 
Beth Walukas requested the Committee to recommend that the Commission: (1)  reconsider the 
project implementation sequencing included in the Tri-Valley Triangle Study Final Plan that was 
approved by the ACCMA Board on June 26, 2007; and (2) approve the project implementation 
sequencing included in the Hybrid 1A Option with the following condition: The Tri-Valley 
transportation and priorities commitments in the executed Policy Statement Regarding 
Transportation Priorities and Commitments in the Tri-Valley be implemented, specifically with 
Stoneridge Drive be constructed, open to traffic and connected to El Charro Road before 
construction can begin on State Route 84 as a four lane facility between Pigeon Pass and I- 680. A 
motion to approve the staff recommendation was made by Supervisor Haggerty; a second was made 
by Mayor Kamena. The motion passed as follows: 6 Ayes (Director Harper, Councilmember 
Henson, Supervisor Haggerty, Mayor Green, and Councilmember Starosciak); 1 Abstain (Supervisor 
Carson); 0 Nay; 1 Absent (Mayor Hosterman).  
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4C. Review Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

and Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP)/Transportation Expenditure Plan 
Information 

This item was for information only. Beth Walukas stated that a monthly report will be provided to 
ACTAC, PPLC, the Alameda CTC Board, CWC, PAPCO, CAC, BPAC and TAWG and CAWG to 
keep the members of the various Committee and Working Groups updated on the regional and 
countywide planning activities and alert them about issues and opportunities requiring input in the 
near term, and to provide an opportunity for Committee feedback in a timely manner. She discussed 
the following updates for the month of February 2011: (1) RTP/SCS Preliminary Proposals for Work 
Elements; (2) Letter from Alameda County Planning Directors to ABAG and MTC; (3) Update on 
SCS Presentation to the City Councils and Board of Directors on Initial Vision Scenario; and (4) 
Upcoming meetings related to Countywide and Regional Planning Efforts. 
 
4D. Receive Update on MTC’s Call For Projects Process  
This item was for information only. Beth Walukas stated that MTC will issue an open “call for 
projects” for RTP/SCS this month. Project submittals are due to MTC on April 29, 2011 and MTC 
will perform project performance assessment starting in May 2011.  
 
4E. Discussion of MTC’s Committed Funding and Project Policy  
This item was for information only. Beth Walukas stated that for RTP/SCS, MTC staff is proposing 
to update the policy on prior commitments approved by the MTC Planning Committee for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan. She added that MTC has prepared a preliminary draft policy on prior 
commitments for discussion and input from the Bay Area Partnership, SCS Regional Advisory 
Working Group, MTC Policy Advisory Council, and stakeholders. She discussed the key issues 
addressed in the draft policy. 
 
4F. Receive Presentation on Bay Bridge Crossing Study  
Tony Bruzzone and Mike Izwalt gave a presentation on the Bay Bridge Crossing Study. The Study 
investigated: (a) if the existing bus/HOV priority measures at the Bay Bridge toll plaza will continue 
to allow busses to bypass queues as conditions worsen in the future; and (b) how to better manage 
Bay Bridge bound traffic that queues on local San Francisco “South-of-Market” streets during the 
afternoon. He said that there is a need for additional transit capacity in the corridor to meet future 30 
year demand. He also said that an increase in future traffic congestion could block the HOV bypass 
lanes that buses use to jump the toll plaza queues, degrade transit operations, and limit bus capacity 
to San Francisco. An additional bus service to the new Transbay Terminal would provide the 
necessary capacity and a contraflow lane with entry/exit improvements would maintain bus 
operations.  
 
4G. Receive Report on Environmental Documents/General Plan Amendments Reviewed  
This item was for information only. Committee members suggested that in the future, this report be 
included in the consent calendar. 
         
5  LEGISLATION AND POLICY  
5A. Approval of 2011 Alameda CTC Legislative Program  
This item was for information only. Tess Lengyel gave an update on the state and federal legislative 
program. On the state update, she said that on-going hearings on the State Budget are occurring and 
members of the legislature are working on a tight timeline to acquire the 2/3 approval for statutory 
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Agenda Item 4A

                         
Memorandum 

  
 

DATE: March 2, 2011 
 
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 

 
FROM: Saravana Suthanthira, Senior Transportation Planner 

 
SUBJECT: Approval of the 2011 CMP Update: CMP issues review and recommendations 
 
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the proposed recommendations for the various 
elements of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) as part of the 2011 CMP update to better 
manage and formulate strategies for an effective transportation system in Alameda County. 
 
Summary 
Alameda CTC, in its role as the Congestion Management Agency for Alameda County, is required to 
use the Congestion Management Program (CMP) to identify strategies to address congestion in 
Alameda County. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) document is required to be in 
conformance with the CMP legislation and is required to be updated every two years.  
 
The schedule and issues for the 2011 CMP update were approved by the Commission at its meeting 
on January 27, 2011. The Commission, while approving the schedule and issues, directed staff to use 
this update of the CMP as an opportunity to take a fresh look at transportation issues and identify 
ways to formulate strategies to better address congestion in Alameda County.  Based on the direction 
from the Commission, staff performed a comprehensive review of the current CMP, the CMP 
legislation, and related activities of Alameda CTC, and identified potential areas for improvement.  
The recommendations for next steps for various elements of the CMP were presented to ACTAC and 
Planning Policy and Legislation Committee in February. In view of the implications of the 
recommendations on the local jurisdictions, ACTAC requested a comparison of Congestion 
Management Programs of the other CMAs in the Bay Area region and a discussion of how they relate 
to the proposed recommendations for the 2011 CMP Update.  The purpose of the comparison would 
be to gain better understanding of the implementation of CMP elements in the region as a basis for 
considering the proposed recommendations by staff.   
 
For comparison of CMP activities, three CMAs in the Bay Area region were selected: San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority (SFCTA); Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA); and 
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA). This memorandum describes the CMP activities of 
these three CMAs and compares them to the Alameda CTC’s CMP activities.  Recommendations are 
provided for next steps for selected CMP elements. 
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Discussion or Background 
As requested by ACTAC at their February meeting, the following three CMAs in the Bay Area were 
selected to develop a comparison of CMP activities: 

• San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA)- in view of their advanced 
transportation planning activities that aggressively promote alternative transportation modes;  

• Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) - in view of the similarity in urban land 
use characteristics and transportation network connections as well as interaction of trips 
between Alameda and Santa Clara Counties because they are adjacent counties; and 

• Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) - in view of the similarity in diverse land use 
characteristics and transportation network connections as well as interaction of trips between 
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties because they are adjacent counties.  

 
Staff reviewed the CMP documents and also interviewed the responsible staff for updating and 
preparing the CMP in each agency. Highlights of the CMP in each County, particularly where they 
are different from Alameda CTC’s CMP, are described below. Table 1 provides a comparison of 
activities for all four CMAs including Alameda CTC by individual CMP element and finally 
identifies proposed recommendations for next steps for each element. The comparative analysis 
confirmed that many of the proposed recommendations presented at the February meeting are still 
valid while recommendations removed are shown in strike out and additional recommendations 
proposed as a result of the comparative analysis of the other three CMAs are shown in italics.  Table 
1 does not include Capital Improvement Program as no changes are proposed to it and because the 
Capital Improvement Program is developed similarly in all four CMPs with variation in types of 
analysis.    
 
Attachment A provides the staff report presented at the February ACTAC meeting that provides the 
background review of Alameda CTC’s CMP elements in relation to the CMP legislation along with 
the recommendations for next steps. Comments were received from the City of Alameda (attachment 
B) and they are responded to either in this staff report or in a direct response to the City of Alameda 
where needed. 
 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA): 
SFCTA as the CMA for the City and County of San Francisco is charged with the responsibility of 
coordinating with other departments in the City of San Francisco to implement the CMP 
requirements. The Transit First Policy adopted in 1973 by the City Council is documented in the City 
Charter. Since then, it has evolved into a variety of policies advocating travel demand management 
and prioritization of alternate modes. The City believes that these policies have allowed them to 
accommodate the unprecedented growth in travel demand over the last two decades without making 
any proportionate investment in increasing highway and street capacity.  
 
San Francisco has implemented and is considering various fees for congestion management. A 
landmark Transit Impact Development Fee ordinance enacted in 1981 requires new development to 
pay its fair share for expanded transit capacity to serve that development. SFCTA is proposing to 
replace the current auto focused level of service (LOS) measure with a net new Automobile Trips 
Generated (ATG) measure for the purposes of the land use analysis program. If implemented, projects 
that generate automobile trips would pay new Auto Trip Mitigation Fee (ATMF) that would fund 
projects designed to address environmental impacts caused by the projects. A nexus study for this 
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purpose is underway.  SFCTA has established a robust data collection mechanism for all modes of 
transportation. The multimodal data collected is used for the purposes of the performance element of 
the CMP as well as for the activity based travel demand model and other geographical information 
system (GIS) tools, which are used to perform various analyses and inform decision making in 
transportation planning. 
 
Contra Costa County Transportation Authority (CCTA): 
Many of the CCTA’s CMP functions are implemented through their voter-approved Growth 
Management Program (GMP) with the exception of the LOS Monitoring, Capital Improvement 
Program and Countywide Travel Demand Model.  Measures C and J in Contra Costa County required 
the CCTA to develop and update a Growth Management Program as a component of the 
Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan. The GMP has several similar or more robust localized 
congestion management functions that focus on better growth and development of Contra Costa 
County.  The GMP requires the formation of Regional Transportation Planning Committees for each 
of the county’s four sub-regions (similar to Alameda County Planning Areas) of the county. These 
Regional Transportation Planning Committees identify Routes of Regional Significance that cover the 
entire CMP network, establish Multi-modal Transportation Service Objectives (MTSO) for these 
routes, and develop an action plan to identify actions for achieving the MTSOs. MTSOs are 
quantifiable measures of transportation system performance such as vehicle occupancy and delay and 
can be region-wide or roadway specific. The GMP Action Plans are updated periodically. 
 
The GMP element requires the Contra Costa County jurisdictions to work closely with each other. 
They are required to adopt a Growth Management Element as part of their General Plans and show 
how they comply with six GMP requirements including the following:  
• Adopt a development mitigation program – this program is required to include two components, 

local and regional programs, to ensure that new growth (development) is paying its share of the 
costs associated with the growth. This means that each jurisdiction has two different 
development impact fees –local and regional; 

• Address housing options – to accommodate all income levels; 
• Participate in an ongoing cooperative, multi-jurisdictional planning process – in developing 

action plans for the Routes of Regional Significance and establishing MTSOs; and 
• Adopt a TSM ordinance. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA): 
VTA has adopted a Community Design and Transportation (CDT) program as part of its Countywide 
Transportation Plan to better integrate transportation and land use and which augments the CMP land 
use analysis program. This program was developed in partnership with member agencies and 
communities and is endorsed by their elected bodies. The VTA Board promotes the CDT program as 
its policy tool and primary program to integrate transportation and land use. It includes a 
comprehensive toolkit for the member agencies to use in all aspects of transportation and land use 
planning and in developing both public and private development projects. The CDT program also 
includes two grant funds program and an incentive program, which is designed to encourage better 
coordination of transportation and land use planning. One of the objectives of the CDT program is to 
support concentrated development in selected locations of the county. Also, VTA developed the 
Transportation Energy and Air Quality Program (TEAQ) to provide a framework for VTA to develop 
initiatives, projects and programs, and to work with regional partner agencies to address climate 
change and energy issues. TEAQ guidelines coordinate with the CDT program. 
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As part of the annual conformity, the Santa Clara County jurisdictions have the responsibility to 
provide detailed land use approval data (parcel and zoning data) for the prior years and traffic volume 
data for the 252 CMP intersections monitored by VTA. Using the land use data in their countywide 
travel demand model, VTA performs a cumulative transportation analysis and identifies development 
trends for informational purposes, and undertakes a geographic analysis of land use changes including 
developing a countywide map showing land use changes over the last few years highlighting transit 
oriented developments or station areas.  
 
VTA’s CMP land use analysis program requires the jurisdictions to assume more responsibility for 
the implementation of the program. The following are the adopted steps for its land use analysis 
program:  
1. The jurisdictions are required to notify VTA of the need to perform a transportation impact 

analysis if the project meets the threshold to prepare one;  
2. A traffic impact analysis based on VTA’s adopted traffic impact analysis guidelines is sent to 

VTA by the jurisdiction either along with the environmental document or separately if an 
environmental document is not needed;  

3. VTA reviews the traffic impact analysis and sends the jurisdiction (project sponsor) comments 
and recommendations;  

4. Jurisdiction reports back to VTA on the conditions of project approval;  
5. VTA reports to its Committees and Board on suggested project recommendations based on the 

traffic impact analysis and approved project conditions.  
 
Comments from ACTAC from their meeting on March 1, 2011 
ACTAC reviewed this item at its meeting on March 1, 2011 and expressed that any changes proposed 
to the CMP should consider the impacts to local jurisdictions given the economic downturn and lack 
of staff resources.  The following are additional specific comments received from ACTAC: 
 
• Provide more details on area wide deficiency plans and how they differ from location specific 

deficiency plans adopted in the current CMP of Alameda CTC. 
• Clarify how the policies will be harmonized regarding infill development areas to make its 

implementation of them easier. 
• When giving funding preference for improvement of deficient segments consider the impact to the 

priority for existing and future projects.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Attachments 
Table 1 -  Comparison of Alameda CTC CMP with other CMAs and Recommendations 
Attachment A –   February 2011 ACTAC Item 4.1 - 2011 CMP Update: review of CMP 

Requirements and Recommendations  
Attachment   B –  Comments from the City of Alameda 
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Attachment B

Comments from the City of Alameda 
 
General Comments 
 
1. Please provide a summary of pros and cons of the changes that are 
being proposed with a specific focus of local agency. This is important 
for us to understand the issues and provide our input at the March 
ACTAC meeting.  
 
2. What are the potential funding concerns for the local agencies if 
the changes are implemented? What are we expected to do when one of the 
modes are deficient and how it would be different from the past 
practice of creating a deficiency plan? 
 
3. What other CMA's are doing in regards to updating their CMP and how 
they are tackling the issues of SB 375 and/or AB 32.  
 
4. How to handle the arterail congestion and associated potential 
deficiency plan that is a result of a Caltrans or another regional 
agency project? This issue came up during our discussions on the I880-
29th/23rd project impacts on Park Street. There, we are anticipating 
additional congestion due to the changes at the freeway ramps. 
 
5. What about TSM (SMART Corridors) approach when dealing with the CMP 
street congestion. There needs to be stronger emphasis on this as the 
current capacities will be difficult increase with no major roadway 
expansions.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
LOS Standards  
 
1. As you know that many of our arterials are congested near the 
ingress and egress points of the Island. This congestion is a direct 
result of limited capacities at the crossings. How the LOS standards 
will take into account the Island setting of Alameda when applying the 
rules that are mostly geared towards a typical City that experiences 
significant diversions from the freeways during congestion times? What 
we are asking to keep this aspect in mind when developing the standards 
for the Island City like ours. For example, we are probably the only 
City in the County that is OK with freeway CMS that would advise 
motorists to use the City streets in a way to reduce freeway congestion 
at the estuary crossings.  
 
2. Please keep "Movement of People and Goods" as the key goal in 
prioritizing modes of transportation or applying LOS standards for 
different modes.  
 
Performance Measures 
 
1. The report indicates that the performance measures from the TEP and 
CWTP processes may be used for the CMP performance measures. This needs 
to be done with thorough input from local agencies as the goal and 
purpose of the two programs are different, and therefore we need to be 
careful. 
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TDM Element 
 
1. We noticed the word of shuttles in the proposal. AC Transit has been 
concerned about the proliferation of competing shuttles. So we need to 
create a system where shuttles complement buses and do not compete with 
them.  
 
Land Use Analysis Program 
 
1. Consider the CAP and Trade concept in addressing the multi 
jurisdictional impacts and tackling them for a win/win for all 
jurisdictions involved. The Cap and Trade will work great when used in 
the context of GHG emissions or unused capacity of a facility in one 
jurisdiction.   
 
2. The sub-regional TIF concept for Alameda County is interesting, but 
the report did not provide any details how it is collected and how is 
the nexus is created for the fee. The City will be concerned about more 
fees on businesses and developers in an environment of limited 
development activity.   
 
Also does this mean that in order to evaluate impacts of a project on a 
region a regional model run would be required even for smaller 
projects?  
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PPLC Meeting 03/14/11 
Agenda Item 4B 

 
 

 Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 1, 2011 
 
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 

 
FROM: Beth Walukas, Manager of Planning 
 Tess Lengyel, Manager of Programs and Public Affairs 

 
SUBJECT: Review of Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)/Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP) and Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP)/ Transportation 
Expenditure Plan Information 

 
Recommendation 
This item is for information only.  No action is requested. 
 
Summary 
This item provides information on regional and countywide transportation planning efforts related to 
the updates of the Countywide Transportation Plan and Sales Tax Transportation Expenditure Plan 
(CWTP-TEP) as well as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the development of the 
Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS).   
 
Discussion 
Staff will be submitting monthly reports to ACTAC; the Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
(PPLC); the Alameda CTC Board; the Citizen’s Watchdog Committee; the Paratransit Advisory and 
Planning Committee; the Citizen’s Advisory Committee; and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee.   The purpose of these reports is to keep various Committee and Working Groups updated 
on regional and countywide planning activities, alert Committee members about issues and 
opportunities requiring input in the near term, and provide an opportunity for Committee feedback in 
a timely manner.  CWTP-TEP Committee agendas and related documents are available on the 
Alameda CTC website. 
 
March 2011 Update: 
This report focuses on the month of March 2011.  A summary of countywide and regional planning 
activities for the next three months is found in Attachment A and a three year schedule is found in 
Attachment B.  Highlights include MTC/Alameda CTC Call for Projects, MTC Committed Funding 
and Projects Policy, an approach to developing financial forecast assumptions, ABAG’s release of the 
Initial Vision Scenario, Update on SCS presentations to Councils, and Upcoming Meetings on 
Countywide and Regional Planning Efforts, as described below: 
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1) RTP/SCS Work Element Proposals and Release of Initial Vision Scenario  
 
MTC continues to refine their proposals and guidance for the following work elements of the 
RTP/SCS:   

• 25-year financial forecast assumptions:    
• preliminary draft committed funds and projects policy scheduled to be reviewed by MTC 

Committees in March as a draft and adopted as final in April, 
• guidance for the call for projects,  
• draft projects performance assessment approach, and  
• transit capital, local streets and roads maintenance needs, and transit operation needs 

approach.   
 
The supporting documentation can be found at 
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/events/agendaView.akt?p=1617.    
 
Also, ABAG is scheduled to release the Initial Vision Scenario on March 11.  An update will be 
provided at the meeting on the process for providing input in the Initial Vision Scenario and the 
Detailed Scenarios. 
 
2) Update on SCS Presentations to City Councils and Boards of Directors on Initial Vision Scenario 
 

Jurisdiction Date to 
Council/Board 

Type of item Completed?

Alameda County February 8  Yes 
Alameda February 1  Yes 
Albany January 18 Presentation Yes 
Berkeley January 25 

 
January 19 

Information to Council 
 
Presentation to Planning Commission  

Yes 
 

Yes 
Dublin January 25 

 
January 29 

Information to Council 
 
District 1 Workshop 

Yes 

Emeryville January 18  Working Session Yes 
Fremont January 29 District 1 Workshop Yes 
Hayward January 18 Working Session  Yes 
Livermore February 28 

 
January 29 

Information to Council 
 
District 1 Workshop 

Yes 
 

Yes 
Newark February 24  Yes 
Oakland February 15 

 
February 2 

Presentation to Council 
 
Presentation to Planning Commission 

Yes 
 

Yes 
Piedmont February 7   Yes 
Pleasanton February 1 (tentative)  Yes 
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Jurisdiction Date to 
Council/Board 

Type of item Completed?

 
January 29 

 
District 1 Workshop 

 
Yes 

San Leandro February 22 Working Session  Yes 
Union City January 25 Presentation Yes 
AC Transit No presentation 

scheduled at this time 
  

BART January 27   Yes 
  
All updates have been completed. 
 
4) Upcoming Meetings Related to Countywide and Regional Planning Efforts: 
 
Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
CWTP-TEP Steering Committee 4th Thursday of the month, noon 

Location: Alameda CTC 
March 24, 2011 
April 28,2011 

CWTP-TEP Technical Advisory 
Working Group 

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

March 10, 2011 
April 14, 2011 

CWTP-TEP Community Advisory 
Working Group 

1st Thursday of the month, 3:00 p.m. 
Location: Alameda CTC 

March 3, 2011 
April 7, 2011 

SCS/RTP Regional Advisory Working 
Group 

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

March 1, 2011 
April 5, 2011 

SCS/RTP Performance Target Ad Hoc 
Committee 

Varies 
Location:  MetroCenter, Oakland 

No additional 
meetings 
scheduled  

SCS/RTP Equity Ad Hoc Committee  Location:  MetroCenter, Oakland March 9, 2011 
April 13, 2011 

SCS/RTP Housing Methodology 
Committee 

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

March 24, 2011 
April 28, 2011 

CWTP-TEP Public Workshops and 
Initial Vision Scenario Outreach 

Location and times vary CWTP-TEP: 
February 24, 2011 
(Oakland) 
February 28, 2011 
(Fremont) 
March 9, 2011 
(Hayward) 
March 16, 2011 
(San Leandro) 
March 24, 2011 
(Dublin) 
 
IVS: 
March 16, 2011 
(San Leandro) 
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Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
March 24, 2011 
(Commission mtg)
March 24, 2011 
(Dublin) 
Other TBD 

 
Fiscal Impact 
 None.   
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:   Summary of Next Quarter Countywide and Regional Planning Activities 
Attachment B:  CWTP-TEP-RTP-SCS Development Implementation Schedule  
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Attachment A 
 

Attachment A:  Summary of Next Quarter Countywide and Regional Planning Activities 
(March through May) 

 
Countywide Planning Efforts 
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.  In the March 
to May time period, the CWTP-TEP Committees will be focusing on: 
 

• Finalizing the Briefing Book, available on the Alameda CTC’s website, that is intended to be 
an information and reference document and a point of departure for the discussion on 
transportation needs; 

• Identifying performance measures and a methodology for prioritizing transportation 
improvements in the CWTP;  

• Coordinating with ABAG and local jurisdictions on defining the Vision Scenarios for the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and establishing how land use and the SCS will be 
addressed in the CWTP; 

• Identifying transportation needs and issues including presentation of best practices and 
strategies for achieving Alameda County’s vision beyond this CWTP update; 

• Developing and implementing a Call for Projects and Committed Funding and Project Policy 
that is consistent and concurrent with MTC’s call for projects and guidance and identifying 
supplemental information needed for Transportation Expenditure Plan projects and programs;   

• Developing financial projections; 
• Identifying transportation investment packages for evaluation; 
• Conducting polling and reviewing polling results for an initial read on voter perceptions; 
• Conducting public outreach on transportation needs and the Initial Vision Scenario. 

 
Regional Planning Efforts 
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 developing 
an Initial SCS Vision Scenario (scheduled for release March 11, 2011), assisting in presenting the 
Initial Vision Scenario to the public and City Councils and Boards of Directors; developing draft 
financial projections, adopting a committed transportation funding and project policy, releasing and 
implementing a call for projects, completing the work on targets and indicators for assessing 
performance of the projects and beginning the performance assessment.   
 
Staff will be coordinating with the regional agencies and providing feedback on these issues, 
including:   
 

• Participating on the MTC/ABAG Regional Advisory Working Group (RAWG),  
• Participating on regional Sub-committees:  on-going performance targets and indicators and 

the equity sub-committee; 
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These activities will feed into our discussion on revenue and financial projections and availability and 
the discussion of transportation investment both new and existing that will begin around the early 
spring timeframe. 
 
Key Dates and Opportunities for Input 
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 
Detailed SCS Scenarios Released:  July 2011 
Preferred SCS Scenario Released/Approved:  December 2011/January 2012 
 
RHNA 
RHNA Process Begins:  January 2011 
Draft RHNA Methodology Released:  September 2011 
Draft RHNA Plan released:  February 2012 
Final RHNA Plan released/Adopted:  July 2012/October 2012 
 
RTP 
Develop Financial Forecasts and Committed Funding Policy:   March/April 2011 
Call for RTP Transportation Projects:  March 1 through April 29, 2011  
Conduct Performance Assessment:  March 2011 - September 2011 
Transportation Policy Investment Dialogue:  October 2011 – February 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 Land Use Scenarios:  May 2011 
Call for Projects:  Concurrent with MTC 
Outreach:  January 2011 - June 2011 
Draft List of CWTP screened Projects and Programs:  July 2011 
First Draft CWTP:  September 2011 
TEP Program and Project Packages:  September 2011 
Draft CWTP and TEP Released:  January 2012 
Outreach:  January 2012 – June 2012 
Adopt CWTP and TEP:  July 2012 
TEP Submitted for Ballot:  August 2012 
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PPLC  03/14/11
Agenda Item 4C 

 

 

Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 7, 2011 
 
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee  

 
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Programs and Public Affairs Manager 

Beth Walukas, Planning Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Update on the Sustainable Communities Strategy Initial Vision Scenario 
 
Recommendation 
This is an information item only. 
 
Summary 
On March 11, 2011, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) will release an Initial Vision Scenario which is an integral 
component of the development of the Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 
 
MTC and ABAG have requested assistance from the Congestion Management Agencies (CMA) 
to assist in providing opportunities for all elected officials within the counties to receive 
information about and have the opportunity to comment on the county-specific components of 
the Initial Vision Scenario.  To facilitate this request, the Alameda CTC has established four 
opportunities for elected officials through the county in each planning area to hear a presentation 
about the Initial Vision Scenario and to proved feedback.  In recognition of the significant 
amount of meetings elected officials have already been asked to attend for regional and 
countywide planning efforts, Alameda CTC staff linked the Initial Vision Scenario meetings to 
other countywide workshops already scheduled, as well as with the Alameda CTC Commission 
meeting scheduled in March.  A list of the meeting dates and times are shown below, and all 
elected officials have been invited to these meetings.  In addition, a special CWTP-TEP 
Technical Advisory Working Group (TAWG) meeting will be held on March 18 to receive a 
presentation on the Initial Vision Scenario.  The TAWG membership includes the Planning 
Directors for all Alameda County jurisdictions and will fulfill the ABAG/MTC’s Planner to 
Planner Briefing requirement. 
 
Discussion 
The Initial Vision Scenario is a major milestone in the development of the Bay Area Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, which state law (SB 375) requires to be integrated with the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  The SCS/RTP effort integrates transportation, land-use and housing with 
the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light-duty trucks, and housing the 
region’s population across all income levels. It also requires that the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation follow the development patterns specified in the adopted Sustainable Communities 
Strategy.   
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The Initial Vision Scenario is the first release of MTC and ABAG’s preliminary assessment of 
the Bay Area’s future development.  The Initial Vision Scenario will include land use patterns 
and the distribution of housing and jobs, and will also provide a first analysis of the future 
region’s performance on greenhouse gas emissions reductions and other adopted regional 
performance targets. 
 
Elected official feedback on the Initial Vision Scenario is very important to ensure that each 
jurisdiction’s comments on this preliminary assessment of future development patterns are heard.  
In addition to the meetings below, a special CWTP-TEP Technical Advisory Working Group 
meeting will be held on March 18, 2011 in Hayward from 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. to allow the 
planning managers and public works staff throughout the county an opportunity to review and 
comment on the Initial Vision Scenario.  City and county planning and public works staff have 
also been invited to the following meetings:   
 
Central County Elected Officials: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 
Cities of Hayward, San Leandro, Alameda County 
5:30-6:30 p.m., Wednesday March 16th — San Leandro 
San Leandro Library, 300 Estudillo Avenue, San Leandro —Karp Room 
This meeting will be immediately followed by a workshop hosted by the Alameda CTC for 
public feedback on the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan 
Development.   
 
South County Elected Officials:  Saturday, March 19, 2011 
Cities of Fremont, Newark, Union City,  Alameda County 
8:30 a.m.-12:00 p.m., Saturday March 19th — Newark 
Newark Hilton, 39900 Balentine Drive, Newark 
This meeting is Supervisor Lockyer’s Sustainable Communities Strategy Workshop and will 
include a portion of the agenda focusing on the Initial Vision Scenario.   
 
North  County Elected Officials: Thursday, March 24, 2011 
Cities of Albany, Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont,  Alameda County 
1:00-2:00 p.m., Thursday, March 24th — Oakland  
Alameda CTC offices, 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland 
This meeting will be followed by the Alameda County Transportation Commission meeting 
which will begin at 2:30.  The Countywide Plans Steering Committee meeting will be held 
earlier this day from 11 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 
 
East County Elected Officials:  Thursday, March 24, 2011 
Cities of Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton, Alameda County 
5:30-6:30 p.m., Thursday, March 24th — Dublin 
Dublin Public Library—Community Meeting Room, 200 Civic Plaza, Dublin 
This meeting will be immediately followed by a workshop hosted by the Alameda CTC for 
public feedback on the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan 
Development.   
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The Initial Vision Scenario is one of the key elements that will be used to inform the ultimate 
development of a preferred SCS, which is scheduled to be completed at the end of 2011. 
Additional updates on this process will be provided throughout the year and more information is 
available from MTC and ABAG at www.onebayarea.org.    
 
 
Fiscal Impact:  
There is no fiscal impact at this time. 
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A -  Invitation letter to Alameda County elected officials from Mayor Green for 

review and feedback on the Initial Vision Scenario 
Attachment B  -    SCS Informational Workshop hosted by Supervisor Nadia Lockyer 
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\Initial Vision 
vitationtoProvideFeedback_030111.docx 

 

March 2, 2011 
 
 
 
SUBJECT:     Invitation to Review and Comment on ABAG and MTC’s      
                        Sustainable Communities Strategy Initial Vision Scenario  
 
 
Dear Alameda County Elected Officials, 
 
This letter is to request your participation in one or more of the upcoming 
meetings listed below to provide feedback on the Initial Vision Scenario that the 
ssociation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan A
Transportation Commission (MTC) will release on March 11, 2011.   
 
The Initial Vision Scenario is a major milestone in the development of the Bay 
Area Sustainable Communities Strategy, which state law (SB 375) requires to be 
integrated with the Regional Transportation Plan.  The SCS/RTP effort integrates 
transportation, land‐use and housing with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions from cars and light‐duty trucks, and houses the region’s population 
across all income levels. It also requires that the Regional Housing Needs 
llocation follow the development patterns specified in the adopted Sustainable A
Communities Strategy.   
 
The Initial Vision Scenario is the first release of MTC and ABAG’s preliminary 
assessment of the Bay Area’s future development.  The Initial Vision Scenario will 
include land use patterns and the distribution of housing and jobs, and will also 
rovide a first analysis of the future region’s performance on greenhouse gas p
emissions reductions and other adopted regional performance targets. 
 
Your feedback on the Initial Vision Scenario is very important to ensure that your 
jurisdiction’s comments on this preliminary assessment of future development 
patterns are heard.  Please plan to come to one or more of the following meetings 
o provide feedback on the Initial Vision Scenario, which will affect future 
evelopment in Alameda County over the next 25 years.   
t
d
 
Central County Elected Officials: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 
Cities of Hayward, San Leandro, Alameda County 
5:306:30 p.m., Wednesday March 16th — San Leandro 
San Leandro Library, 300 Estudillo Avenue, San Leandro —Karp

R:\PPLC\2011\03‐14‐11\4C SCS Initial Vision Scenario Update
Scenario_SCS_In

 Room 
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Invitation to Review and Comment on ABAG and MTC’s Initial Vision Scenario 
March 2, 2011 

Page 2 

This meeting will be immediately followed by a workshop hosted by the Alameda CTC for public 
ortation Expenditure Plan 

, 2011

feedback on the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transp
Development.   
 
outh County Elected Officials:  Saturday, March 19S  

eda CountyCities of Fremont, Newark, Union City,  Alam  
:30 a.m.12:00 p.m., Saturday March 19th — Supervisor Lockyer’s Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 the Initial Vision Scenario (see 
8
Workshop, which will include a portion of the agenda focusing on
attached agenda; continental breakfast 8:30 to 9 a.m.) 
Newark Hilton, 39900 Blantine Drive, Newark,  
 
North  County Elected Officials: Thursday, March 24, 2011 
Cities of Albany, Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont,  Alameda County 
1:002:00 p.m., Thursday, March 24th — Oakland  
lameda CTC offices, 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland A
This meeting will be followed by the Alameda County Transportation Commission meeting which 

 meeting will be held earlier this day will begin at 2:30.  The Countywide Plans Steering Committee
from 11 a.m. to 1 p.m. 
 
East County Elected Officials:  Thursday, March 24, 2011 
ities of Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton, Alameda CountyC  
5:306:30 p.m., Thursday, March 24th — Dublin 
Dublin Public Library—Community Meeting Room, 200 Civic Plaza, Dublin 
This meeting will be immediately followed by a workshop hosted by the Alameda CTC for public 
feedback on the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan 
evelopment.   D

 
The Initial Vision Scenario is one of the key elements that will be used to inform the ultimate 
development of a preferred SCS, which is scheduled to be completed at the end of 2011. You will be 
eceiving updates on this process throughout the year and can find more information at 

ayarea.org
r
www.oneb .    

e your attendance at these upcoming meetings to ensure your jurisdiction provides input 
 
I
i
q
 

 encourag
nto the fut
uestions, 

ure development of transportation and land use in Alameda County.  If you have any 
please contact staff Alameda CTC staff (Tess Lengyel or Beth Walukas) at 510‐208‐7400.   

Sincerely, 
 

 

ommission 

 
Mark Green 
Chair of the Alameda County Transportation C
 
Attachment:  Agenda for Supervisor Lockyer’s  SC
 

S Workshop on Saturday, March 19, 2011 
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Page 3 

Cc: 
Alameda County Transportation Commission 
Alameda County Administrator and City Managers 

rs 

nagem

City and County Public Works and Planning Directo
AC Transit and BART Boards of Directors 
MTC, ABAG, BCDC, BAAQMD Executive Directors and Ma
East Bay Economic Development Alliance 
Alameda County Waste Management Board 

ent Staff 

East Bay Regional Parks District Board and Management Staff 
Alameda CTC CAWG, TAWG, and ACTAC members 
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Informational Workshop 

Saturday, March 19, 2011 

9 am to Noon 

 

Location: Newark/Fremont Hilton    

39900 Balentine Drive 

Newark, CA 94560 

 

The Regional Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

What is the SCS and How it Affects Local Jurisdictions  

& Revised CEQA Guidelines 2010 

 

Hosted By: Alameda County Supervisor Nadia Lockyer, Second District  

   

AGENDA 

 

I. Welcome & Introductions – Supervisor Nadia Lockyer, moderator 
 

Regional Agency Update 

II. The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Overview 

a. Housing & Land Use – Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG); Mark Green, 

president & Mayor of Union City; Ezra Rapport, Executive Director 

b. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTO) – Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC) Ann Flemer, Deputy Director, Policy 
 

III. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Update – Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (BAAQMD) Jack Broadbent, Executive Officer 
 

IV. Adapting to Rising Tides – San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

(BCDC) Will Travis, Executive Director 
 

Countywide Agency Update 

V. The Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) & SCS – Alameda County 

Transportation Commission (ACTC) Art Dao, Executive Director 
 

Request for Specific Feedback 

VI. Continued SCS Discussion and Request for Feedback on the Release of the Initial Vision 

Scenario – Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG); Ezra Rapport, Executive Director 
 

VII. Panel Q&A  Session – ABAG, MTC, BAAQMD, BCDC, and ACTC 
 

VIII. Public Comment 
 

IX. Wrap up – Nadia Lockyer 
 

X. Adjourn 

Attachment B

Page 73



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

Page 74



PPLC 03/14/11
Agenda Item 4D 

 

 

Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 7, 2011 
 
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee  

 
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Programs and Public Affairs Manager 

Beth Walukas, Planning Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Update on and Request for Feedback on the Projects and Programs Call for 

the Regional and Countywide Transportation Plans 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends review and feedback on a preliminary summary list of program types that 
could be submitted to MTC, as well as to review and provide feedback on the status of 
sponsorship and potential advancement of certain projects into the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), which are in the currently adopted 2008 Countywide Transportation Plan. This list will 
serve as preliminary guide to understand the realm of potential projects and programs that may 
be submitted in response to the Call for Projects and Programs, as well as to help identify those 
that should be submitted by Alameda CTC.  Information about project and program suggestions 
that have been provided at the Commission retreat in December, through the CAWG and TAWG 
meetings, as well as outreach efforts throughout the County will be included in the preliminary 
summary list to help inform what should be submitted.  At the time of this writing, the 
preliminary list was not complete as feedback from the outreach efforts is still being synthesized 
and will be provided under separate cover.  ACTAC was informed at their March 1, 2011, 
meeting of the development of the preliminary list and was asked to review and submit 
comments to Alameda CTC once the list is released.   
 
Summary 
The MTC-directed Call for Projects for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) was released to Bay Area 
Congestion Management Agencies (CMA) on February 14, 2011 and delegated significant 
outreach, review and evaluation requirements to the CMAs.  The Alameda CTC process for 
implementing the call for projects and programs was approved by the Commission on February 
24, 2011, and the Call was released in Alameda County immediately thereafter.  MTC’s on-line 
application for project and program submissions became available on March 1, 2011, and the 
Alameda CTC issued access codes for the on-line application to all jurisdictions. 
 
This call for projects and programs will also be used to support the update of the Countywide 
Transportation Plan (CWTP) and development of a new Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP), 
which may be placed on the November 2012 ballot.  The remainder of this memo summarizes 
how Alameda CTC will meet the requirements of MTC’s Call for Projects and details how 
project and program submissions will be sought, evaluated, approved and submitted to MTC by 
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the April 29, 2011 deadline.  The Alameda CTC schedule is included in Table 1 and requires that 
Alameda County jurisdictions submit projects and programs to the Alameda CTC, using the 
MTC web-based application, by no later than April 12, 2011.  This due date is necessary to allow 
the Alameda CTC to perform the required evaluations and to package a draft list for submission 
to MTC by April 29, 2011.  The submittal will occur in two steps.  The Alameda CTC will 
submit a draft list that meets the $11.75 Billion county-share allocation by the April deadline 
followed by a final list in May.  This is to ensure that the proposed list of projects and programs 
is presented for comment to all Alameda CTC committees, including the Alameda County 
Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC), the CWTP-TEP Community and Technical Advisory 
Working Groups, the CWTP-TEP Steering Committee, the Planning, Policy and Legislation 
Committee, a public hearing, and adoption of a final list by the full Commission on May 26, 
2011. 
 
Discussion  
The update of the RTP and development of the SCS includes a series of efforts and evaluation 
processes for integrating the first Bay Area SCS in accordance with SB 375 with the proposed 
transportation system.  This effort includes the following: 
 

• Development of performance goals and targets (adopted January 2011) 
• Development of an Initial Vision Scenario, which takes the currently planned land use in 

the nine-county region adds housing and employment to address the projected population 
that must be accommodated in the region as required by SB 375 and overlays the 
Transportation 2035 RTP transportation system with some augmented services (to be 
released March 11, 2011) 

• A call for projects (released February 14, 2011 to the CMAs and a web based application 
available March 1, 2011) for potential projects and programs.  

• A performance assessment of projects and programs submitted during the Call for 
Projects from which projects for the Detailed SCS Scenarios will be selected (May 
through July 2011) 

• Development and evaluation of Detailed SCS scenarios using information from the Initial 
Vision Scenario and the selected projects resulting from the performance assessment 
(July through September 2011).  

• After further evaluation and repackaging on how detailed scenarios are meeting goals, a 
Preferred SCS will be developed and adopted and will be included in the environmental 
impact report review with the RTP (adoption expected January/February 2012)  

• Adoption of a Final SCS/RTP  (April 2013) 
 
The Alameda CTC is concurrently working on the update of the CWTP and development of a 
new TEP, both of which will inform the RTP and SCS.  The county-level plans development is 
in sync with the regional efforts and this memo details the process for administering the MTC-
directed call for projects in Alameda County, which has been delegated to the CMAs to 
implement.   
 
 
 
Call for Projects 
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MTC delegated the implementation of the call for projects and programs to each of the 
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) for county-level coordination, packaging and 
submission to MTC.  This effort is being done on a tight schedule to meet the developmental 
deadlines of the SCS/RTP, and for CWTP-TEP in Alameda County.   
 
Draft guidance for the Call for Projects was issued by MTC at the end of January and final 
guidance submitted to the CMAs on February 14, 2011.   Implementation of the call and 
evaluation of the project and program submittals will also be guided by several sets of policies 
and procedures, some of which are still going through the approval processes by MTC, ABAG 
and Alameda CTC in March and April.   
 
In January, MTC adopted the RTP/SCS goals and performance targets, which will be used to 
evaluate projects and programs in meeting both statutory and voluntary performance targets.  In 
addition, draft policies regarding committed funds and projects, as well as project performance 
assessments are currently in circulation for review and are expected to be adopted in April 2011.  
Meanwhile, MTC’s schedule for the call for projects is as follows:  

 
• Issue Call for Projects Letter to CMAs February 14, 2011  
• Open Online Project Application Form for Use by CMAs/ Project Sponsors: March 1, 2011  
• Close of Project Submittal Period April 29, 2011 (See Table 1 for Alameda CTC’s 

submission deadline of April 12, 2011) 
• MTC Conducts Project-Level Performance Assessment and Selection Process for Projects 

for Detailed SCS Scenarios: May through July 2011 
 
According to MTC’s guidance for implementation of the call for projects, there are seven 
specific efforts the CMAs must do as part of the call.  MTC’s requirements are shown below in 
bold, and Alameda CTC’s approach is detailed in italics: 
 
1. Public Involvement and Outreach:   

a) Conduct countywide outreach to stakeholders and the public to solicit project ideas. 
The Alameda CTC has adopted a public involvement strategy for the development of the 
CWTP-TEP, which includes informing stakeholders and the public about the call for 
projects and seeking public comment on project and program ideas. This effort will be 
done through its technical and community advisory working groups, as well as through 
targeted countywide outreach that seeks feedback on potential projects and programs 
using a specifically designed Toolkit and questionnaire, which will be used at meetings 
and will also be placed on the Alameda CTC webpage.  This outreach effort is broad-
based, addresses language and access needs, and will be conducted throughout the 
county. Information about the call, submission processes and decision-making timelines 
are included on the agency website.  Five public meetings are being held in each area of 
the County to also share information and solicit project and program feedback.  These 
include the following 2011 dates, times and locations: 
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Thursday, February 24th — Oakland, 5:30-7:30pm 
City of Oakland City Hall—Hearing Room 3 (1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza) 
5:30–6:00 pm—Informational Open House 
6:00–7:30 pm—Workshop 

Monday February 28th — Fremont, 6:30-8:30pm 
Fremont Public Library—Fukaya Room A (2400 Stevenson Blvd.) 
6:30–7:00 pm—Informational Open House 
7:00–8:30 pm—Workshop 

Wednesday March 9th — Hayward, 6:30-8:30pm  
Hayward City Hall—Conference Room 2A (777 B Street) 
6:30–7:00 pm—Informational Open House 
7:00–8:30 pm—Workshop 

Wednesday March 16th — San Leandro, 6:30-8:30pm 
San Leandro Library—Karp Room (300 Estudillo Avenue) 
6:30–7:00 pm—Informational Open House 
7:00–8:30 pm—Workshop 

Thursday, March 24th — Dublin, 6:30-8:30pm 
Dublin Public Library—Community Meeting Room (200 Civic Plaza) 

 
b)  Document the outreach effort undertaken for the local call for projects. Alameda 

CTC will provide an overall description of the outreach process including how project 
and program submissions were solicited, evaluated and recommended to MTC.  Table 1 
below describes the Alameda CTC timeline, public hearings and opportunities for public 
comment on the draft and recommended project and program lists that will be submitted 
to MTC.  A fully documented summary of outreach, how the outreach followed MTC’s 
Public Participation Plan, as well as comments received and responses to comments 
addressing project/program inclusion will be submitted to MTC.  

 
  
2. Agency Coordination: Work closely with local jurisdictions, transit agencies, MTC, 
Caltrans, and stakeholders to identify projects for consideration in the RTP/SCS.  Alameda 
CTC has begun and will continue to inform elected officials, the public, stakeholders, local 
jurisdictions, transit operators and other partners of the call for projects, submission timelines 
and public commentary periods, and will be responsible for assigning passwords to local 
jurisdiction staffs, fielding questions about the project application form, reviewing and verifying 
project information, and submitting projects to MTC. 
 
3. Title VI Responsibilities: Ensure the public involvement process provides underserved 
communities access to the project submittal process as in compliance with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Alameda CTC has developed a public participation approach 
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specifically designed for broad engagement, which will also address the Title VI requirements.  
The CWTP is subject to Title VI and therefore, all work associated with the update of the CWTP 
has been planned to meet these requirements and will be documented as described above.  
 
4. County Target Budgets:  Ensure that the County project list fits within the target budget 
defined by MTC for the county.  Alameda CTC will use the targeted budget of $11.76 Billion 
supplied by MTC as a starting point to guide the County’s recommended project list with the 
understanding that additional work will be conducted after the call for projects to hone in on a 
more financially constrained list of projects and programs that fit within the RTP/SCS 
financially constrained envelope. The final list of projects and programs included in the CWTP 
and TEP will not necessarily be as constrained as the list submitted to MTC for inclusion in the 
RTP. 
 
5. Cost Estimation Review: Establish guidelines for estimating project costs. Alameda CTC 
has developed a cost estimating guide specifically for use with this call for projects and which 
may also be used for a second more refined effort related to projects that could be included in 
the TEP.  The Alameda County cost estimating guidelines has been finalized and placed on the 
Alameda CTC website. All project submittals will be evaluated prior to submission to MTC to 
ensure that appropriate cost estimates were used.  
  
6. General Project Criteria: Identify whether projects meet basic project parameters and 
criteria as outlined by MTC. Alameda CTC will communicate MTC’s criteria to project 
sponsors, encouraging submission of projects that support the goals and performance targets 
adopted by MTC in January 2011.  These basic project criteria, which have been articulated in 
MTC’s Call for Projects Guidance, are as follows:  

o Support the goals and performance targets of the RTP/SCS (adopted by MTC)  
o Serves as a regionally significant component of the regional transportation network. 

A regionally significant transportation project serves regional transportation needs 
(such as access to and from the area outside of the region, major activity centers in 
the region, major planned development such as new retail malls, sports complexes, 
etc., or major transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves.) 

o Support focused growth by serving existing housing and employment centers –
FOCUS Priority Development Areas  

o Derives from an adopted plan, corridor study, or project study report (e.g., 
countywide transportation plan, regional bicycle plan, climate action plans, etc.) 

 
Based on information that will be presented to the Committees and the Commission, there may 
be additional screening criteria proposed that reflect the goals and targets from the CWTP-TEP 
process. This process will build on on-going programs and information gathered from the 
Working Groups, Committees and the public participation process.    
 
 
7. Programmatic Categories. As directed in MTC’s call for projects, Alameda CTC will group 
similar types of projects and programs that are exempt from regional air quality conformity and 
do not add capacity or expand the transportation network into broader programmatic 
categories. This process will build on on-going programs and information gathered from the 
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Working Groups, Committees and the public participation process.   
 
Alameda CTC Timeline for the Call for Projects 
Table 1 describes the timeline for project and program solicitation, submission, evaluation, 
approvals and delivery to MTC.   
 
Table 1: 2011 Call for Projects Timeline 
Alameda CTC: CWTP-TEP Process Timeline 
 

 MTC/ABAG: SCS-RTP Process 
Timeline 

Activity Date  Activity Date 
Update on Call for Projects  ACTAC: 2/1 

CAWG: 2/3 
TAWG: 2/10 
SC: 2/24 
 

 Official Call for 
Projects Release to 
CMAs 

February 14

Alameda CTC Issues Call for 
Projects Guidance and Schedule 

February 25    

Alameda CTC issues access codes 
to Alameda County jurisdictions  

March 1   MTC Web Based 
Application Available 

March 1 

MTC Training on on-line 
Application 

March   Define Project 
Performance 
Assessment 
Methodology 

Through 
April 

Update on Call for Projects  ACTAC: 3/1 
CAWG: 3/3 
TAWG: 3/10 
PPLC/PPC:  
3/14 
SC: 3/24 

 

Sponsor Submittals to Alameda 
CTC 

April 12, 5 
p.m. 

 

Alameda CTC preliminary 
evaluations 

April 12-21   

Mailout of Draft list to Steering 
Committee 

April 21  

Steering Committee 
Meeting/Approval of DRAFT 
project/program list 

April 28  

Submission of draft list to MTC Friday, April 
29 

 

Mailout of draft list to Alameda 
CTC Committees and Working 
Groups: ACTAC, CAWG, TAWG, 
PPLC and PPC  

May 2   

Release Initial Vision 
Scenario 

March 11.  
Seek 
stakeholder 
feedback 
through end 
of April 

Advisory Committee meetings 
discussion of draft list 

ACTAC: 5/3 
CAWG: 5/5 

 Adopt Project 
Performance 

April 27 
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TAWG: 5/12 
 

Revised list submitted to PPLC, 
PPC 

May 6 (via 
email) 

 

PPLC/PPC Review final draft list  May 9  
Alameda CTC additional 
evaluation 

May 10-19  

Steering Committee Mailout May 19  
Steering Committee 
Meeting/Public Hearing/ 
Recommendation of final list to 
full Alameda CTC Commission for 
approval of project/program list 

May 26  

Alameda CTC Commission 
Approval of Final project/program 
list 

May 26  

Methodology 

Submission of list to MTC Friday, May  
27 

 MTC Project 
Performance Evaluation 
and Selection Process 
for Projects for Detailed 
SCS Scenarios 

May – July  

 
 

Fiscal Impact  
There is no fiscal impact at this time. 
 
Attachment 
 Preliminary list of potential programs and a summary of currently adopted 2008 CWTP projects 
(sent under separate cover) 

Page 81



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

Page 82



PPLC Meeting 03/14/11 
Agenda Item 4E

                         
Memorandum 

  
 

DATE: March 2, 2011 
 
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 

 
FROM: Saravana Suthanthira 

 
SUBJECT: Approval of Amendment No. 1 to the On-Call Modeling Contract with Dowling    

Associates, Inc. and Extend Contract Expiration Date  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 1 to the current professional 
services contract with Dowling Associates, Inc. to increase the contract amount by $70,000 and to 
extend the contract period until June 30, 2012.  These actions are needed because of increased 
modeling needs for the purposes of the Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation 
Expenditure Plan development and the Congestion Management Program update. 
 
Summary 
As mandated by state law, the Alameda CTC maintains a countywide travel demand model and 
updates it to be consistent with the land use and socio-economic data base of Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG). For the purposes of the model update and to provide on-call modeling 
services, Dowling Associates was hired in June 2010 for a total contact amount of $110,328 that 
included $20,000 for on-call services. However, the Countywide Transportation Plan and Expenditure 
Plan development and the comprehensive update of the Congestion Management Program have 
resulted in the need for additional on-call modeling services.   Contract Amendment No. 1 would 
increase the amount of the current Dowling Associates, Inc. contract to accommodate the 
unanticipated modeling needs to support the above activities and would extend the contract period to 
June 30, 2012.  
 
Discussion 
Alameda CTC maintains a countywide travel demand model as required by the Congestion 
Management Legislation. The countywide model is used by the Alameda CTC for planning activities 
as well as by the Alameda County local jurisdictions, adjacent counties and regional and state 
agencies for various purposes including but not limited to performing traffic impact studies, 
development plans, and corridor studies to identify development impacts on Alameda County 
roadways. The model is required to be consistent with the land use and socio-economic database 
developed by the Regional Planning Agency, which is ABAG for the Bay Area. Because ABAG 
updates their database every two years and Alameda CTC contracts out its modeling work, a 
modeling consultant firm is hired periodically to perform updates and maintain the model and provide 
other as needed modeling services. 

Page 83



Alameda County Transportation Commission March 14, 2011 
  Page 2        
In order to update the model to the most recently released ABAG land use and socio-economic 
database, Projections 2009, Dowling Associates was selected through the Request For Proposal 
process in June 2010. Their contract amount of $110,328 included $20,000 for on-call services to be 
used for the LOS Monitoring related modeling work and other needs. However, because of the on-
going comprehensive update of the Congestion Management Program and the development of the 
Countywide Transportation Plan and Transportation Expenditure Plan, there have been unanticipated 
and increased needs for using the countywide travel demand model to develop results to inform 
decision making.  
 
The Commission is therefore requested to approve Amendment No. 1 to the Dowling Associates, Inc. 
contract to provide additional on-call services assistance through fiscal year 2011-12.  The additional 
modeling tasks are estimated to cost $70,000. The current contract with Dowling Associates ends on 
March 31, 2012.  As part of Amendment No.1, the Commission is requested to extend the contract 
end date to June 30, 2012 to be consistent with the fiscal year timeframe.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The approved budget for the current fiscal year 2010-11 includes $20,000 of the requested $70,000. 
The remaining $50,000 is proposed to be included in the fiscal year 2011-12 budget and the source of 
funding will be MTC Planning Funds.   
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Memorandum 
 

DATE:  March 7, 2011 
 
TO:   Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Programs and Public Affairs Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Legislative Update  

 
Recommendations 
Staff recommends approval of positions on bills as noted below. 
 
Summary 
 
State Update 
 
Budget: The Budget Conference Committee finalized its work and submitted a conference 
report at the end of the first week in March with the aim of achieving floor votes on the budget 
and trailer bills by March 10, 2011, to allow enough time to place items on the ballot.   
Regarding transportation, the report supports re-enacting the gas tax swap and the use of 
weight fees instead of excise tax revenue (as was allowed prior to passage of Proposition 26) 
for bond debt payments.  On-going opposition for any taxes by the Assembly Republicans 
could challenge the reenactment of the gas tax swap, potentially risking the loss of $2.5 billion 
in fuel taxes starting in November 2011.   

Realignment:  Part of the Governor’s budget proposal was to realign services from the state to 
local governments and to shift funding to local governments to implement the programs.  
Significant debate was focused on this particular element of the Governor’s proposal, and the 
Conference committee adopted the proposed constitutional amendment and spot bill language 
for how the programs will be shifted from the state to the counties.  On-going negotiations on 
how actual implementation will occur are continuing with counties, and follow up legislation is 
expected to be introduced to address the complex effort of realignment.  

Redevelopment Agencies:  Significant debate on the elimination of 400 redevelopment 
agencies (RDAs) throughout the state, ended with the conference committee supporting the 
Governor’s proposal to eliminate the RDAs.  This transpired with the recognition that there are 
many issues that will need to be addressed in terms of current obligations, transition of debt 
management to subsequent agencies and how funding at the local level can be augmented to 
serve local development opportunities.  
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The attached memo from Suter, Wallauch, Corbett & Associates provides summary 
information on the budget discussions and legislative items. 

Bills:  The last day to introduce bills was February 18th.  Staff is evaluating bills and 
recommends the following positions on three state bills. 

 AB 57 (Beal) Metropolitan Transportation Commission. The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission currently seats 19 elected and appointed members, each 
serving four-year terms. This bill would require the Commission to consist of 21 
members, including the addition of two new members: one each from the cities of 
Oakland and San Jose, and no more than three members total from a single county, 
beginning in 2015.   

Alameda County represents 20% of the Bay Area population; however, approximately 
40% of the Bay Area’s congestion is in Alameda County, inclusive of the top 5 
congested freeways in the region.  The bill would support additional representation of 
Alameda County on MTC, including the second largest city in the Bay Area, Oakland. 
As the county and region moves forward with significant efforts aimed at addressing 
congestion, reducing vehicle miles traveled and housing its portion of the projected 
population growth as part of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, an additional seat 
representing Alameda County will bolster the County’s ability to assist in addressing 
regional transportation needs, particularly given the percentage of regional 
transportation impacts in Alameda County. Alameda CTC’s legislative program 
supports “legislation that encourages regional cooperation and coordination to develop, 
promote and fund solutions to regional problems.”  Staff recommends a support 
position on this bill. SUPPORT   

 AJR 5 (Lowenthal). Transportation revenues. This Assembly Joint Resolution would 
request the President and United States Congress to consider and enact legislation to 
conduct a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) study addressing the feasibility of collection 
processes for a VMT fee as a transportation revenue source to assist in the expansion of 
a reliable and steady transportation funding mechanism for the maintenance and 
improvement of surface transportation infrastructure. Reduction of revenues from the 
gas tax, which has not been increased since the early 1990’s, is projected to create 
insolvency of the Highway Trust Fund by early 2012.  In the past three years, over $35 
Billion in loans from the federal general fund have been transferred into the Highway 
Trust Fund to support obligations as enacted by the surface transportation bill, 
SAFETEA-LU, which was recently extended again until the end of the current federal 
fiscal year (September 30, 2011). This bill would allow the study of an alternative 
funding mechanism that could augment revenues generated from the gas tax.  The 
Alameda CTC legislative program supports “legislation that protects and provides 
increased funding for operating, maintaining, rehabilitating, and improving 
transportation infrastructure, including state highways, public transit and paratransit, 
local streets and roads, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, seismic safety upgrades, and 
goods movement.” The intent of this resolution is similar to a bill introduced last 
legislative session, SB 1299, Lowenthal, which supported a similar effort at the state 
level.  Both the ACTIA and ACCMA Boards supported SB 1299 last year, and staff 
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recommends a support position for this resolution.  SUPPORT 

 AB 1086, (Wieckowski) Transactions and use taxes: County of Alameda. Existing 
law authorizes various local governmental entities, to levy transactions and use taxes 
for specific purposes, and requires that the combined rate of all transactions and use 
taxes imposed in a county may not exceed 2 percent. This bill would allow the 
imposition of transactions and use taxes for certain purposes in excess of the combined 
rate.  

The Alameda CTC is currently updating the Countywide Transportation Plan and is in 
the developmental stages of a new Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) that could be 
placed on the ballot in November 2012.  While the development of the TEP is 
underway, it has not yet been determined if it will consider an extension of the existing 
sales tax or an augmentation.  Staff worked with Assemblymember Wieckowski to 
support a bill which would allow the opportunity to potentially increase the tax rate cap 
specifically in Alameda County.  This is particularly important since in November 
2010, two cities in Alameda County passed measures that increased the transactions and 
use fees in their jurisdictions, which would preclude Alameda County from increasing 
the existing half-cent transportation sales tax measure in November 2012.  While a 
decision has not been made on an extension or augmentation of the existing 
transportation sales tax measure, this initial bill language would allow Alameda County 
the possibility of augmenting the existing funds. Staff recommends a SUPPORT in 
concept position on this bill language. 

 
Federal Update 
 
Economic Challenges:  While the Nation is grappling with differing partisan approaches to 
dealing with the economic downturn, a high unemployment rate and rising debt, Congress 
approved a two-week extension of the fiscal year 2011 Continuing Resolution that will keep 
the federal government operating past the March 4th deadline and will now go through March 
18th. This two-week extension included approximately $4 billion in cuts. These efforts are 
aimed at addressing the current 2011 fiscal year budget.  More detailed information on this 
extension and cuts is included in Attachment B. 
 
Presidential Budget and Surface Transportation:  President Obama released his proposed FY 
2012 budget on February 14th, which outlined the Administration’s priorities for the coming 
year as well as the Administration’s reauthorization proposal. Both the FY 2012 budget and 
reauthorization proposal are very supportive of transportation funding and investments.  Some 
of these include: 

• Department of Transportation FY 2012: $128 Billion. This proposal increases 
transportation funding by approximately 60% over the current FY 10 funding levels as 
noted below: 

 
o FY 10 funding level: $76 billion 
o FY11 funding request:  $79 billion 
o FY12 funding request:  $128 billion – 60% increase over current FY 10 amounts 
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• Surface Transportation Bill Reauthorization Proposal: The President proposed a 
$556 billion, six-year authorization bill, representing a 60 percent increase over 
inflation adjusted levels of SAFETEA-LU.  While a funding mechanism had not been 
identified for this funding level, the proposal includes:  

o $119 billion for transit programs over six-years, doubling the commitment to 
transit in the prior reauthorization; 

o $336 billion in funding for highway programs over six years, a 48 percent 
increase over current levels;  

o $53 billion over six years for high speed and passenger rail systems;   
o Funding for Sustainable Communities and Innovative Infrastructure Planning;  
o $30 billion over six years for a National Infrastructure Bank to provide loans 

and grants for projects of regional and national significance. 
 
While deliberations on the FY 2012 budget and the Administration’s proposal for the 
reauthorization have not gotten underway, staff recommends a SUPPORT in concept position 
on the transportation funding elements of each proposal.  This support could be carried to 
Washington, D.C. during the planned legislative visit during the week of March 28, 2011.   
 
Fiscal Impacts 
No direct fiscal impact. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A             - State Update  
Attachments B and B1 - Federal Updates  
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March 4, 2011 
 
TO: Art Dao, Executive Director 
 Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FR: Suter, Wallauch, Corbett & Associates 
 
RE: Legislative Update          
 
The Budget Conference Committee wrapped up their work yesterday sending the conference 
report to the floor on a party-line vote. Missing from their actions was much of the detail 
necessary to determine the impacts of their votes.  Staff will work through the weekend drafting 
and negotiating last minute changes, with the goal of voting on the budget and trailer bills on 
March 10.  Below is what we currently know about their latest actions, with more to come as 
details emerge.  
 

Transportation:  There were no major issues for Conference Committee to reconcile in 
the transportation budget.  As the budget heads to the Floor, it calls for re-enacting the 
gas tax swap, using weight fees instead of excise tax revenue for bond debt payments, 
and providing $329 million for public transit operations.  The transportation items are 
summarized below.  The problem facing this proposal is the continued opposition from 
the Assembly Republicans to vote for any tax including the reenactment of the gas tax 
swap.  This stance puts at risk the loss of $2.5 billion in fuel taxes starting in November.   
 
Redevelopment:  The Conference Committee approved the Governor’s proposal to 
eliminate redevelopment agencies, with the understanding that further legislation would 
be developed to deal with successor agencies, low income housing, and current contracts 
(among other issues).  Final language is unavailable, and likely will not be ready until 
just prior to Floor votes.  Leadership remains firm on sending the Governor his proposal 
to eliminate redevelopment.  While staff admits there are problems in the draft language 
released by Finance, there is no support to address those issues this week and staff points 
to the likelihood of clean-up legislation. 
 
Realignment:  They adopted the Governor’s proposed Constitutional amendment on 
realignment and spot bill language that outline the programs that will be shifted from the 
state to counties.  While the Department of Finance released draft language on the 
Constitutional amendment, changes continue to be negotiated with counties. 
 

 
No Spring Bonds:  Included in the Governor’s budget proposal is the recommendation to forego 
the planned sale of general obligation bonds this spring.  Waiting until fall to go to market will 
place on hold nearly $1 billion in funds for transportation projects in the Bay Area. 
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Cash Flow:  Last week State Controller John Chiang sent the Governor and legislative 
leadership a letter outlining the state’s cash position.  If the Governor’s budget plan is enacted 
soon then according to the Controller the state will have sufficient cash on hand to cover 
expenses for the remainder of the fiscal year and well into the next budget year.  However, the 
state will temporarily dip below the $2.5 billion safety margin by $300 million in July.  If a 
budget agreement is not reached in a timely manner the state is at risk of once again issuing 
IOUs because the cash flow will fall short by $1.6 billion in July and $1.2 billion in August. 
 
Local Government Oversight:  The continued fallout over the City of Bell has resulted in a 
package of bills being introduced to increase transparency and accountability of local 
governments, including JPAs.  The package of bills include AB 148 (Smyth) which expands the 
scope of ethics training to include compensation guidelines, AB 162 (Smyth) which directs the 
State Controller to investigation any irregularities found in financial audits, SB 31 (Correa) 
which would require each local government to create a lobbyist registration programs, and SB 46 
(Correa) which would implement a compensation disclosure programs.   
 
Transportation Funding Proposals: 
 
Weight Fee Shift:  The budget includes the proposal to use vehicle weight fee revenue rather 
than fuel excise tax revenue to reimburse the General Fund for transportation bond debt 
payments.  The need to change the fund source was due to Prop 22 which enacted restrictions on 
using excise tax revenue for debt payments.   
 
Weight Fee Loan:  The Budget proposes to loan from the State Highway Account to the General 
Fund $644 million in 2010-11 and $210.3 million in 2011-12.  Vehicle weight fees generate 
about $1 billion in revenue annually, which is deposited into the State Highway Account. 
 
Prop 26 Fix:  Governor Brown proposes to reenact the gas tax swap as part of the budget.  As 
you know, Prop 26 requires the Legislature to enact the swap with a 2/3 vote.  Budget trailer bill 
language will be included to reenact the swap in order to protect funding sources for highways, 
local streets and roads, and public transit. 
 
Non-Article 19 Funds:  The Budget plans to use $75 million in non-Article 19 funds to 
reimburse the General Fund for Prop 116 transit bond costs.  These revenues are generated from 
Caltrans document sales and property rentals and are not restricted by Article 19 of the 
Constitution.  Non-Article 19 funds were originally used for transit programs, but Prop 22 
restricted the use of Public Transportation Account funds for debt service, which forced this 
switch.  This proposal is akin to using weight fees for debt payments on highway bonds. 
 
Prop 1B Bonds:  The Budget appropriates $2.3 billion in Prop 1B bond funds.  This includes 
$631.2 million for CMIA projects, $972.3 million for trade corridor projects, $117 million for 
transit capital projects, $200 million for the state and local partnership program, and $22 million 
local bridge seismic safety projects. 
 
Transit Funding:   While projections last year estimated STA funding at $350 million in 2011-
12, lower diesel fuel sales will unfortunately reduce STA funding to $329.6 million in 2011-12.  

 2
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The passage of Prop 22 specifies in the Constitution 50% of sales tax revenue on fuel to transit 
operations via the State Transit Assistance (STA) program.  This supersedes the 75% 
commitment made in the gas tax swap legislation.  To offset that reduction, the Budget 
appropriates additional Public Transportation Account revenue in order to maintain an STA 
funding level equivalent to 75% of the diesel sales tax revenue.   
 
 
Items Put Over to the June Budget: 
 
Project Initiation Documents (PID):   The Governor’s budget proposes to transfer from the state 
to local entities the cost of performing $7.3 million in Project Initiation Document (PID) work.  
This is similar to a proposal last year that claimed the state should be reimbursed for PIDs if 
construction of the project will be locally funded.  Both houses agreed to “deny without 
prejudice,” which is budget speak for putting this item over for consideration in the spring.  The 
Committee also requested the Administration to provide a plan outlining how this shift would be 
implemented.  The Assembly Budget Committee will likely do the same tomorrow. 
 
High Speed Rail:  All funding and trailer bill proposals for the High Speed Rail Authority were 
also denied without prejudice, and will be discussed as part of the spring budget hearing process. 
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 Attachment B

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Arthur Dao 
  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
FROM:  CJ Lake 
RE:  Legislative Update 
DATE:  March 4, 2011 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Both the House and Senate returned this week from the week-long President’s Day 
recess.  In order to avert a government shutdown, both the House and Senate approved a 
two-week continuing resolution earlier this week that will continue to fund most 
programs at current levels— but would also cut $4 billion in discretionary spending for 
the time period of the two week extension. That reduction reflects the demands of 
Republicans, led by House Speaker Boehner, that any extensions of current stopgap 
funding include spending cuts.  This new extension will keep the federal government 
funded through March 18. 
  
Two-Week Continuing Resolution 
This two week CR that is funding the government through March 18 does not include any 
of the controversial policy restrictions that House Republicans added to their year-long 
funding bill (passed the House on February 19), such as provisions barring funding of last 
year’s health care overhaul law or of various EPA rules and regulations. The $4 billion in 
cuts target programs that President Obama proposed to terminate in his FY12 budget 
(almost $1.3 billion in cuts) as well as funds that previously had been earmarked (more 
than $2.7 billion cut). Three spending bills would take the brunt of the cuts: Labor-HHS-
Education ($1.5 billion, with $890 million from education); Transportation-HUD ($1.2 
billion, with $943 million from highway and other transportation projects); and Energy-
Water ($996 million, with $516 million from Army Corps of Engineers activities). 
 
Below are the specific proposed terminations: 

• Election Assistance Grants = -$75 million. This termination was requested in the 
President’s FY12 budget request. Both the House and Senate proposed 
eliminating the program last year.  

• Broadband Direct Loan Subsidy (U.S. Department of Agriculture) = -$29 million. 
No funds were requested for this program in the President’s FY12 budget request.  

• Smithsonian Institution Legacy Fund = -$30 million. No funds were requested for 
this program in the President’s FY12 budget request.  

• Striving Readers program (U.S. Department of Education) = -$250 million. This 
termination was requested in the President’s FY12 budget request.  
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• LEAP program (U.S Department of Education) = -$64 million. This termination 
was requested in the President’s FY12 budget request.  

• Even Start (U.S. Department of Education) = -$66 million. This termination was 
requested in the President’s FY12 budget request.  

• Smaller Learning Communities (U.S. Department of Education) = -$88 million. 
This termination was requested in the President’s FY12 budget request.  

• Highways – Additional General Fund spending (Federal Highways 
Administration) = -$650 million. No funds were requested for this use in the 
President’s FY12 budget request. This one-time, non-recurring funding addition 
was provided in fiscal year 2010 and distributed to all States through the existing, 
authorized highway formula. Removing these funds will have no impact on the 
authorized, mandatory side of the highway program and its limitation of 
obligations.  

HR 1 
As we reported previously, prior to the President’s Day recess, the House passed its 
version of a spending bill to govern the remainder of FY2011.  HR1 includes cuts totaling 
$100 billion from the President’s FY11 budget proposal.  This amounts to a $61 billion 
reduction from current FY10 levels.  Although the Administration and the Democratic 
leadership in the Senate are willing to make some cuts, they have rejected the level of 
cuts proposed by the House in HR 1.   
 
Negotiations between the House, Senate and Administration began yesterday and will 
lead to “test votes” in the Senate next week.  Yesterday, the Administration proposed an 
additional $6.5 billion in spending cuts from current levels as an opening bid; this is far 
below the $61 billion in cuts included in HR1.  The Administration has not yet detailed 
the additional cuts, but we are hearing some general programs that could be cut under this 
proposal include programs at USDA, FEMA, an FBI construction program, a Great 
Lakes restoration effort and a wildfire suppression program.  

The Senate leadership intends to bring both HR1 and the Democratic alternative to the 
floor next week.  Neither bill will receive the necessary 60 votes to needed to overcome a 
filibuster.  The leadership is hoping these votes will show that neither plan is workable; 
and that compromise is needed. 

Surface Transportation Authorization  
Both the House and Senate approved a six month extension of SAFETEA-LU this week. 
The bill will extend the surface transportation programs through the end of the fiscal year 
(September 30th).   
 
The longer term extension is expected to provide House Transportation and Infrastructure 
Chairman John Mica and Senate Environment and Public Works Committee Chairwoman 
Barbara Boxer time to draft a longer term bill.  Chairwoman Boxer has said she wants to 
have a bill marked up by the Memorial Day recess.  Chairman Mica has said that he want 
to have a bill on the House floor in July. 
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I N S I D E  T H I S  W E E K  

1 FY12 Budget Battles, Impacts of H.R.1 

2 Impacts of H.R.1, EPA, HUD on Hill,  

2   SAFETEA-LU, Homeless Vets, EPA Reg, Labor 
It was a whiplash week with budget cut proposals flying 
around town in every possible direction as a possible 
government shutdown that could have happened today was 
averted! We've got the wrap-up for you here on that and some 
other highlights of a very significant week. 

 
More on the Mayors 

 
     Last week we provided you with an extensive summary of the 
meeting the leadership of the U.S. Conference of Mayors had 
with DOT Secretary Ray LaHood. We wanted to forward to you 
some additional highlights of their leadership meeting, including 
their strong opposition to CDBG cuts and their meeting with 
Attorney General Eric Holder. On CDBG there was bipartisan 
unanimity for Mayors to resist the 62 per cent cut in CDBG 
included in HR 1.  As USCM Vice President and Philadelphia 
Mayor Michael Nutter noted, the proposal was "outrageous and 
unacceptable”. USCM will not stand for this activity. We will not 
stand for this attack on our own citizens" He also noted that 
CDBG was an accountable program, declaring that "we know 
where every dollar and dime goes".  
 
     The meeting with the Attorney General focused to a great 
degree on guns. Acknowledging that "it is not an easy time to be 
a Mayor" he indicated that there will be an administration gun 
safety initiative which will be "rolled out in the next couple of 
weeks" and asked for the support of the Mayors at that time. He 
also told the Mayors that with respect to the crime problem, "we 
cannot incarcerate our way out". He acknowledged that medical 
marijuana is creating difficulties of enforcement at the local level 
and suggested there might be some federal effort to assist in this 
area. With respect to federal preemption of local gun laws, he 
indicated that "a one size fits all approach" may not be practical.  
We'll continue to follow the Justice Department initiatives he 
hinted at and report back to you. 
 

FY2011 Budget Battles 
 
     Over the last few weeks the battle over the FY2011 budget has 
been at the forefront of all the current issues before Congress.  
The House passed H.R.1 the Continuing Resolution, which 
includes $100 billion in cuts as compared to what President 

Obama had requested.  House Appropriations Chairman Hal 
Rogers praised the bill as “monumental accomplishment” for 
making the large single discretionary spending cuts in our 
nation’s history.  “We held no program harmless from our 
spending cuts, and virtually no area of government escaped 
this process unscathed.”  Ranking Member Norm Dicks, 
however, voiced his strong opposition to H.R.1.  “The result, 
after more than four days of debate over hundreds of 
amendments, is a bill that is regrettably even worse than when 
it was introduced, and it is now encumbered with an array of 
ideologically-driven provisions that will surely render it dead 
on arrival in the other body and virtually impossible for the 
President to sign it into law.” Chairman Rogers’ Statement.  
Rep. Dicks’ Statement. 
 
     In order to avoid a government shutdown as the existing CR 
expires on March 4th, the House and Senate passed two week 
extensions this week to allow government agencies and 
programs to continue operating until a conclusion is reached in 
the FY2011 budget debate.  This CR does include $4 billion in 
spending reductions.  It included the termination of eight 
programs mostly coming from the Department of Education.  It 
also incorporated some noticeable cuts such as $293 million 
from Surface Transportation priorities and $173 million from 
HUD Economic Development Initiatives.  Senate Majority 
Leader Harry Reid said that while he was pleased with most 
of the cuts in the two week CR he thought a longer extension is 
necessary to avoid another short term CR or government 
shutdown. “The time has arrived for Republicans to come to 
the table to begin negotiations with Senate Democrats and the 
White House immediately on a long-term package.  
Republicans insisted on a two-week timeline. Now they have a 
responsibility to set aside threats of government shutdown if 
they don’t get everything they’re demanding. They need to be 
prepared to negotiate immediately and reach an agreement 
quickly.”  Speaker Boehner’s Statement.  House 
Appropriations Committee Release. Senate Democrats’ 
Statement. 
 
     Following the passage of the two week CR President 
Obama announced that he will be calling a meeting between 
Democratic and Republican leaders of Congress, Vice 
President Biden, the President’s Chief of Staff, and the Budget 
Director.  He stated that “this agreement should cut spending 
and reduce deficits without damaging economic growth or 
gutting investments in education, research and development 
that will create jobs and secure our future.  This agreement 
should be bipartisan, it should be free of any party’s social or 
political agenda, and it should be reached without delay.” 
White House Release. 
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     The legislative week ended with Senate Democrats proposing 
their own $51 billion cut to FY11, which can be found here. 

 
Impacts of H.R.1 

 
     The Center of Budget Policy and Priorities had released a 
study on some of the potential effects if the current version of 
H.R.1 were to be enacted.  The study points out that many of the 
most vulnerable people like children and the poor are the most at 
risk from the cuts in funding.  The study sites that some 157,000 
at-risk children up to age 5 could lose education, health, nutrition, 
and other services under Head Start.  Additionally the funds for 
Pell Grants that help students go to college would fall by nearly 
25 percent.  “H.R. 1 also would terminate a program to help low-
income families weatherize their homes and permanently reduce 
their home energy bills, cut federal funds for employment and 
training services for jobless workers and for clean water and safe 
drinking water by more than half, and raise the risk that the WIC 
nutrition program may not be able to serve all eligible low-
income women, infants, and children under age 5.”  CBPP’s 
Entire Report. 
 

Administrator Jackson on the Budget 
 
     Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Lisa 
Jackson went before a hearing of the House Interior-
Environmental Appropriations Subcommittee this week to discuss 
the EPA’s proposed FY2012 budget.  During the hearing 
Appropriations Chairman Hal Rogers of placing too strict of 
restraints on the U.S. Coal industry and over stepping their 
authority given by the Clean Water Act by vetoing permits given 
by the Army Corps of Engineers.  Rogers voiced his concern that 
EPA guidance about water quality thresholds pre-empted existing 
standards and targeted only coal mining in his region of the 
country.  Administrator Jackson defended the EPA’s action by 
reiterating that their decisions are based on the best available 
peer-reviewed studies and that “without intervention, there would 
be irreversible harm to waterways in the region.”  In the Senate, 
Majority Leader Mitch McConnell and Rand Paul introduced a 
bill Thursday that would set a time frame for the agency to decide 
whether it will wield its veto power over such permits. It would 
also prohibit the agency from using the veto retroactively.  
Chairman Rogers’ Statement.  Administrator Jackson’s 
Statement. 
 

Secretary Duncan Testifies on the Budget 
 

     This week Department of Education Secretary Arne Duncan 
testified before the Senate Committee on the Budget on the 
President’s proposal for the Department of Education’s FY2012 
budget.  Secretary Duncan spoke about the need to eliminate 
wasteful spending while still investing in education as one of the 
most critical steps toward a prosperous future: “We believe it is 
absolutely essential to keep investing in education so that, as the 
President put it, ‘every American is equipped to compete with any 
worker, anywhere in the world." Committee Chairman Kent 
Conrad reflected Secretary Duncan’s assertion that while these 
are important times to be fiscally restrained education is 
something our nation cannot afford to fall further behind in 
investing in.  Ranking member Jeff Sessions however, argued 
that funding increases have not always produced better results in 
American schools and that the Department should look at more 

cost-effective ways of improving America’s education system.  
Secretary Duncan’s Statement.  Chairman Conrad’s Statement. 
Ranking Member Sessions’ Statement. 
 

Surface Transportation Extension 
 

      The House and Senate both passed extensions of the 
surface transportation authorization this week.  The bill 
distributes money to states in the same amounts approved in 
fiscal 2010. It additionally extends the authority to spend 
money from the Highway Trust Fund.  The bill will continue 
the authorization for highway, transit and road safety programs 
through Sept. 30, which were set to expire Friday under the 
most recent extension.  It is expected that President Obama will 
not delay in signing the bill.  Environment and Public Works 
Chairwoman Barbara Boxer, promised that they will continue 
working on the new long-term legislation. House 
Transportation Committee Release. 
 

HUD and VA Release Report on Veteran Homelessness 
 

     The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
and the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs recently published 
a complete study of the extent and nature of homelessness 
among American veterans, titled: Veteran Homelessness: A 
Supplement to the 2009 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to 
Congress. According to HUD and VA’s assessment, nearly 
76,000 veterans were homeless on a given night in 2009 while 
roughly 136,000 veterans spent at least one night in a shelter 
during that year. HUD Secretary Shaun Donovan said: "This 
report offers a much clearer picture about what it means to be 
a veteran living on our streets or in our shelters.  
Understanding the nature and scope of veteran homelessness is 
critical to meeting President Obama’s goal of ending veterans’ 
homelessness within five years.” Veteran Homelessness 
Report. 
 

EPA Issues New Standard for Boilers and Incinerators 
 

     The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has issued final 
Clean Air Act standards for boilers and certain incinerators that 
achieve significant public health protections through reductions 
in toxic air emissions, including mercury and soot, but cut the 
cost of implementation by about 50 percent from an earlier 
proposal issued last year. The standards cover more than 
200,000 boilers and incinerators that emit harmful air pollution, 
including mercury, cadmium and particle pollution.  EPA 
Release. 
 

ETA Upcoming Funding Opportunities 
     The Department of Labor’s Employment and Training 
Administration has released an update on several new funding 
opportunities that have become available.  We recently met 
with ETA Assistant Secretary Jane Oates and she reviewed the 
new funding opportunities as well as seven ETA grants that are 
currently open for competition.  The list of new funding 
opportunities can be found here and the Competitive Grants 
here. 
 
 
Please contact Len Simon, Claire Colegrove or Rukia Dahir 
with any questions. 
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