
 

Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 5L

 
  

Memorandum 
 
DATE:  March 15, 2011       

 

 
TO:   Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM:   Finance and Administration Committee   
    
SUBJECT: Approval of Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Alameda County Transportation 

Commission Member Agency Fee Schedule 
 
Recommendations: 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the attached member agency fee schedule for FY2011-12 
to support the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) core functions. 
 
Summary: 
Pursuant to the provisions of the new JPA dated March 25, 2010 which created the Alameda CTC, the 
Alameda CTC is required to adopt an annual budget by June 30 of each year for the succeeding year. 
However, the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) has historically adopted the 
member agencies fee schedule by April 1 with the intent of providing the cities and County of Alameda 
with the member agency fee schedule for use in developing their respective budgets.   
 
The member agency fee schedule attached for FY2011-12 reflects a 6 percent increase over the fee for 
FY2010-11 which is a decrease from the growth rate of 9 percent which was employed over the last three 
years.    
 
Discussion: 
The recommended member agency fee schedule for FY2011-12 reflects the same projected fee for the 
original 15 member agencies for FY2011-12 that was adopted by the ACCMA Board of Directors in 
January 2007 and adds a portion equal to the average fee of the 15 original member agencies for the two 
new transit agency members of the Alameda CTC, AC Transit and BART. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
Approval of the recommended fee schedule will set the Alameda CTC’s FY2011-12 revenue budget for 
member agency fees at $1,315,867 which will be incorporated into the Alameda CTC’s consolidated 
budget scheduled for approval in June, 2011. 

 
Attachments: 
Attachment A -  Alameda CTC FY2011-12 Member Agency Fee Schedule 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 5M 

  
Memorandum 

  
 

DATE: March 15, 2011 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Finance and Administration Committee   

 
SUBJECT: Approval of a Loan Program Between the Alameda County Transportation 

Authority (ACTA) and the Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency (ACCMA) Authorizing the ACTA to Lend up to $25 Million to the 
ACCMA 

 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve a Loan Program which would authorize ACTA 
to lend up to $25 million to the ACCMA to help cash flow the ACCMA’s Alameda County 
capital improvement program. 
 
Summary 
The ACCMA was originally established to administer and monitor the Congestion Management 
Program which included mainly planning and programming activities such as county-wide 
transportation planning as well as funding, programming and allocating funds for capital projects 
in Alameda County.  Over the years, the ACCMA has incorporated the project delivery function 
into its business model, beyond the core functions of planning and programming.  However, the 
ACCMA’s original funding sources were not designed to cash flow large capital projects, which 
is needed for successful project delivery.  This has left the ACCMA in a very tight cash flow 
position as various capital projects ramp up to construction phase incurring significant costs on 
an ongoing basis.  A Loan Program has been designed to address the emerging and emergency 
situation which the ACCMA is now facing.  Based on analysis of ACTA cash flows, it is 
expected that the ACTA can lend up to $25 million from the 1986 Measure B Transportation 
Sales Tax Program to the ACCMA while continuing to deliver the projects designated in the 
original 1986 Measure B Transportation Expenditure Plan.   
 
Discussion and Background 
Staff plans to implement the Loan Program with an initial loan of $5 million whereby the 
ACCMA would repay the ACTA the principal balance when it is in a position to do so, which is 
expected to be in 2015 when their capital improvement program is expected to wind down.  The 
ACCMA may  repay the loan, in whole or in part, at  any time without penalty.  Additional funds 
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would be loaned per the approved Loan Program, as needed, by ACTA to the ACCMA as part of 
the annual budgeting process and approved by the Commission. 
  
The initial $5 million loan, as well as any subsequent loans totaling up to $25 million, would be 
made on an interest free basis.  The Loan Program was set up on an interest free basis because 
the ACCMA does not currently have adequate funding sources that could reimburse interest 
costs incurred on an inter-governmental loan.  According to the United States Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 which determines Federal government policies 
on grants and other financial assistance, costs incurred for interest on borrowed capital or the use 
of a governmental unit’s own funds are an unallowable cost.  These are the rules that govern cost 
allocation plans.  The ACCMA would not be allowed to allocate interest cost from this loan 
program to the capital projects for which they were incurred.   
 
An alternative option, if the ACTA were to charge the ACCMA interest, would be to increase 
member agency fees to cover the cost of interest on the loans from ACTA, as that is one of 
ACCMA’s few funding source which is not restricted by OMB A-87.  Staff is recommending 
that we do not increase the member agency’s fees at this time and have ACTA provide the loan 
to ACCMA on an interest free basis. 
 
The ACCMA receives reimbursement from various funding sources including granting agencies 
to fund the capital improvement program, but these funds are received on a reimbursement basis.  
Frequently there is a lag in the reimbursement of funds due to funding agency issues.  Because 
the cash flow issue is due to timing on funding, the cash flow need does not compound from year 
to year, but is based on project activity throughout each fiscal year.  The ACCMA must find a 
way to bridge the cash flow gap while waiting for reimbursement from granting agencies in 
order to remain solvent.  Based on current cash flow projections, ACTA will have funds 
available to cash flow the ACCMA’s cash flow need throughout the life of the current capital 
improvement program, which has been demonstrated in the attached chart (Attachment A). 
 
Fiscal Impacts: 
There is no net impact to the Alameda CTC budget for the approval of this item, and the fiscal 
impact of the Loan Program due to lost return on investment for the ACTA would be negligible.   
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A -- Chart of ACTA’s Available Cash Balance vs. ACCMA’s Needs 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 5N

                         
Memorandum 

  
 

DATE: March 15, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Finance and Administration Committee 

 
SUBJECT: Approval of the ACCMA Small Business Enterprise (SBE) and Local Business 

Enterprise (LBE) Fiscal Year-to-Date Reports and Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise (DBE) Quarterly Report for the Period of October 1 through  
December 31, 2010 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the attached ACCMA SBE and LBE fiscal year-to-
date (YTD) reports and DBE Quarterly Report for the period ended December 31, 2010. 
 
Summary 
SBE and LBE Reports (July 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010) 
There were a total of thirteen (13) contracts awarded by the ACCMA. Of these contracts, 
approximately 81% of the amount awarded or $7.7 million went to Local Business Enterprises 
(LBE) and 26% of the amount awarded or $2.4 million went to Small Business Enterprises (SBE). In 
aggregate, the LBE goal of 70% and the SBE goal of 15% for Professional Services contracts were 
exceeded. No construction contracts were awarded for this period. (See Attachment A) 
 
DBE Quarterly Report (October 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010) 
One contract was awarded for this period with a contract-specific Underutilized Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise (UDBE) goal of 3.43%. The contract met and exceeded the contract-special goal 
with 7.96% participation of UDBEs. No construction contracts were awarded for this period. (See 
Attachment A)  
 
Overall Professional Services Contracts (Inception through December 31, 2010) 
There are approximately 50 active professional contracts worth $81 million that were awarded by 
ACCMA funded with local, state and/or federal funds. Overall, approximately 88% of the amount 
awarded or $72 million went to LBEs and approximately 18% of the amount awarded or $15 million 
went to SBEs. 
 
Background 
LBE and SBE Program: 
The ACCMA recognizes the challenges that small and local business enterprises may encounter when 
competing against larger more established businesses. One of ACCMA’s concerns is the under 
utilization of small and local business enterprises in ACCMA contracts.  In an effort to encourage and 
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promote participation of small and local business enterprises and to ensure that a fair proportion of the 
contracts are placed with these enterprises, ACCMA adopted a Small Business Enterprise Policy 
(“SBE”) and Local Business Enterprise Policy (“LBE”) for projects funded with local dollars. In 
2006, the CMA Board approved a SBE and LBE policy pursuant to these policies for the procurement 
of professional services and construction. That policy set goals of 70% for LBE, 15% for SBE.  
 
Summary of Results for Professional Contracts for the Current Reporting Period: 
As shown in Table 1, the LBE goal of 70% and the SBE goal of 15% were exceeded for the active 
professional contracts, including active contracts that are state and/or federally funded where the 
goals are not applicable because of state and/or federal mandated requirements. 
 

TABLE 1 – Contracts Awarded with Local Funds 
LBE/SBE Contracts: Goals = 70% for LBE;  15% for SBE 

Payments from July 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010 Contract 
Funding 

Type 

Number 
of 

Contracts
  

Total Contract 
Amount 

Amount Awarded 
to LBE 

LBE 
% 

Amount 
Awarded to SBE 

SBE 
 

Local 3 $1,187,515 $1,007,515 84% $68,000 0% 

State / Federal 10 $8,289,071 $6,652,188 80% $2,354,076 28% 

Total 13 $9,476,586 $7,659,703 81% $2,422,076 26% 
 
Summary of Results for Active Professional Services Contracts: 
ACCMA has historically met or exceeded adopted goals for LBE and SBE contract participation due 
to our aggressive interagency outreach and the assistance from other local agencies such as ACTIA 
and the County of Alameda. As shown in Table 2, the LBE goal of 70% and the SBE goal of 15% 
were exceeded for all active professional contracts, including contracts that are state and/or federally 
funded where the goals are not applicable because of state and/or federal mandated requirements. 
 

TABLE 2 – Active Professional Services Contracts 
LBE/SBE Contracts: Goals = 70% for LBE;  15% for SBE 

Payments from Start Date through December 31, 2010 Contract 
Funding 

Type 

Number 
of 

Contracts
  

Total Contract 
Amount 

Total 
Payment 
Amount 

Amount 
Awarded to 
LBE Firms 

LBE 
% 

Amount 
Awarded to 
SBE Firms 

SBE 
 

Local 26 $23,555,491 $22,036,857 $22,542,758 95% $2,340,994 9% 

State / 
Federal 24 $57,721,390 $50,045,089 $49,110,062 85% $12,519,659 21% 

Total 50 $81,276,881 $72,081,946    $71,652,820 88% $14,860,653 18% 

 
 
DBE Program:  
Caltrans adopted a race conscious program based on the Federal Highway Administration’s 
(“FHWA”) approval of the 2009 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) “Annual Overall Goal”. 
The FHWA approval requires implementation of the new DBE Program that includes a race 
conscious component. As part of the implementation of this race conscious program, local agencies 
must change to a race conscious DBE program to maintain federal funding eligibility. ACCMA Board 

Page 122



Alameda County Transportation Commission March 24, 2011 
  Page 3        
adopted a DBE Participation Program on May 28, 2009, in compliance with the DBE regulations 
issued by the Department of Transportation (49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 26).  
 
Caltrans and FHWA provides oversight relative to DBE Program compliance and goal attainment 
reporting as part of the project administration and monitoring to ensure there is equal participation of 
the DBE groups specified in 49 CFR 26.5. ACCMA calculates the contract-specific UDBE goal as 
required and audited by Caltrans and FHWA. A UDBE firm is one that meets the definition of DBE 
and is a member of one of the following groups: Black American, Asian-Pacific American, Native 
American and Women.  
 
Summary of Results for Contracts with DBE goals for FFY 2010/2011: 
As shown in Table 3 of this report, the DBE percentage of 7.96% exceeded the contract-specific 
UDBE goal of 3.43%.  
 

TABLE 3 – Contracts with State / Federal Funding 
Contract Specific Goal = 3.43% 

Contract Award from October 1, 2009 through December 31, 2010 Contract 
Funding 

Type 

Number 
of 

Contracts
  

Total Contract Amount Amount Awarded to 
DBE 

DBE 
% 

State / Federal 1 $1,599,894 $127,306 7.96% 
Total 1 $1,599,894 $127,306 7.96% 

 
Outreach Activities Update 
In our outreach and procurement efforts, ACCMA will continue to partner with agencies such as 
Caltrans (CalMentor Program), County of Alameda Business Outreach Bureau (“BOB”), East Bay 
Interagency Alliance (“EBIA”), Small Business Administration and the Bay Area Business Outreach 
Committee (“BOC”). The BOC consists of 14 agencies such as AC Transit, BART, CCTA, 
GGBHTD, MTC, SamTrans, SFMTA, TJPA, VTA, WETA and WESTCAT.  
 
Next Steps 
As part of various mandated funding requirements, ACCMA will continue to support the following 
areas: 1) participate in workshops and outreach events, targeting minority, women, local, small and 
disadvantage business participation, 2) publish all contracting opportunities on the website, 3) hold 
pre-bid meetings, 4) assist with bonding and insurance, when necessary, 5) develop a database for 
mass emailing notices of procurements, 6) ensure compliance to prompt payment specifications, and 
7) continue to build partnerships with other transportation agencies to increase participation of small, 
local and disadvantaged business enterprises.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
Approval of this Report has no fiscal impact. 
 
Attachment 
Attachment A - SBE and LBE Reports – Period of July 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010 and  
                          DBE Report – Period of October 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 5O

 
Memorandum 

 
DATE: 
 

March 15, 2011 

TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 

FROM: Finance and Administration Committee 
 

SUBJECT: Approval of ACTIA’s Semi-Annual Local Business Contract Equity 
Program Utilization Report of Local Business Enterprises and Small 
Local Business Enterprises for the Period of July 1, 2010 through 
December 31, 2010 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the attached Semi-Annual Local Business 
Contract Equity (LBCE) Program Utilization Report for the payment period of July 1, 2010 to 
December 31, 2010. The contracts and contract payment data which serve as a basis for this 
report have been reviewed and accepted by the Commission’s contract equity consultant L. 
Luster and Associates.  
 
Summary 
In the current reporting period there were a total of 46 active contracts with LBCE Program 
goals. Of these contracts roughly 91% of payments or $6.2 million went to firms certified as 
Local Business Enterprises (LBE) and 35% of payments or $2.4 million went to firms certified 
as Small Local Business Enterprises (SLBE). In aggregate, the LBE goal of 70% for 
Administrative and Engineering contracts was exceeded, as was the goal of 60% for construction 
contracts. The SLBE goal of 30% for Administrative and Engineering contracts was also 
exceeded; however, construction contracts fell short of the 20% SLBE goal, with less than 1% of 
payments going to firms certified as SLBE.  
 
Note: For the Lewelling/East Lewelling Boulevard Improvement project (the only construction 
project with both LBCE goals and payments in this reporting period) bids were reviewed by the 
ACPWA, Anue Management Group, and staff from the Alameda County Transportation 
Improvement Authority (ACTIA). The low bidder met the bid proposal requirements, achieving 
53.3% LBE and 15.5% SLBE participation with acceptable documentation of good faith efforts. 

 
Additional information collected for contracts with LBCE Program goals include: 14% of 
payments or $1 million went to firms certified as Very Small Local Business Enterprises 
(VSLBE), 10% of payments or $0.7 million went to firms certified as Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises (DBE), 9% of payments or $0.6 million went to firms certified as minority-owned 
business enterprises (MBE), and 6% of payments or roughly $0.4 million went to firms certified 
as woman-owned business enterprises (WBE). 
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There were 35 active contracts without LBCE Program goals in this reporting period, of which 
roughly 28% of payments or $4.4 million went to LBE-certified firms, 2% of payments or 
roughly $0.3 million went to SLBE-certified firms, 0.5% of payments or about $80,000 went to 
VSLBE-certified firms, 20% of payments or $3.1 million went to DBE-certified firms, 20% or 
about $3.1 million went to MBE-certified firms, and 0.4% or about $64,000 went to WBE-
certified firms. 
 
As of December 31, 2010, there were a total of 438 firms certified with ACTIA, 79 of which 
were certified during the reporting period. Firms certified as of January 1, 2009, are categorized 
using the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) to increase participation  
of bidders, both prime contractors and subcontractors, as well as to facilitate networking  
between firms. 
 
Background: 
In 1989, the Board established a program for the procurement of professional services. That 
policy set goals of 70% for LBE, 25% for MBE, and 5% for WBE. 
 
In 1995, the Board approved a program for construction contracts that set overall participation 
goals of 60% for LBE, 33% for MBE, and 9% for WBE. Those goals were based on a disparity 
study in addition to extensive public input from both the prime and minority contracting 
communities. Specific goals are set for each construction contract, based on biddable items and 
availability of LBE/MBE/WBE firms.   
 
As a result of the passage of Proposition 209 in 1996, and the United States Department of 
Transportation’s issuance of the final ruling on the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program 
in 2000, the Authority suspended its MBE/WBE program and goal requirements. In lieu of the 
suspended MBE/WBE program, the Authority adopted two programs: the LBE/SLBE program 
for contracts funded with local dollars and the DBE program for contracts funded with federal 
dollars. In January 2008, the Board subsequently adopted the Revised LBE/SLBE Program and 
renamed this program as the Local Business Contract Equity Program.   
 
The Boards approved modifications to the LBCE Program which were aimed at increasing SLBE 
participation in all areas of the Authority’s contracting opportunities, particularly with 
construction contracting. The revised program became effective for Authority-led contracts as of 
February 2008 and for all Sponsor-led projects awarded after July 2008. 
 
The Authority currently does not have any federally assisted contracts requiring the application 
of the DBE goals and therefore none was reported.  Project sponsors that have contracts funded 
with federal or state funds are subject to federal and state oversight relative to DBE Program 
compliance and goal attainment reporting.   
 
On a semi-annual basis, ACTIA staff prepares the LBCE Utilization Report to provide the status 
and progress on the utilization of: 
 
1. LBE/SLBE on active Measure B funded contracts awarded by the Authority and sponsoring 

agencies; and 
 
2. MBE/WBE participation on active contracts awarded by the Authority and sponsoring 

agencies that were exempted from the application of the Authority’s LBCE Program and 
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goals. Those Measure B-funded contracts exempted from the LBCE Program and goals were 
those that had additional Federal and/or State funds, non-local funds, or with less than 
$50,000 in contract value. 

   
Utilization is determined by collecting and analyzing financial data relative to the amounts 
awarded and paid to LBE, SLBE, VSLBE, DBE, MBE, and WBE prime and subcontractors in 
three (3) contract categories: 
 
1. Administrative Services Contracts – many of the contracts in this group are annually renewed 

administrative services contracts to assist the Authority in the administration of the Measure 
B Program. These services include affirmative action support, general counsel, federal and 
state legislative advocacy, auditors, financial advisors, information and computer services, 
and project controls, among others. 

 
2. Engineering Services Contracts – contracts in this group are primarily engineering services 

contracts to assist the Authority in the development and delivery of capital projects. 
 
3. Construction Contracts – contracts in this group are specific to construction contracts 

awarded to builders of transportation facilities such as roadway and transit improvements. 
 
Key information monitored and reported includes LBE, SLBE, VSLBE, DBE, MBE, and WBE 
utilization on all active contracts as of December 31, 2010. 
 
Summary of Results for Current Reporting Period: 
As shown in Table 1 of this report, the LBE goal of 70% and the SLBE goal of 30% were 
exceeded in both the administrative services contract and engineering services contract 
categories where the LBCE Program is applicable. In construction contracts, where the LBE and 
SLBE goals are 60% and 20%, respectively, only the LBE goal was exceeded. 
 

TABLE 1 – Contracts with LBCE Program Goal Requirements 
LBE/SLBE Contracts: Goals = 60%-70% for LBE;  20%-30% for SLBE 

Payments from July 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010 
Contract Type Number of 

Contracts  
Payment Amount LBE 

% 
SLBE 

% 
VSLBE 

% 
DBE 

% 
MBE 

% 
WBE 

% 

Administrative 31 $2,230,960.15 85% 68% 39% 21% 21% 13% 

Engineering 14  $4,097,251.90 93% 40% 5% 9% 6% 5% 

Construction 1 $533,064.23 98% 0.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

All Industries 46 $6,861,276.28 91% 35% 14% 10% 9% 6% 

 
 
Table 2 on the following page summarizes participation of LBE and SLBE firms, as well as 
DBE, MBE and/or WBE firms on contracts that were exempt from the Authority LBCE Program 
goals. Per policy, the Program is not applied to these contracts, either because they are jointly 
funded with federal and/or state or otherwise non-local funds, or because they are less than 
$50,000 in contract value. Nonetheless, 28% of payments in this contract category went to 
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certified LBE firms, 2% to SLBE firms, 20% to DBE firms, 20% to MBE firms, and 0.4% went 
to WBE firms. 
 

TABLE 2 – Contracts Exempt from LBCE Program Goal Requirements 

Payments from July 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010 
Contract Type Number of 

Contracts   
Payment Amount LBE 

% 
SLBE 

% 
VSLBE  

% 
DBE 

% 
MBE 

% 
WBE 

% 

Administrative 2 $12,107.36 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Engineering  20 $2,577,789.73 15% 3% 1% 1% 0.4% 1% 

Construction1,2  13 $13,312,171.18 30% 2% 0.4% 23% 23% 0.4% 

All Industries 35 $15,902,068.27 28% 2% 0.5% 20% 20% 0.4% 

1  Includes construction contracts pending close-out 
2   Includes construction contracts where Caltrans is the sponsor – Caltrans DBE program applies (currently race-neutral   

program applies to contracts included in this report) 
 
 
Reporting Process: 
Data collection on all active and open contracts began on July 1, 2010, by surveying prime 
contractors and subcontractors for verification of payment amounts and timing. For the current 
reporting period 67 payment verification survey forms were sent to prime contractors and 
subcontractors. Approximately 69% responded during the allotted time. 
 
Staff utilized the same method of reporting from the last reporting period—January through June 
2010—which included an automated summary of processed payments by vendor report (similar 
to a bank statement) and an automated utilization report generated from an in-house database 
(see Attachment A – Contract Equity Utilization Report). 
 
In regards to billing and timely receipt of payment, approximately 89% of the respondents 
indicated that they had not experienced any billing-related issues and 87% indicated that they 
had received timely payments from the project sponsors and/or prime contractors. None of the 
billing and payment-related issues reported to the Authority required the assistance of the 
Contract Equity consultant and all issues were resolved prior to the development of this report. 
 
The participation, data, and statistics, which serve as a basis for this report, have been 
independently reviewed and verified by the firm L. Luster and Associates. As stated in the 
attached letter from L. Luster and Associates (see Attachment B – Independent Review of 
ACTIA Semi-Annual Contract Equity Utilization Report Data), this report was found to be 
materially accurate and complete. 
 
Certification Update: 
Table 3 on the following page summarizes by contract type the number of active firms certified 
with the Commission and new firms that were certified since July 1, 2010. Prior to July 1, 2010, 
there were 318 active firms certified with the Commission. By December 31, 2010, the 
Commission’s list of certified firms had grown to 438, an increase of 37%. All 438 firms are 
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certified LBE, 292 firms or 67% of the total number of certified firms are certified SLBE, and 
214 firms or 49% are certified VSLBE.  
 
During the reporting period, certification was granted to 79 firms, 53 of which were renewal 
certifications and 26 new certifications. It is noteworthy that of these 26 new certifications, 6 or 
23% were processed and approved in conjunction with contracting opportunities during the 
reporting period. 
 

Table 3 – Certified Firms by Contract Types 

Contract Type LBE1 SLBE2 VSLBE # of Firms Certified this 
Reporting Period 

Administrative/Engineering 59 37 28 59 

Commodities/Vendors 4 3 2 4 

Construction 16 13 8 16 

Total 79 53 38 79 

1 Includes SLBE and VSLBE certified firms 

2 Includes VSLBE certified firms 
 
 
Outreach Activities Update: 
The contract equity consultants continued to undertake its outreach activities for RFPs released 
during the reporting period. There was a total of one RFP released by the Commission for a 
professional services contract. In addition, there was also one construction contract procured by 
the City of Hayward. 
 
Additional activities conducted by ACTIA and represented by L. Luster and Associates include 
providing LBCE Program and certification information and support, interagency outreach 
coordination, and regional transportation and transit agency business outreach coordination. 
 
Assumptions/Data Sources: 
1. Ethnicity and gender information in this report are compiled from Caltrans’ Certified DBE 

list and/or based on anecdotal submission information provided by the vendors. 
 

2. All percentages were calculated from cumulative actual payments to prime and 
subcontractors using an in-house database designed to track active contracts and compare 
results with the Authority’s accounting system. 
 

3. Surveys were sent to all vendors on active contracts; the responses were compiled, reviewed, 
and accounted for when possible. Errors in vendor reports were noted and clarifications were 
requested for follow-up. It was further noted that the interpretations by the vendors on 
information submitted and the information they had available were attributable to some 
discrepancies with information the Authority, prime and subcontractor collected. 
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Fiscal Impacts: 
Approval of this Report has no fiscal impact. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A – Semi-Annual Local Business Contract Equity Utilization Report 
Attachment B – Independent Review of Semi-Annual Local Business Contract Equity Program 

Utilization Report 
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Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee Meeting Minutes 

Monday, January 24, 2011, 1 p.m., 1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland 
 

Attendance Key (A = Absent, P = Present) 

Members: 
__P_ Sylvia Stadmire, 

Chair 
__P_ Carolyn Orr, 

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

__P_ Joyce Jacobson 
__P_ Sandra Johnson 
__P_ Jane Lewis 
__P_ Jonah Markowitz 
__P_ Betty Mulholland 
__P_ Sharon Powers 
__P_ Vanessa Proee 
__P_ Carmen Rivera- 

Hendrickson 

__P_ Michelle Rousey 
__P_ Clara Sample 
__P_ Harriette 

Saunders 
__P_ Will Scott 
__P_ Maryanne Tracy- 

Baker 
__P_ Renee Wittmeier 
__P_ Hale Zukas 

 

Staff: 
__P_ Tess Lengyel, Programs and 

Public Affairs Manager 
__P_ Naomi Armenta, Paratransit 

Coordinator 
__A_ Rachel Ede, Nelson\Nygaard 

__A_ Angie Ayers, Acumen Building 
Enterprise, Inc. 

__P_ Krystle Pasco, Paratransit 
Coordination Team

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
Sylvia Stadmire, PAPCO Chair, called the meeting to order at 1 p.m. The 
meeting began with introductions and a review of the meeting outcomes.  
 
Guests Present: Jennifer Cullen, Senior Support; Pam Deaton, City of 
Pleasanton; Kim Huffman, AC Transit; Ashley VanMaanen, Alzheimers Service 
of the East Bay; Wilson Lee, City of Union City; Mary Steiner; Laura Timothy, 
BART 
 

2. Public Comments 
There were no public comments. 
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3. Approval of November 22, 2010 Minutes 
Sandra Johnson-Simon moved that PAPCO approve the minutes as written. 
Shawn Costello seconded the motion. Betty Mullholland and Maryanne Tracy-
Baker abstained. The motion carried 19-0 with two abstentions. 
 

4. Recommendation on Gap Funding 
Naomi Armenta reviewed the Gap Funding Memo and stated that there were 
no available funds to issue a call for grant projects for Cycle 5. Naomi stated 
that staff is not recommending any more funding for stabilization for fiscal 
year 2011-2012 due to the original intent for this funding being to stabilize 
programs. Staff believes that revenues will increase. Naomi mentioned that 
potential CMMP pilot programs are being written up during this time, and 
Alameda CTC is recommending $500,000 for Coordinated Mobility 
Management Planning (CMMP) pilot programs. This process is a follow up to 
the study that Richard Weiner completed last year on how we can improve 
coordination in the county. 
 
Committee members discussed the Gap Funding memo, the remaining funds 
in the current gap grant, the selection process for the CMMP pilot programs 
and staff’s recommendation to not issue stabilization funds, along with the 
projected increase for revenues in this coming year. 
 

5. Update on Measure B Pass-through Funding 
Tess Lengyel gave an update on the Measure B pass-through funding;  
40 percent goes to capital projects and 60 percent goes to the local 
jurisdictions for bicycle and pedestrian, local streets and roads, mass transit, 
paratransit (services for seniors and people with disabilities), and transit-
oriented development programs. Grant programs are also offered to the local 
jurisdictions. She mentioned that the jurisdictions, the county, and the transit 
agencies have sent in their annual compliance audits and compliance reports 
that describe the transportation programs on which they spent the funding. 
Tess explained that the Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC) is tasked with 
looking through these reports and sharing the information with the public. 
CWC and staff are in the process of reviewing the reports that are available on 
the website under the financials page. The binders are also available for 
viewing. 
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6. Presentation: Update on Countywide and Regional Processes 
Tess introduced the presentation on the countywide and regional processes. 
Paul Rosenbloomof MIG gave a presentation on the CWTP-TEP Outreach 
Toolkit, the outreach questionnaire, and the opportunity for committee 
members to get involved. 
 
Committee members discussed the presentation and the questionnaire. Betty 
Mulholland made a comment regarding the technical language of the 
questionnaire and suggested revising it. Harriette Saunders asked about the 
relevance of question one on the questionnaire, and Tess replied that staff is 
looking for information on the person who fills out the form to ensure that we 
include all cross sections in the county. 
 
Paul stated that the community workshop information will be presented to the 
committee very soon. 

 
7. Preparedness Discussion and Conducting a “slow-mo-go” Drill 

Ana-Marie Jones, Executive Director of CARD, conducted a “slow-mo-go” drill 
with the PAPCO members.  
 
Committee members discussed the “slow-mo-go” drill and received further 
tips on emergency preparedness. 
 

8. Member Reports on PAPCO Mission, Roles, and Responsibilities 
Implementation 
 
Michelle Rousey informed the committee of a transportation hearing that will 
take place on Wednesday in Sacramento. 
 

9. Committee Reports 
A. East Bay Paratransit Services Review Advisory Committee (SRAC) 

There were no updates on SRAC. 
 

B. Citizens Watchdog Committee (CWC)  
There were no updates on CWC. 
 

10. Staff Updates 
A. Mobility Management 
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B. Outreach Update 

There were no outreach updates. 
 

C. Other Staff Updates 
Tess updated the committee on the Alameda CTC’s new Finance Director, 
Patricia Reavy.  
 
Naomi reminded the committee members to complete the survey about 
the other committees that PAPCO members are involved in. She also stated 
that she will provide more information on the 5310 process at the next 
PAPCO meeting. 
 

11. Mandated Program and Policy Reports 
There were no program and policy reports. 
 

12.  Draft Agenda Items for February 28, 2011 PAPCO 
A. 2011 Mobility Management Workshop Brainstorm 
B. Quarterly Reports from the City of Alameda and the City of Hayward 
C. Report from the East Bay Paratransit 
D. TAC Report 
E. Clipper Presentation 
F. Quarterly Education and Training – Outreach Training, Update on 

Legislative Program 
 

13. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m. 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 7B 

 
 

 Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 15, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
  
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 and MTC released the Initial Vision Scenario on March 11.  An update will be provided 
at the meeting under Item 7B.   
 
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) 

 
January 29 

 
 
District 1 Workshop 

Yes 
 

Yes 
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Jurisdiction Date to 
Council/Board 

Type of item Completed?

San Leandro February 22 Working Session  Yes 
Union City January 25 Presentation Yes 
AC Transit March 23 Presentation  
BART January 27   Yes 
  
All presentations have been completed. 
 
3) 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) 
March 24, 2011 
(Commission mtg)
March 24, 2011 
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Committee Regular Meeting Date and Time Next Meeting 
(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 (released 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:  Completed 
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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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 7C 

 

 

Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 15, 2011 
 
TO: Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
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) released 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 includes land use patterns and 
the distribution of housing and jobs, and also provides 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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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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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 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 7D 

 

 

Memorandum 
 

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

 
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Programs and Public Affairs Manager 

Beth Walukas, Planning Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Review of the Call for Projects and Programs for the Countywide and 

Regional Transportation Plans  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission review and provide feedback on potential projects and 
programs for inclusion in the countywide and regional transportation plans.  A preliminary list of 
potential projects and programs is found in Attachment A.  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 for both Plans, as well as to help identify those 
that should be submitted by Alameda CTC for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP).  Information about project and program suggestions that have been provided at the 
Commission retreat in December, through the CAWG and TAWG meetings, outreach efforts 
throughout the County as of March 9, 2011, and the 2008 Countywide Transportation Plan are 
summarized in Attachment A.  ACTAC and TAWG were informed at their March 2011 
meetings of the preliminary list and were asked to review and submit comments to Alameda 
CTC by March 18, 2011 about which projects they intend to sponsor.  The preliminary list of 
projects and programs was also sent to the Community Advisory Working Group for their review 
and input.   
 
Summary 
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 Sustainable Community Strategy (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. 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 (Attachment B).  
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. 
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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 the April 29, 2011 deadline.  It also presents 
supporting information in terms of programs and projects for consideration in the submittal of 
countywide and regional applications and seeks early feedback from the jurisdictions about 
which projects and programs they intend to submit applications for.   
 
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 $11.76 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).  
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• 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) 
 
   
Call for Projects 
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 (Attachment B).  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 

Page 185



Alameda County Transportation Commission March 24, 2011 
    Page 4        

 

 

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: 
 

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 
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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 
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 
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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 
Working Groups, Committees and the public participation process.   
 
Alameda CTC Timeline for the Call for Projects 
Table 1 describes the timeline for the countywide and regional transportation plan 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  

Release Initial Vision 
Scenario 

March 11.  
Seek 
stakeholder 
feedback 
through end 
of April 
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Alameda County Transportation Commission March 24, 2011 
    Page 7        

 

 

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   

Advisory Committee meetings 
discussion of draft list 

ACTAC: 5/3 
CAWG: 5/5 
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  

Adopt Project 
Performance 
Methodology 

April 27 

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. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Preliminary list of potential programs and a summary of currently adopted 2008  

CWTP projects  
Attachment B:   MTC Call for Projects 
Attachment C:   Letter to MTC - Comments on RTP/SCS Goals and Performance Targets    
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Attachment A 
 

Memorandum 
 

DATE: March 15, 2011 
 
TO:   Alameda County Transportation Commission 

 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Call for Projects: Supporting Information for the Project and Programs Call 

For Project Application Process 
 
In order to facilitate the Call for Projects process, Alameda CTC staff has assembled supporting 
information to help in the submittal of applications.  Attached you will find:   
 
Attachment A1.  List of Projects and Programs identified through the CWTP-TEP process 

to date including through the Board Retreat, CAWG, TAWG, Steering 
Committee, Public Outreach, Alameda CTC Committees and 
Commission. 

Attachment A2 Preliminary Programmatic Categories identified for the 2012 CWTP-TEP 
development compared to 2008 CWTP Programmatic Categories and 
MTC’s Program Categories for the RTP. 

Attachment A3. Status update of the projects and programs in the 2008 Countywide 
Transportation Plan including identifying the completed projects. 

  
This item was presented to TAWG on March 10, 2011 and they were requested to identify by 
March 18th and inform Alameda CTC regarding the projects and programs for which the 
sponsors will be submitting applications.  
 
Alameda CTC will be reviewing the information and identifying if additional project sponsorship 
should be considered.  The deadline for submitting application is April 12.  
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# PROJECTS/PROGRAMS
MTC Program 
Category

PROGRAMS
1 Bike trails 1,2
2 Bike access impvmt Fremont Blvd and I-680 @ Automall 2,3
3 Electric trolley buses 26,27,29
4 Bay Trail gap closures 1,2,3
5 East Bay Greenway/ Iron Horse and Bay Trail Completion 1
6 Alameda Creek (trail?) ped/bike bridge UC - Coyote Hills 1
7 Alameda Creeek Trail improvements 2,3
8 Ped/bike local network gap closures 1,2
9 Union City Blvd bikes lanes 1,2

10 Bike lanes 1,2
11 Improve pedestrian/walking infrastructure 2,3
12 Bike lane to San Francisco 1,2
13 Bike/ped overcrossing of I-880 in South County 1,2
14 AC Transit GPS 5
15 NextBus real time info 5
16 Bus stop enhancements (esp low income areas) 4,5
17 Restoration of cancelled bus routes 11,27,28,29
18 Bus enhancements: wifi and cupholders 5

19
Express bus service -extended hrs of service for later work 
schedules 11

20 Bathrooms on BART 5
21 More BART parking 29,30
22 BART station enhancement - amenities/cleanliness 5

23 ITS 5,13,20,24
24 Complete Streets 13,15
25 Maintenance programs 11,13,24
26 TDM 26,27,28,29
27 511 (improve user-friendliness) 28,29
28 Seniors Transportation (edu/access) 4,5,28

29 Healthy living,walking, bike promotion 2,3,4,28, 29
30 Multi-lingual access/education 4,28,29

31 Bike/walk to transit 2,3,4,5,13,20,28
32 Info for transit transfers 28,29
33 Walk to school promotion 26,27,28, 29
34 Public awareness of transit 26,27,28, 29
35 Free /reduced cost student bus passes 26,27,29
36 Paratransit - tie funding to efficiency 4,5
37 Pre-paid transit supporting TOD/employers 26,27,28, 29

38 Pricing - programs to induce behavior change 26,27,28, 29
39 Parking programs (demand mgmt, pricing, unbundling) 28,29,30
40 Port of Oak - change to 24 hr facility 26,27

41 Address truck impacts on local streets 13,15,24,26,27

42 Safe Routes to School - expansion 26,27,28, 29
43 Traffic calming near schools 13,15,20
44 Crossing guard program 29
45 Freeway Service Patrol 19
46 Bus stop safety/security improvements 2,4,5

Table 1. Projects and Programs Identified Through the CWTP-TEP Process To Date*

* Board Retreat, CAWG, TAWG, Streering Committee, Public Outreach, Alameda CTC Committees Commission Page 192



# PROJECTS/PROGRAMS
MTC Program 
Category

47 School buses 11
48 Shuttles - employer, TOD, local (i.e. Union City FLEA) 11,26,27,29
49 Bikeshare program 26,27,28, 29
50 Bike access on transit 2,5,29
51 Secure funding for transit operations 11
52 Transit ops - reliable/on-time buses 5, 29
53 24 hr operations for BART 11
54 eliminate time of day restrictions for Bikes on BART 29
55 Bus driver training (wheelchair securing) 5
56 Bus driver training - customer service skills 5
57 Transit civility education program 5
58 Increase bus service frequency in South County (1/2 hr) 5, 11, 29
59 Transit connectivity -first and last mile 5, 11, 29
60 Transit connectivity - transfers btw systems 5, 11, 29
61 Support urban growth boundaries TBD
62 Employer- alternative work shifts 26,27,28, 29
63 Transit agency mergers for efficiency TBD
64 Guaranteed Ride Home Program
65 Safe Routs to School
66 I-880 Operations Improvements
67 CBTP Projects 
68 Travel Training
69 Bike Education Training Program

70
Rehab of Major Arterials, Complete Streets, access to transit, 
signal synchronization, spot improvements

71 GHG reduction programs
1,2,3,4,5,11,15,26,

27, 28,29,30

PROJECTS
72 Dumbarton Rail
73 Irvington BART station
74 BART to Livermore/Connect to High Speed Rail
75 Capitol Corridor stop at Union City
76 HSR over Altamont
77 BART extension to San Jose (and around the bay)
78 BART Bay Fair "Wye"

79
Northbound HOV Extension on I-880 between I-238 and 
Hegenberger

80 Widen Ardenwood near Paseo Padre
81 Thornton Ave, Peralta (congestion relief/safety)
82 Niles Canyon Rd (safety improvements)
83 Fremont @ Peralta grade separation
84 Decoto Rd (congestion relief/safety)
85 Grade separation of rail crossings at major roadways
86 Integrated Corridor Mobility
87 I-580/I-680 connector/flyover
88 I-880 HOT lanes
89 I-580 HOT lanes
90 I-680 HOT lanes
91 I-680 NB HOT lanes
92 Completion of I-580/I-680 HOT lane netwwork
93 I-880/SR-84 interchange

* Board Retreat, CAWG, TAWG, Streering Committee, Public Outreach, Alameda CTC Committees Commission Page 193



# PROJECTS/PROGRAMS
MTC Program 
Category

94 I-880 interchange projects
95 Whipple Rd (I-880 to Central)
96 Industrial at I-880  NB off-ramp
97 I-880/I-680 connector/flyover
98 SR 84 (East County)
99 I-80 south interchange signage

100 I-880/Dumbarton interchange (congestion relief/safety)
101 SR 84/Niles (congestion relief/safety)
102 I-80 improvements for freeway efficiency
103 I-680 south of Mission - pavement resurfacing
104 I-680/Automall (congestion relief/safety)
105 Goods Movement/Truck technology
106 East-West Connector 
107 GHG reduction projects

108
Dedicated contra flow lane on the San Francisco Bay Bridge 
connecting to Transbay Terminal (AC Transit’s study)

109 Grade separations in the I-880 and I-80 corridors
110 580/680 Interchange

111
SR 84 connector between I-580 and I-680, including SR84/I-680 
interchange (potentially a toll corridor)

112 I-880 Express Lane Conversion
113 Oakland Subdivision rail right-of-way preservation
114 Express bus service in Express Lane Corridors
115 I-680 NB HOV/HOT:  Alcosta to SR 84
116 Comprehensive network of alternative fuel stations
117 Truck Parking Facilities
118 Second BART Transbay Tube
119 Truck Bypass in Central County to facilitate Goods Movement
120 Short Haul Rail improvements to reduce the number of trucks on freeways
121 Improve 680/Mission Blvd South Interchange

* Board Retreat, CAWG, TAWG, Streering Committee, Public Outreach, Alameda CTC Committees Commission Page 194
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 February 14, 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RE: Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy – Call for 

Projects 
 
 
To: Caltrans, Congestion Management Agencies, and Multi-County Transit Operators 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is issuing an open “call for projects” 
for consideration in the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS). MTC requests the assistance of each of the nine Congestion Management 
Agencies (CMAs) to coordinate project submittals for their county. Caltrans and multi-
county transit operators may submit directly to MTC, but coordination with the CMAs are 
encouraged. Attached is the Call for Projects Guidance that lays out required elements to be 
carried out in the local call for projects. 
 
Project submittals are due to MTC on April 29, 2011. Projects/programs will 
undergo a project-level performance evaluation, which MTC will initiate starting in 
May 2011. MTC requests all partner agencies to adhere to this deadline. The results of 
the project performance assessment will inform the upcoming detailed alternatives 
analysis and investment trade-off discussions, ultimately leading to a preferred 
RTP/SCS early next year with adoption occurring a year later. As such, there will be 
ongoing opportunities for these discussions to occur. 
 
The SCS legislation requires closer integration between land use and transportation 
planning.  With this in mind, MTC and ABAG have adopted goals that direct local 
agencies to consider how their projects support SCS principals as promulgated by SB 
375. 
 
MTC is developing a web-based application form for sponsors to fill out and submit 
their projects. Sponsors will be able to (a) remove projects in the current plan 
(Transportation 2035) that are either now complete and open for service or no longer being 
pursued, (b) update projects in the current plan that should be carried forward in the 
RTP/SCS, and (c) add new projects. The web-based project application will be available 
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on March 1, 2011. At that time, MTC will provide instructions to CMAs on how to access and 
use the web-based form. Upon request, MTC staff will also provide a brief tutorial to the CMAs 
and its technical advisory committee. 
 
MTC looks forward to receiving your project submittals.  If you have any questions about the 
submittal process, please contact Grace Cho of my staff at (510) 817-5826 or gcho@mtc.ca.gov. 
 
 Sincerely,  
 

  
 
 Ann Flemer 
 Deputy Executive Director, Policy 
  
AF: GC 
J:\PROJECT\2013 RTP_SCS\Call for Projects\Final Version\Call for Projects Letters\Call for Projects Letter.doc 
 
Attachments: 

 Attachment A:  Call for Projects Guidance 
 Attachment A.1:  Goals and Performance Targets 
 Attachment A.2:  Programmatic Categories 
 Attachment A.3:  MTC’s Draft Transportation Project Performance Assessment 

Methodology 
 Attachment A.4:  MTC Policy Advisory Council Members 
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Attachment A 
Call for Projects Guidance 

 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) requests the assistance of the nine Bay Area 
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) to help with the Call for Projects within their counties. 
CMAs are best suited for this role because of their existing relationships with local jurisdictions, 
elected officials, transit agencies, community organizations and stakeholders, and members of the 
public within their counties. MTC expects the CMAs to plan and execute an effective public outreach 
and local engagement process to solicit candidate projects to be submitted to MTC for consideration 
in the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).   
 
Project sponsors with projects vying for future state or federal funding must have their project identified 
in the financially constrained RTP/SCS.  CMAs will be the main point of contact for local sponsoring 
agencies and members of the public submitting projects for consideration for inclusion in the 2013 
SCS/RTP. Sponsors of multi-county projects (i.e. Caltrans, BART, Caltrain, etc.) may submit directly 
to MTC, but communication and coordination with CMAs is encouraged. Members of the public are 
eligible to submit projects, but must secure a public agency sponsor and coordinate the project submittal 
with their CMA.  

CMAs will assist MTC with the Call for Projects by carrying out the following activities: 

1. Public Involvement and Outreach 
 Conduct countywide outreach to stakeholders and the public to solicit project ideas. CMAs, 

as well as multi-county transit operators and Caltrans, will be expected to implement their 
public outreach efforts in a manner consistent with MTC’s Public Participation Plan (MTC 
Resolution No. 3821), which can be found at http://www.onebayarea.org/get_involved.htm. 
CMAs are expected, at a minimum, to: 

o Execute effective and meaningful local engagement efforts during the Call for 
Projects by working closely with local jurisdictions, elected officials, transit agencies, 
community-based organizations, and the public through the project solicitation 
process. In addition to the CMAs’ citizen advisors, MTC’s Policy Advisory Council 
members are a good resource to the CMAs to help plan community outreach events, 
engage members of the public, and identify candidate projects.   Please see 
Attachment A.4 for a list of MTC’s Policy Advisory Council members.  

o Explain the local Call for Projects process, informing stakeholders and the public 
about the opportunities for public comments on project ideas and when decisions are 
to made on the list of projects to be submitted to MTC; 

o Hold public meetings and/or workshops at times which are conducive to public 
participation to solicit public input on project ideas to submit; 

o Hold at least one public hearing providing opportunity for public comment on the list 
of potential projects prior to submittal to MTC; 

o Post notices of public meetings and hearing(s) on their agency website; include 
information on how to request language translation for individuals with limited 
English proficiency. If agency protocol has not been established, please refer to 
MTC’s Plan for Assisting Limited English Proficient Populations.   

o CMA staff will be expected to provide MTC with a link so the information can also 
be viewed on the website OneBayArea.org; 

o Hold public meetings in central locations that are accessible for people with people 
with disabilities and by public transit; 
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o Offer language translations and accommodations for people with disabilities, if 
requested at least three days in advance of the meeting. 

 Document the outreach effort undertaken for the local call for projects. CMAs, as well as 
multi-county transit operators and Caltrans, are to provide MTC with: 

o A description of how the public was involved in the process for nominating and/or 
commenting on projects for inclusion in the RTP/SCS.  Specify whether public input 
was gathered at forums held specifically for the RTP/SCS or as part of an outreach 
effort associated with, for example, an update to a countywide plan;   

o A description of how the public engagement process met the outreach requirements 
of MTC’s Public Participation Plan, including how the CMA ensured full and fair 
participation by all potentially affected communities in the project submittal process. 

o A summary of comments received from the public and a description of how public 
comments informed the recommended list of projects submitted by the CMA.  
Conversely, rationale must be provided if comments or projects from the public were 
not able to be accommodated in the list of candidate projects and a description of how 
the CMA, in future project nomination processes, plans to address the comments or 
projects suggested by the public. 

2. Agency Coordination 
 Work closely with local jurisdictions, transit agencies, MTC, Caltrans, and stakeholders to 

identify projects for consideration in the RTP/SCS. CMAs will assist with agency 
coordination by: 

o Communicating this Call for Projects guidance to local jurisdictions, transit agencies, 
Caltrans, and stakeholders and coordinate with them on the online project application 
form by assigning passwords, fielding questions about the project application form, 
reviewing and verifying project information, and submitting projects as ready for 
review by MTC 

o Working with members of the public interested in advancing a project idea to find a 
public agency project sponsor, and assisting them with submitting the project to 
MTC; 

o Developing freeway operations and capacity enhancement projects in coordination 
with MTC and Caltrans staff. 

o Developing transit improvements in coordination with MTC and transit agency staff. 

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. 
o Assist community-based organizations, communities of concern, and any other 

underserved community interested in submitting projects;  
o Remove barriers for persons with limited English proficiency to have access to the 

project submittal process; 
o For additional Title IV outreach strategies, please refer to MTC’s Public Participation 

Plan found at:  http://www.onebayarea.org/get_involved.htm 
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4. County Target Budgets 
 Ensure that the County project list fits within the target budget defined by MTC for the 

county. 
o To establish the county target budgets, MTC used the discretionary funding amount ($32 

billion) from the Transportation 2035 Plan and assigned counties a target budget based on 
a population share formula with an additional 75% mark up.  County target budgets can 
be seen below.  This formula approach is consistent with the formula used in 
Transportation 2035 Plan. 

o County target budgets are intended as a starting point to guide each CMA in 
recommending a project list to MTC by providing an upper financial limit.  

o County target budgets are not intended as the financially constrained RTP/SCS budget.  
CMAs and MTC will continue to discuss further and select projects later in the process 
that fit the RTP/SCS financially constrained envelope. 

 
County Target Budgets (in billions) 
Alameda: $11.76 
Contra Costa: $7.84 
Marin: $2.24 
Napa: $1.12 
San Francisco: $6.16 

San Mateo: $5.60 
Santa Clara: $14.0 
Solano: $3.36 
Sonoma: $3.92 

 
5. Cost Estimation Review 

 Establish guidelines for estimating project costs. CMAs are to establish cost estimation 
guidelines for use by project sponsors. The guidelines may be developed by the CMAs or 
CMAs can elect to use other accepted guidelines produced by local, state or federal agencies.  
MTC has identified the following cost estimation guidelines available for use: 

o Federal:  National Cooperative Highway Research Program's Guidance for Cost 
Estimation and Management for Highway Projects During Planning, Programming, 
and Preconstruction (http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_w98.pdf) 

o State:  Caltrans' Project Development Procedures Manual Chapter 20, Project 
Development Cost Estimates 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/chap_pdf/chapt20.pdf) 

o Local:  Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) Cost Estimation Guide 
(http://ccta.net/assets/documents/Cost_Est_Guide_Documentation.pdf) 

 Review and verify with MTC that each project has developed an appropriate cost estimate 
prior to submittal. 

6. General Project Criteria 
 Identify whether projects meet basic project parameters as outlined by MTC. CMAs will 

encourage project sponsors to submit projects which meet one or more of the general criteria 
listed below, keeping in consideration that projects should support SCS principals 
promulgated by SB 375: 

o Supports the goals and performance targets of the RTP/SCS (see Attachment A.1). 
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, 
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major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, etc., or 
transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves). 

o Supports 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., 
community-based transportation plans, countywide transportation plan, regional 
bicycle plan, climate action plans, etc.). 

 
 Assess how well the project meets basic criteria 

Project sponsors are welcome to use MTC’s qualitative/quantitative approach or some hybrid 
thereof to develop and evaluate project priorities (See Attachment A.3). Sponsors may 
include qualitative discussion and/or quantitative data to demonstrate how proposed projects 
meet the RTP/SCS goals and targets, the magnitude of project impacts and cost effectiveness. 
MTC will provide a function in the on-line application for this information and may use it to 
inform the Goals Assessment portion of MTC's evaluation. 

 
7. Programmatic Categories 

 CMAs should group similar projects, which are exempt from regional air quality conformity 
that do not add capacity or expand the transportation network, into broader programmatic 
categories rather than submitting them as individual projects for consideration in the RTP/SCS. 
These individual projects may address a concern of the community (e.g., improved pedestrian 
ways to transit, curb bulb-outs to calm traffic, etc.), but do not have to be individually specified 
for the purposes of air quality conformity.  See Attachment A.2 for guidance on the 
programmatic categories.  

 
 
Timeline 

Task Date 
Issue Call for Projects Letter to CMAs, Caltrans, 
and Multi-County Transit Operators 

February 10, 2011 

Open Online Project Application Form for Use by 
CMAs/ Project Sponsors  

March 1, 2011 

Close of Project Submittal Period April 29, 2011 
MTC Conducts Project-Level Performance 
Assessment and Selection Process for Projects for 
Detailed SCS Scenarios 

May – July 2011 

J:\PROJECT\2013 RTP_SCS\Call for Projects\Final Version\Attachment A - Guidance.doc 
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Attachment A.2 

Programmatic Categories 
 
Programmatic categories are groups of similar projects, programs, and strategies that are included under a single 
group for ease of listing in the RTP/SCS. Projects within programmatic categories must be exempt from regional 
transportation conformity. Many projects which address the concerns of communities, such as pedestrian bulbouts, 
bicycle lanes, transit passenger shelters, ridesharing, etc. are often taken into account in a programmatic category.  
Therefore individual projects of this nature do not need to be specified. Projects grouped in a programmatic 
category are viewed as a program of multiple projects. Projects that add capacity or expand the network are not 
included in a programmatic category. Projects that do not fit within the identified programmatic categories are 
listed separately in the RTP/SCS. Programmatic categories to be used include, but are not limited to the following: 
 

1. Bicycle/Pedestrian Expansion (new facilities, expansion of existing bike/pedestrian network) 
2. Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements (enhancements, streetscapes, TODs, ADA compliance, mobility and 

access improvements) 
3. Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities Rehabilitation 
4. Lifeline Transportation (Community Based Transportation Plans projects such as information/outreach 

projects, dial-a-ride, guaranteed ride home, paratransit, non-operational transit capital enhancements (i.e. 
bus shelters). Does not include fixed route transit projects.) 

5. Transit Enhancements (ADA compliance, mobility and access improvements, passenger shelters, 
informational kiosks) 

6. Transit Management Systems (TransLink®, Transit GPS tracking systems (i.e. Next Bus)) 
7. Transit Safety and Security Improvements (Installation of security cameras) 
8. Transit Guideway Rehabilitation 
9. Transit Station Rehabilitation 
10. Transit Vehicle Rehabilitation/Replacement/Retrofit 
11. Transit O&M (Ongoing non-capital costs, preventive maintenance) 
12. Transit Operations Support (purchase of operating equipment such as fareboxes, lifts, radios, office 

and shop equipment, support vehicles) 
13. Local Road Safety (shoulder widening, realignment, non-coordinated signals) 
14. Highway Safety (implementation of Highway Safety Improvement Program, Strategic Highway Safety 

Program, shoulder improvements, guardrails, medians, barriers, crash cushions, lighting improvements, 
fencing, increasing sight distance, emergency truck pullovers) 

15. Non-Capacity Increasing Local Road Intersection Modifications and Channelization  
16. Non-Capacity Increasing State Highway Enhancements (noise attenuation, landscaping, roadside rest 

areas, sign removal, directional and informational signs) 
17. Freeway/Expressway Incident Management (freeway service patrol, call boxes) 
18. Non-Capacity Increasing Freeway/Expressway Interchange Modifications (signal coordination, 

signal retiming, synchronization) 
19. Freeway/Expressway Performance Management (Non-ITS Elements, performance monitoring, 

corridor studies) 
20. Non-Capacity Increasing Local Road Rehabilitation (Pavement resurfacing, skid treatments)  
21. Non-Capacity Increasing Local Bridge Rehabilitation/Replacement/Retrofit  
22. State Highway Preservation (Caltrans SHOPP, excluding system management) 
23. Toll Bridge Rehabilitation/Replacement/Retrofit 
24. Local Streets and Roads O&M (Ongoing non-capital costs, routine maintenance) 
25. State Highway O&M (Caltrans non-SHOPP maintenance, minor ‘A’ and ‘B’ programs) 
26. Regional Air Quality and Climate Protection Strategies (outreach programs and non-capacity projects 

specifically targeting regional air quality and climate protection strategies) 
27. Local Air Quality and Climate Protection Strategies (outreach programs and non-capacity projects 

specifically targeting local air quality and climate protection strategies) 
28. Regional Planning and Outreach (regionwide planning, marketing, and outreach) 
29. Transportation Demand Management (continuation of ridesharing, shuttle, or vanpooling at current 

levels) 
30. Parking Management (Parking cash out, variable pricing, etc.) 
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Attachment A.4 
MTC Policy Advisory Council Members 

 
Naomi Armenta 
Representing the Disabled Community of 
Alameda County 
narmenta@actia2022.com 
 
Cathleen Baker 
Representing the Low-Income Community of 
San Mateo County 
cabaker@co.sanmateo.ca.us 
 
Paul S. Branson 
Representing the Senior Community of Marin 
County 
kayak707@gmail.com 
 
Richard L. Burnett 
Representing the Disabled Community of 
Solano County 
burnett.richardl@gmail.com 
 
Joanne Busenbark 
Representing the Senior Community of Napa 
County 
joannbusenbark@sbcglobal.net 
 
Carlos Castellanos 
Economy Representative 
carlosc@ebaldc.com 
 
Bena Chang 
Economy Representative 
bchang@svlg.net 
 
Wilbert Din 
Representing the Minority Community of San 
Francisco 
wil_din@yahoo.com 
 
Richard Hedges  
Economy Representative 
hedghogg@ix.netcom.com 
 
Allison Hughes 
Representing the Disabled Community of San 
Francisco 

allisonh@rdtsi.com 
 
Dolores Jaquez 
Representing the Senior Community of 
Sonoma 
doloresjaquez@yahoo.com 
 
Randi Kinman 
Representing the Low-Income Community of 
Santa Clara County 
randikinman@yahoo.com 
 
Federico Lopez 
Representing the Disabled Community of 
Contra Costa County 
fwlopez@comcast.net 
 
Marshall Loring 
Representing the Senior Community of San 
Mateo County 
cmarsh.L@att.net 
 
Evelina Molina 
Representing the Low-Income Community of 
Sonoma County 
youthgreenjobs@gmail.com 
 
Cheryl O’Connor 
Economy Representative 
coconnor@hbanc.org 
 
Kendal Oku 
Representing the Minority Community of 
Marin County 
kandpoku@gmail.com 
 
Lori Reese-Brown 
Representing the Minority Community of 
Solano County 
Bro7L@aol.com 
 
Gerald Rico 
Representing the Minority Community of 
Napa County 
ricochip@sbcglobal.net 
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Frank Robertson  
Representing the Minority Community of 
Contra Costa County 
bostonlegacy@comcast.net 
 
Linda Jeffery Sailors 
Economy Representative 
madammayor@comcast.net 
 
Dolly Sandoval 
Representing the Senior Community of Santa 
Clara County 
dolly@dollysandoval.com 
 
Egon Terplan  
Environment Representative 
eterplan@spur.org 
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March 17, 2011 
 
Mr. Steve Heminger 
Executive Director 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street,  
Oakland, California 94607 
 
Dear Mr. Heminger,  
 
Subject: Comments on RTP/SCS Goals and Performance Targets  
 
The  Alameda  County  Transportation  Commission  (Alameda  CTC)  received  a 
presentation at its February 24th CWTP‐TEP Steering Committee meeting about the 
RTP/SCS Goals and Performance Targets adopted by MTC Commission  in  January.  
Based on our review of the adopted performance targets, we submit the following 
comments  and  a  request  for  information  about  how  congestion  relief  will  be 
accounted for in the performance assessment process. 
 
At  the  January  14,  2011  Joint  MTC  Planning  Committee/ABAG  Administrative 
Committee meeting, certain modifications were made  to staff’s  recommendations 
that we believe will  limit the ability to evaluate certain goals that are  important to 
the Congestion Management Agencies.  The Committee revised the Transportation 
System Effectiveness goal of the Performance Targets from:   
 
Decrease average per‐trip travel time for auto and transit modes by 10%  

To: 

Decrease average per‐trip travel time by 10% for non‐auto modes and  
Decrease automobile vehicle miles traveled per capita by 10% 
 
The revised and now adopted measure results in two effects that we do not believe 
the Commission  intended.    First,  it does not  recognize  that  congestion  relief  is  a 
mandate  of  the  congestion management  plans  and  one  that we  are  required  to 
measure and monitor.  Second, by decreasing average trip travel time for all modes 
instead of just transit and auto, it contradicts the Health and Safe Communities goal 
of Increase average time walking or biking per person per day for transportation by 
60% (for an average of 15 minutes per day). 
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Mr. Steve Heminger 
March 17, 2011 
Page 2 

The  Alameda  CTC  supports  SB  375  and  its  goals.  In  Alameda  County,  our  jurisdictions  have  begun 
implementing development patterns that reduce drive alone trips and promote transit, which result  in 
reduced  greenhouse  gas  emissions.    However,  we  are  concerned  that  by  defining  certain  goals  so 
specifically, we lose sight of other important needs and projects, such as high occupancy vehicle and toll 
lanes, that affect transportation and relieve congestion and reduce greenhouse gases by allowing traffic 
to flow more smoothly.  
 
We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  the  above  and  request  clarification  on  how  the  performance 
assessment  will  also  inform  project  performance  with  respect  to  congestion  relief.    Please  contact 
Arthur L. Dao, Executive Director of the Alameda CTC, with any questions.   Mr. Dao can be reached at 
510/208‐7402 via telephone or adao@alamedactc.org via email. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

MARK GREEN, Chair 
Alameda County Transportation Commission 
Mayor of Union City 
 
Cc:   Alameda County Transportation Commission 

Arthur L. Dao, Alameda CTC 
Beth Walukas, Alameda CTC 
Tess Lengyel, Alameda CTC 
Doug Kimsey, MTC 
Ashley Nguyen, MTC 
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Alameda CTC Commission Meeting 03/24/11
Agenda Item 7E 

 
 

Memorandum 
 

DATE:  March 15, 2011 
 
TO:   Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  Legislative Update  

 
Recommendations 
Staff recommends approval of positions on bills as noted below. 
 
Summary 
 
State Update 
 
Budget: At the time of this writing, Floor votes have not taken place on the 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 mid-March 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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Alameda County Transportation Commission Legislative Update                             March 24, 2011 
                                      Page 2 
 
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 
position on this bill. 

 
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, which now goes through March 
18th. This two-week extension included approximately $4 billion in cuts. During the week of 
March 14th, Congress worked on a continuing resolution to extend into April with additional 
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 

Page 229



Alameda County Transportation Commission Legislative Update                             March 24, 2011 
                                      Page 4 
 
 

• 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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CorbettWallauchSuter 
 
 
 
March 14, 2011 
 
TO: Art Dao, Executive Director 
 Alameda County Transportation Commission 
 
FR: Suter, Wallauch, Corbett & Associates 
 
RE: Legislative Update          
 
Budget Negotiations stall. The Governor spent the weekend negotiating with the Five 
Republicans in over such reforms as pensions for government employees, a hard spending cap,  
and related issues,  but came away empty handed last night.  There is still no deal for the 
additional 2 Republican votes needed in each house to pass a Constitutional Amendment or to 
pass a budget by a 2/3 vote. 

The Governor is determined to meet a June 7 ballot deadline because it coincides with a number 
of other local elections, which would add votes to pass the tax extentions.  With the breakdown 
in negotiations, some Democrat staffers are exploring an avenue to enact the entire budget 
proposal, including the county realignment proposal and redevelopment, with a majority vote, 
and avoid the ballot altogether.   This would obviously be devoid of the constitutional protections 
that counties have been working diligently for the past several weeks to achieve.   

If the Legislature is pursuing the majority vote route it would not include the various revenue 
streams proposed by the Governor, including the VLF dedicated to public safety, and the sales 
tax and income tax extensions.  This effort would also lack the ability to reenact the gas tax 
swap, which places at risk $2.5 billion in transportation funds, a majority of which is dedicated 
to local street and roads and projects programed in the STIP.  In addition, a majority vote budget 
would likely continue to divert $1 billion in weight fee revenue to the general, and without the 
gas tax swap revenue to backfill this diversion the hit to transportation funds would reach $3.5 
billion.  Per Prop 26 the gas tax swap revenue ceases to exist in November if the Legislature does 
not reenact the swap with a 2/3 vote.  

The possible demise of this set of negotiations may be related to the Republican State 
Convention to be held in Sacramento starting March 18th.  Once they pass that hurdle, 
Republicans may be willing to come back to the table.  Unless there is almost immediate budget 
action following, the election might have to be delayed until June 21, which would lose the 
advantage of a consolidated ballot with other local elections.   The tension at the Capitol and at 
the local level grows each day these negotiations linger.   

Transportation Benefit:  The realignment proposal relies on extending the state sales tax 
increase that is set to expire on July 1.  If the sales tax is extended, this would provide an 
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unexpected benefit to the State Highway Account.  The gas tax swap directs the BOE to set the 
level of the excise tax to generate the equivalent amount of revenue that would have been 
collected if the sales tax on gasoline remained.  The revenue estimates for the State Highway 
Account assumed the sales tax will decrease on July 1, which will result in a corresponding 
decrease in the excise tax.  However, if the sales tax rate is extended, so does the higher excise 
tax rate, which means about $200 million in additional transportation funds per year. 
 

Redevelopment:   While actual language is not available, changes to the draft language relased 
by Finance would address some of the more significant shortcomings in the language.  Rumored 
changes involve a broader definition of approved project, and successor agencies will be able 
issue bonds secured by the increment.  A commission consisting of the Treasurer, State 
Controller, and Director of Finance would be established to review and approve projects with 
long term obligations.   

There continue to be alternatives to eliminating redevelopment floated by individual cities, as 
well as the League of California Cities and the California Redevelopment Association.  While 
these proposals have gained some traction among Republicans, these proposals all face 
Constitutional hurdles.   
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Arthur Dao 
  Alameda County Transportation Commission 
FROM:  CJ Lake 
RE:  Legislative Update 
DATE:  March 14, 2011 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FY11 Update 
The current two-week continuing resolution (CR) funding the federal government expires 
this Friday, March 18.  The House Republican leadership unveiled another short-term CR 
late last week, which would keep the government running for an additional 3 weeks – 
through April 8.  It does not include any of the controversial policy provisions that were 
included in HR1.  This CR cuts $2 billion a week for a total of $6 billion from current 
levels.  Both Republican and Democrat leaders expect this short-term CR to pass before 
Friday.   
 
This new extension continues the Republican strategy of cutting $2 billion for every 
week stopgap funding must be extended, and would raise total cuts enacted to $10 billion 
— $1 billion more than cuts previously offered by Democrats.  A Senate Democratic 
plan, which along with the House Republican plan (HR 1) was solidly rejected by the 
Senate last week, would have cut spending by $8.7 billion compared with last year’s 
levels.  HR1 would cut $61.5 billion from that level, with the most recently enacted two 
week extension already making $4 billion of those cuts. The additional $6 billion in cuts 
in the new CR would come from reductions that are part of HR 1, including rescissions of 
previously enacted spending, reducing accounts that had been earmarked in FY10, and 
cutting or eliminating programs that Obama proposed to cut in his fiscal 2012 budget. 

Negotiations will continue on a longer-term measure to fund the government for the 
remaining six months of the fiscal year.  However, many in Congress are saying they 
have almost exhausted all of the mutually agreeable cuts – and reaching a longer term 
deal will get more and more difficult.   

The House plans to take up the legislation tomorrow; the legislation will move to the 
Senate as early as Wednesday.  We have attached a summary of the proposed cuts in the 
latest extension. 
 
Surface Transportation Authorization  
The current extension of the surface transportation programs runs through the end of the 
fiscal year (September 30th).   
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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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NEWS 
House Appropriations Committee 
Chairman Hal Rogers     
Website address: http://appropriations.house.gov/ 

For Immediate Release: March 11, 2011 
Contact: Jennifer Hing, (202) 226-7007 
 

Appropriations Committee Introduces Three Week Continuing Resolution –  
Bill will Prevent Government Shutdown, Cut $6 Billion in Spending  

 
WASHINGTON, D.C. – House Appropriations Chairman Hal Rogers today introduced a 
Continuing Resolution (CR) to fund the federal government at current rates for three weeks –
until April 8 – while cutting $6 billion in spending. The legislation (H.J. Res 48) is the second 
short-term funding extension to prevent a government shutdown while Congressional 
negotiations continue on a long-term plan to keep the government running through the end of the 
fiscal year.  
 
“A government shutdown is not an option, period. While short term funding measures are not the 
preferable way to fund the government, we must maintain critical programs and services for the 
American people until Congress comes to a final, long-term agreement. This legislation also 
includes $6 billion in spending cuts – a $2 billion cut for every week of funding – to continue our 
efforts to rein in spending and put a dent in our massive, $1.5 trillion deficit,” House 
Appropriations Chairman Hal Rogers said.   
 
The cuts in H.J. Res 48 include funding rescissions, reductions, and program terminations. The 
bill also eliminates earmark accounts within the Agriculture, Commerce/Justice/Science, 
Financial Services/General Government, and Interior subcommittee jurisdictions.  
 
 
All of the spending cuts in this legislation were also included in H.R.1 – which was passed by the 
House – and many of these reductions and terminations were supported by President Obama in 
his annual budget requests. In addition, while not being approved by the Senate this week, H.R.1 
garnered more Senate votes than the Senate Democrats’ competing proposal.  
 
This short term CR is expected to be considered by the House next week. To view the text of the 
legislation, please visit: www.rules.house.gov. 
 
 
A summary of the program reductions and terminations in H.J.Res. 48 follows: 
 
Program Cuts/Terminations -  
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H.J.Res 48 reduces or terminates a total of 25 programs for a savings of $3.5 billion.  
 

• Preserve America (National Park Service) = -$4.6 million. This grant program – which 
promotes “heritage tourism” – was not funded in the President’s budget request. 
 

• Save America’s Treasures grant program (National Park Service) = -$14.8 million. The 
program – originally slated as a two year initiative to commemorate the year 2000 
Millennium – was not funded in the President’s budget request.  

 
• Climate Effects Network – Science Application (U.S. Geological Survey) = -$10.5 

million. This program to “provide data for forecasting the effects of climate change” was 
not funded in the President’s budget request.  
 

• Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade Funding (EPA) = -$5 million. This funding was 
provided by the last Congress for the EPA to assist Congress in enacting the Cap and 
Trade legislation. This program was not funded in the President’s budget request.  
 

• Local Government Climate Change Grants (EPA) = -$10 million. This program was 
not funded in the President’s budget request. In addition, the Administration has indicated 
that this program lacks focus and effectiveness, and is too broad to allow fair competition 
for grants.  
 

• Targeted Airshed Grants (EPA) = -$10 million. The program funds diesel retrofits and 
replacements for pollution reduction. Funding for similar programs is already available, 
and the program was not funded in the President’s budget request.   
 

• Construction Funding Rescission (National Park Service) = -$25 million. This cut 
rescinds unobligated balances from completed construction projects.  

 
• Wildland Fire Suppression Rescission (U.S. Forest Service) = -$200 million. These 

funds were carried over from last year, and were not needed or used for last year’s fire 
suppression efforts. This rescission was included Senate Democrats’ most recent CR 
proposal.  

 
• Single Family Housing (Department of Agriculture) = -$144 million. This reduction was 

requested in the President’s budget request. These funds for this unsubsidized loan 
guarantee are no longer necessary due to the authorization of a borrower fee. In addition, 
this reduction was included in the Senate Democrats’ most recent CR proposal. 

 
• Customs and Border Protection - Construction (Department of Homeland Security) = 

-$107 million. This rescission of unneeded construction and planning funding was 
requested by the agency, and was part of the Senate Democrats’ recent CR proposal.   

 

•         Emergency Steel Loans (Commerce Department) = -$48 million. The CR rescinds the 
remaining balances from prior year appropriations for the Emergency Steel, Oil, and Gas 
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Guaranteed Loan Program Account.  Only three loans have been made under this 
program and no new loans have been made since 2003.  Similar rescissions were 
proposed in the President’s budget request.  

• Public Telecommunications Facilities and Construction (Commerce Department = -
$19 million. The mandated conversions of public television stations to digital 
broadcasting and other mandated conversion efforts are now completed and the funds are 
no longer necessary. This termination was requested in the President’s budget request. 

 
• Census Rescission (Commerce Department) = -$1.74 billion. These funds were 

appropriated in Fiscal Year 2010 to conduct the 2010 Decennial Census.  The Census is 
complete and these balances are no longer needed. 

 
• Career Pathways Innovation Fund (Labor Department) = -$125 million. This reduction 

was included in the President’s budget request, as well as the Senate Democrats’ most 
recent CR proposal. This discretionary funding is not necessary as the program received 
$500 million in mandatory funding provided in the “Health Care and Education 
Reconciliation Act of 2010.”  

 
• Community Service Employment for Older Americans (Labor Department) = -$225 

million. This funding was originally provided as one-time funds. The funding was not 
included in the President’s budget request, nor the Senate Democrats’ most recent CR 
proposal.  

 
• State Health Access Grants (Health and Human Services Department) = -$75 million. 

Only 13 states receive funding through this program, and the program was terminated in 
the President’s budget request.  

 
• Flu Funding (Health and Human Services Department) = -$276 million. The bill reduces 

this “no-year” pandemic influenza funding, while continuing approximately $65 million 
in annual flu funding. There is sufficient carry-over funding available to the agency to 
cover any necessary long-term costs. This “no-year” funding was eliminated in the 
President’s request, and in the Senate Democrats’ most recent CR proposal.  

 
• “Parklawn” Building Lease  (Health and Human Services) = -$35 million. The bill 

reduces funding for the Public Health Service building in Rockville, MD. The reduction 
was included in the President’s budget request, and in the Senate Democrats’ most recent 
CR proposal. 

 
• Corporation for Public Broadcasting = -$50 million. The bill terminates the “Fiscal 

Stabilization Fund” which provides funding increases to public broadcasting stations to 
offset reduced public donations. The bill also terminates the “Radio Interconnection” 
project that was completed in 2010. These programs were also terminated in the 
President’s budget request as well as the Senate Democrats’ most recent CR proposal. 

 
• Internet Technology Funds (Social Security Administration) = -$200 million. The CR 

reduces carry-over funding for information technology and telecommunication activities. 
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The funds in this account do not expire – essentially creating a “slush fund” which totaled 
over $825 million at the beginning of fiscal year 2011. The SSA budget requested use of 
only $200 million of this funding this year, and the reduction of $200 million in this bill 
leaves more than sufficient funding available. This reduction was also included in the 
Senate Democrats’ recent CR proposal.  

 
• Brownfields Redevelopment (Housing and Urban Development Department) = -$17.5 

million. All activities undertaken by this program are also eligible for funding through the 
Community Development Block Grant. No funds were requested for this program in the 
President’s budget request.  

 
• Railroad Safety Technology Program (Federal Railroad Administration) = -$50 

million. The Department has not released significant grants under this program, and the 
technology is not yet fully developed. No funds were requested for this program in the 
President’s request.   

 
• Chief Administrative Officer – Salaries and Expenses (House of Representatives) = -

$1.5 million. This CR reduces 38 unneeded and unfilled House operations positions, and 
reduces contractor funding within the House of Representatives. 

 
• Library of Congress - Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Commission = -$0.75 million. 

This commission is no longer in existence and therefore no funds are necessary. 
 

• International Fund for Ireland  (State Department) = -$17 million. This funding was 
expected to end last year, and the program’s annual report from last year states that they 
would not be seeking further contributions after 2010. This funding also was not 
requested in the President’s budget request. 
 

Earmark Terminations:    

The CR eliminates $2.6 billion in earmark account funding that was automatically renewed in 
the CR approved by the previous Congress in December. In previous years, this funding would 
have gone to earmarked programs and projects. These earmark cuts include: 

Agriculture 

-$24 million – Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service – Salaries and Expenses 
-$37 million – Natural Resources Conservation Service – Conservation Operations 
-$30 million – Natural Resources Conservation Service – Watershed and Flood Prevention 
Operations 
-$3 million – Rural Community Development Grants 
-$3 million – National Center for Natural Products 
-$3 million – Agricultural Pest Facility 
-$10 million – Various Agricultural Grants 
-$115 million – Agriculture Research Service 
-$122 million – National Institute of Food and Agriculture - Research and Education 
-$11 million – National Institute of Food and Agriculture - Extension 
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Commerce/Justice/Science 
 
-$5 million – International Trade Administration – Operations and Administration 
-$2 million – Minority Business Development  
-$20 million –NIST – Scientific and Technology Research 
-$47 million – NIST – Research Facility Construction 
-$99 million – NOAA – Operations, Research, and Facilities 
-$18 million – NOAA – Procurement Acquisition and Construction 
-$185 million – State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance – Byrne projects 
-$91 million – Juvenile Justice Programs 
-$169 million – Community Oriented Policing Services – Technology projects 
-$25 million – Community Oriented Policing Services – Methamphetamine projects 
-$63 million – NASA – Cross Agency Support 
 
Financial Services/General Government 
 
-$3 million – Community Development Financial Institutions 
-$2 million – ONDCP – Federal Drug Control Programs 
-$2 million – District of Columbia – Chief Financial Officer (federal funds) 
-$894 million – GSA Federal Buildings Fund – Construction 
-$130 million – GSA Federal Buildings Fund – Repair and Alterations 
-$16 million – National Archives and Records – Repairs and Restoration 
-$59 million – Small Business Administration – Salaries and Expenses 
 
Interior  
 
-$1 million – Bureau of Land Management (BLM) - Management of Lands and Resources 
-$2 million – BLM - Construction 
-$3 million – BLM - Land Acquisition  
-$12 million – Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) – Resource Management 
-$10 million – FWS – Construction  
-$22 million – FWS – Land Acquisition 
-$10 million - National Park Service (NPS) – Historic Preservation – Save Americas Treasures 
-$6 million – NPS National Recreation and Preservation – Statutory or Contractual aid 
-$23 million – NPS – Construction 
-$17 million – NPS – Land Acquisition 
-$7 million – U.S. Geological Survey – Surveys, Investigations, and Research 
-$1 million – Bureau of Indian Affairs – Operation of Indian Programs 
-$1 million – Office of Insular Affairs – Assistance to Territories 
-$6 million – Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – Science and Technology 
-$26 million – EPA – Environmental Programs and Management 
-$1 million – EPA – Buildings and Facilities 
-$172 million – EPA – Tribal Assistance Grants 
-$8 million – EPA – “Hunter’s Point” project 
-$0.4 million – Forest Service (FS) – Forest and Rangeland Research 
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-$6 million – FS – State and Private Forestry 
-$1 million – FS – National Forest System 
-$7 million – FS – Capital Improvement and Maintenance 
-$30 million – FS – Land Acquisition   
-$6 million – FS – Wildland Fire Management 
 
 

##### 
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