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Alameda County Transportation Commission 
meeting as a committee of the whole as the  

 
PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

 
MEETING NOTICE 

Monday, February 13, 2012, 12:15 P.M. 
1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland, California 94612 

(see map on last page of agenda) 
 

Chair: Mark Green  
Vice Chair: Scott Haggerty  
Members: Nate Miley Farid Javandel 
 Larry Reid Ruth Atkin 
 Luis Freitas Suzanne Chan 
   
Staff Liaison: Stewart D. Ng  
Executive Director: Arthur L. Dao  
Clerk of the Commission: Vanessa Lee  

 
AGENDA 

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

 
1 Public Comment 
Members of the public may address the Committee during “Public Comment” on 
any item not on the agenda.  Public comment on an agenda item will be heard 
when that item is before the Committee. Only matters within the Committee’s 
jurisdictions may be addressed. Anyone wishing to comment should make their 
desire known by filling out a speaker card and handling it to the Clerk of the 
Commission.  Please wait until the Chair calls your name.  Walk to the 
microphone when called; give your name, and your comments. Please be brief and 
limit comments to the specific subject under discussion. Please limit your 
comment to three minutes.  
 
2 CONSENT CALENDAR 
    2A.     Minutes of January 09, 2012 – Page 1   A 
  
3 PROGRAMS 
 3A.     Approval of  2012 State Transportatopn Improvement   

           (STIP) Exchange Proposal – Page 9 
 

  A 

 3B.     Approval of STIP Expenditure Deadline Extension for    
           Alameda CTC’s I-880 HOV Lane Landscape  
           Enhancements Project – Page 15 
 

  A 

 3C.     Approval of Measure B Pass-Through Funding Formula for  
           Special Transportation for Seniors and People with  
           Disabilities  – Page 21 
 

A

 3D.     Approval of City of Fremont’s Request to Extend the  
           Agreement Expiration Date for  the Tri-City Travel  
           Training Project – Page 27 

A
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 3E.     Approval of Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Federal Fund Exchange * A
  
 3F.     Review and Comment on MTC’s Second Draft of the One Bay Area Grant  

          Program – Page 41  
 

I

4 PROJECTS 
 4A.     I-580 Westbound Express Lane Project - Approval of Amendment No. 3 to   

           Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with URS Corporation Americas to  
           Prepare Scoping Documents– Page 97 
 

A

 4B.     I-880 / Marina Blvd. Interchange Improvements Project - Approval of   
          Amendment No. 3 to Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with BKF  
          Engineers, Inc. to Prepare a Project Study Report/Project Report (PSR/PR)  
           – Page 99 
 

A

 4C.     I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Widening Project - Approval of the Initial Project  
           Report to Request MTC Allocation of Regional Measure 2 Funds – Page 101 
 

A

 4D.     I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenue Project –  
           Approval of Amendment No.1 to Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract  
           with AECOM to Prepare a Project Study Report (PSR) – Page 117 
 

A

   4E.    I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenue Project –  
         Adoption of Resolution to Hear Necessity Resolutions – Page 119 
 

A

 4F.    I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project – Authorization to Enter into  
         Memorandum of Understanding with California Department of Transportation   
         (Caltrans) – Page 123 
 

A

5 COMMITTEE MEMBERS REPORTS (VERBAL) 
  
6 STAFF REPORTS (VERBAL) 
  
7 OTHER BUSINESS 
  
8 ADJOURNMENT AND NEXT MEETING: March 12, 2012 
 

Key: A- Action Item; I – Information Item; *Material will be provided at meeting 
(#)  All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Committee. 

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

 
 

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

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

www.alamedactc.org 



Glossary of Acronyms 
 

ABAG Association of Bay Area  Governments 

ACCMA Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency 

ACE Altamont Commuter Express 

ACTA Alameda County Transportation  Authority 
(1986 Measure B authority) 

ACTAC Alameda County Technical Advisory 
Committee 

ACTC Alameda County Transportation 
Commission 

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

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

Caltrans California Department of  Transportation 

CEQA California Environmental Quality  Act 

CIP Capital Investment Program 

CMAQ Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality 

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CTC California Transportation  Commission 

CWTP Countywide Transportation Plan 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

HOT High occupancy toll 

HOV High occupancy vehicle 

ITIP State Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program 

LATIP Local Area Transportation Improvement 
Program 

LAVTA Livermore-Amador Valley Transportation 
Authority 

LOS              Level of service 

 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MTS Metropolitan Transportation System 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NOP  Notice of Preparation 

PCI Pavement Condition Index 

PSR Project Study Report 

RM 2 Regional Measure 2 (Bridge toll) 

RTIP Regional Transportation  Improvement 
 Program 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan (MTC’s 
Transportation 2035) 

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

SCS Sustainable Community Strategy 

SR State Route 

SRS Safe Routes to Schools 

STA State Transit Assistance  

STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 

STP Federal Surface Transportation Program 

TCM Transportation Control Measures 

TCRP Transportation Congestion Relief  Program 

TDA Transportation Development Act 

TDM Travel-Demand Management 

TEP Transportation Expenditure Plan 

TFCA Transportation Fund for Clean Air 

TIP Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program 

TLC Transportation for Livable Communities 

TMP Traffic Management Plan 

TMS Transportation Management System 

TOD Transit-Oriented Development 

TOS Transportation Operations Systems 

TVTC Tri Valley Transportation Committee 

VHD Vehicle Hours of Delay 

VMT Vehicle miles traveled 



 

 

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

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

 

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

 

 
Alameda County  
Transportation Commission 
1333 Broadway, Suite 220 
Oakland, CA 94612 



 

 

PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF JANUARY 09, 2012 

OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 
 

The meeting was convened by the Chair, Mayor Green, at 12:40 p.m. 
 

1. Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
2 Consent Calendar 
2A.   Minutes of November 7, 2011  
Mayor Javandel moved for the approval of the consent calendar; Councilmember Atkin seconded the 
motion. The motion passed 6-0. 

 
3 Programs 
3A. Approval of Third Cycle Lifeline Program Structure               
Jacki Taylor recommended the Commission approve the project evaluation criteria and weighting 
to be used for the project selection process of the Third Cycle Lifeline Transportation Program 
(Cycle 3), and approve the programming of Cycle 3 funding for updating Community-Based 
Transportation Plans.  Ms. Taylor stated that MTC has established standard evaluation criteria to 
assess and select projects. The MTC Guidelines allow for additional evaluation criteria and 
weighting to be added to MTC’s standard evaluation criteria. Alameda CTC has been designated as 
the county-level Lifeline Program Administrator. 
 
Vice Mayor Freitas motioned to approve this Item. Councilmember Reid seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0. 
 
3B. Approval of Advance Programming of $45,000 of Lifeline Cycle 3 funding to the 

Neighborhood Bike Centers Program 
Jacki Taylor recommended the Commission approve the advance programming of $45,000 of 
federal Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) funding from the Third Cycle Lifeline 
Transportation Program (Cycle 3) to the Neighborhood Bike Centers program. The Neighborhood 
Bike Center program which is operated by Cycles of Change was initially funded for two years 
through the Cycle 2 lifeline program. The bicycle program recovers, restores and distributes bikes 
for use by eligible low income residents of targeted communities. Funding has allowed for 
operations through December 2011 but the operations will cease if additional funding is not 
identified. The advance will allow Cycles of Change to apply for Lifeline Cycle 3 funding which 
will not be available until January 2013. The advance will allow the program to continue through 
2012. 
 
Councilmember Atkin questioned why JARC funds were being used to fund this program and she 
commented that the staff report does not indicate that the program assisted low income residents in 
obtaining jobs. Ms. Taylor informed the Commission that JARC funding was used previously and 
that it went through the MTC eligibility process.  Matt Gereghty, a representative from Cycles of 
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Change informed the Commission that the program has a job training aspect and that a survey 
conducted indicated that the program assisted people with getting to work. Matt Todd informed the 
Committee that the staff report to the Commission will include information requested through the 
discussion.  
 
The Committee moved this Item to the full Board with no recommendation.   
 
3C. Approval of the Reallocation of $400,000 of Measure B Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Countywide Discretionary Fund (CDF) from Grant Agreement A09-0018, Alamo Canal 
Regional Trail I-580 Undercrossing Project, to the East Bay Greenway project and the 
Bicycle Safety Education program A09-0025 

Vivek Bhat recommended that the Commission approve the reallocation of $400,000 of Measure B 
CDF funds from the Alamo Canal Regional Trail I-580 Undercrossing Project to the East Bay 
Greenway project and Bicycle Safety Education program. The City of Dublin received $891,000 
from the CDF for construction of the Alamo Canal Regional Trail. Since that time, the bids are now 
expected to be under the engineers’ estimates and a surplus of funds is expected. The reallocation 
would include $350,000 to the East Bay Greenway project, for Construction/Maintenance and 
$50,000 to expand the Bicycle Safety Education program. Staff has been working with the City of 
Dublin and the Eastbay Regional Park District in regards to this proposal.   
 
Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Green seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0. 
 
3D. Approval of City of Fremont’s Request to Modify Scope Elements for Measure B 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Countywide Discretionary Fund Grant Agreement No. A09-
0020, Irvington Area Pedestrian Improvement Project  

Vivek Bhat recommended the Commission approve the City of Fremont’s request to modify scope 
elements of the Irvington Area Pedestrian Improvement project. The City of Fremont requested to 
modify the scope which will result in a total cost of $335,000. The original expiration date for this 
agreement of October 31, 2011 was extended for a year through a prior amendment, to allow 
completion of the construction contract.  
 
Vice Mayor Chan motioned to approve this Item. Supervisor Haggerty seconded the motion. The 
motioned passed 7-0. 
 
3E. Approval of Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program Manager Funding for a 

Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 2004 Port Truck 
Replacement Program)  

Matt Todd explained that the ACTAC recommended that the Commission oppose the Alameda 
TFCA Program Manager Funds contribution to the Truck Drayage Program and the expectation 
that the Air District should use Regional TFCA funds for this program. Mr. Todd also noted that if 
it is decided to provide TFCA Program Manager funding, ACTAC recommends the Commission 
use funding Option #2 to distribute costs among local agencies.  He went on to state that starting 
December 31, 2011, The California Air Resources Board requires that model year 2004 Port 
drayage trucks meet certain emission standards. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
has offered financial assistance to truck owners in meeting the requirements and is requesting 1.4 
million additional funds from the Alameda CTC TFCA County Program Manager funds to assist 
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with funding the program.  
 

Supervisor Miley thanked staff for working on this matter. He also commented that this item would 
help maintain the Port of Oakland’s viability.  
 
Mayor Javandel commented on the impact of the Port and stated that it is in the best interest of the 
agency to assist the Port.  
 
Vice Mayor Chan requested information on how the program was noticed. Matt Todd informed the 
Committee that the program was noticed through press releases, the Air District website and fact 
sheets as well as the Port of Oakland advertising the program. 
 
Damian Breen from the Air District commented on the air quality and congestion management, the 
amount of applicants received for the program and the prorating of the shares across regional and 
county fund sources.  
 
Dave Campbell from East Bay Bicycle Coalition stated that the East Bay Bicycle Coalition was 
opposed to contributing the County TFCA funds for several reasons including questions 
surrounding the Port of Oakland’s and Regional level contributions to this program. 
 
Supervisor Miley motioned to recommended the Commission approve the programming of $1.43 
million of Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program Manager funding for a Goods 
Movement Emission Reduction Program (Engine MY 2004 Port Truck Replacement Program) 
using Option #2 and including the following stipulations: 1) Regional funds should be used first, 
and Alameda funds last, 2) Alameda funds will only be used for vehicles registered in Alameda, 3) 
Funds not required, based on the initial applications received through January 13, 2012 should be 
returned to the Alameda CTC, 4) the amount of TFCA funds eligible for administrative costs will 
be based on total annual TFCA revenue of the Alameda program, and 5) this is a one time 
contribution to assist with the December 31, 2011 milestone, the Alameda CTC will not participate 
in programs that will provide assistance to meet future ARB drayage truck requirements. 
Supervisor Haggerty seconded the motion. The motion carried 7-0. 

 
3F. Approval of STIP Award Deadline Time Extension Request for the Union City 

Intermodal Station Project, Phase II  
Matt Todd recommended the Commission approve the request for a six-month time extension to the 
STIP award deadline for the Union City Intermodal Station. An extension is requested due to the 
delay of the FTA transfer which subsequently delayed the contract award. Mr. Todd informed the 
Board that both the City of Union City and BART will continue to work together to ensure the  
contract gets awarded in a timely fashion. 
 
Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Javandel seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0.  
 
3G. Review of OneBayAreaGrant Program 

Tess Lengyel gave a brief overview of the One Bay Area Grant Program. The overview included 
MTC’s proposed grant program includes funding objectives, funding distributions, policy outcomes 
and implementation issues. 
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This Item was for information only.  
   
4  Projects 

4A. Southbound I-680 Express Lane Project - Approval of Amendments to Professional 
Services Agreements with Solem & Associates and Wilbur Smith Associates  

Kanda Raj recommended the Commission approve Amendment No. 5 to the consultant services 
agreement with Solem & Associates to extend the term of the Agreement from December 31, 2011 to 
June 30, 2012 and approve an amendment to Consultant Services Agreement with Wilbur Smith 
Associates to extend the term of the Agreement and include additional compensation for improved 
services in the amount of $178,000.  
 
Mayor Javandel motioned to approve this Item. Supervisor Miley seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 6-0. 
 
4B. Congestion Relief Emergency Funds Project (ACTIA No. 27)  -  Approval to Reallocate 

Measure B Funds Between Sub-Projects and to Amend the Project Title and Description 
of Sub-Project Along I-880  

James O’Brien recommended that the Commission approve the several actions related to the 
Congestion Relief Emergency Funds Project. The actions include a revision of the project title and 
description, reallocation of $1,000,000 of Measure B funds from Sub-Project 27E to 27B, 
reallocation of $1,500,000 of Measure B funds from Sub-Project 27E to 27C and finally revisions to 
the currently approved project funding plans for the I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility Project, the I-
880 North Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project, and the I-880 
Southbound HOV Lane – Hegenberger to Marina Project to reflect the additional Measure B funding. 
There are no financial impacts anticipated because the actions involve shifting Measure B funds that 
had already been allocated. 

 
Councilmember Reid motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Green seconded the motion. This motion 
passed 7-0.  

 
4C. I-880 Southbound HOV Lane Project (APN 730.0) Approval of Amendment No. 3 to 

Professional Services Agreement with WMH Corporation for Final Design Services  
James O’Brien recommended that the Commission authorize the execution of Amendment No. 3 to 
the professional services agreement with WMH Corporation to provide additional final design and 
bidding support services for an additional contract amount not to exceed $630,000. Mr. O’Brien 
stated that the recommended action would provide additional contract funding to complete the project 
plans, specifications and estimates and to coordinate with Caltrans during their review processes. 
 
Mayor Javandel motioned to approve this Item. Councilmember Reid seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 6-0.  
 
4D. East 14th Street/Hesperian Blvd./150th Avenue Intersection Improvements Project 

(ACTIA No. 19) – Approval of Amendments to the Right of Way and PS&E Project 
Specific Funding Agreements to Extend Termination Dates  

James O’Brien recommended that the Commission Authorize the execution of Amendment No. 2 to 
the Project Specific Funding Agreement with the City of San Leandro to extend the termination date 
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of the PSFA as well as the execution of Amendment No. 1 to the PSFA with the City of San Leandro 
for the Plans, Specifications and Estimates Phase to extend the termination date. The project 
activities include ground water monitoring and a remedial action plan for property clean up of a 
parcel required for the project. 
 
Supervisor Miley motioned to approve this Item. Supervisor Haggerty seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0. 

4E. Telegraph Avenue Corridor Transit Project (ACTIA No. 7A)  - Approval of Allocation of 
Measure B Funding for the Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Studies Phase  

James O’Brien recommended that the Commission approve the allocation $3,128,000 of Measure B 
funding for the Preliminary Engineering / Environmental Studies Phase and authorize the execution 
of Amendment No. 5 to the Project Specific Funding Agreement with AC Transit. The recommended 
actions will result in the expenditure of $3,128,000 of Measure B funds. The recommended action 
also includes maintaining the date of eligibility for reimbursement expenditures from the existing 
PSFA # A05-0005.  
 

Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Javandel seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0.  

4F. Approval of Alameda County Transportation Commission Eminent Domain Process  
Pamela Mintzer recommended the Commission amend the Alameda CTC’s Administrative Code to 
allow the Alameda CTC to adopt resolutions of necessity and adopt a Resolution agreeing to hear 
resolutions of necessity should an eminent domain action be required for the Interstate 880 
Southbound HOV Lane Project. These items need to be adopted with a 2/3 votes as required. These 
steps will allow the Alameda CTC to takes steps to acquire the power of eminent domain to better be 
able to deliver its projects. The first project in which the Alameda CTC may consider utilizing the 
power of eminent domain is the Interstate 880 Southbound HOV Lane Project, which is funded in 
part by California Transportation Commission Corridor Mobility Improvement Account funds. 
 
Supervisor Haggerty wanted clarification on which agency would be completing the work on this 
project. Art Dao informed the Committee that the Alameda County Transportation Commission 
would have Eminent Domain over this project upon approval by the full Board.   
 
Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Javandel seconded the motion. The 
motion passed 7-0.  

4G. I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project – Authorization to Select and Negotiate 
a Contract with the Top-Ranked Firm for System Integrator Services and Approval of an 
Amendment to a Professional Services Agreement with Kimley-Horn & Associates for 
System Manager Services 

 

John Hemiup recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director to select and 
negotiate a contract with the top-ranked firm for System Integrator Services for the I-80 ICM Project 
and approve an amendment to the System Manager Professional Services Agreement with Kimley-
Horn. The costs associated with this project will be funded through the State Infrastructure Bond 
Program and are included in the approved Alameda CTC budget. 
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Supervisor Miley motioned to approve this Item. Mayor Javandel seconded the motion. The motion 
passed 7-0.  
 
5 Staff and Committee Member Reports  
There were no Committee Member Reports.  
 
6 Adjournment/Next Meeting: February 13, 2012  
Chair Green adjourned the meeting at 1:49 p.m. The next meeting is on February 13, 2012.  
 
Attest by: 
 
 
Vanessa Lee 
Clerk of the Commission  
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE: February 2, 2012 
 
TO:  Programs and Projects Committee 
 
FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of 2012 State Transportation Improvement Program Exchange 

Proposal 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the 2012 State Transportation Improvement Program 
exchange proposal. ACTAC is scheduled to consider this item at their February 7, 2012 meeting. 
 
Summary  
Staff has been working with partner agencies Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) on an exchange proposal of STIP and 2000 Measure 
B funds. The exchange would consolidate STIP funding from 12 smaller projects into one large 
STIP funded project. The 12 smaller projects would then be advanced using the now available 2000 
Measure B funds. This proposal would reduce implementation and monitoring requirements from 
the STIP process to one larger project, and focus the local measure funds for delivery of smaller 
locally sponsored projects.  
 
Background 
Staff has been working with partner agencies MTC and CTC on an exchange proposal of STIP and 
2000 Measure B funds. Alameda CTC (in partnership with Caltrans) is preparing the PS&E for the 
Route 84 Expressway Widening (Segment 2 or southern segment). This Route 84 Project funding 
package includes approximately $40 million in local 2000 Measure B funds. The project is 
scheduled to begin construction in FY 2013/14. The exchange proposal includes programming the 
STIP funds assigned to 12 smaller projects (in the 2012 STIP) to the Route 84 project, and in return 
assigning the like amount of local 2000 Measure B funds from the Route 84 project to the 12 
smaller projects. All 12 projects are located in Alameda County. The total amount of the proposed 
exchange is approximately $37 million. The exchange will allow for the implementation and 
monitoring of substantially fewer projects in the STIP and the use of local measure funds to deliver 
smaller locally sponsored projects. The exchange proposal concept is further detailed in the attached 
material.  
 
We have gained staff level concurrence on the exchange concept with MTC and CTC staff. We are 
still having discussions regarding additional programming details including the program year of the 
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STIP funds and allocation of the funds to meet the delivery schedule of the Route 84 project. The 
STIP is scheduled to be approved by the CTC in March 2012.  
 
The Alameda CTC and MTC would need to approve any revisions to the Alameda 2012 STIP by the 
end of February in order to be considered in the final 2012 STIP approved by the CTC in March 
2012.  
 
Based on the schedule for the approval of the STIP, the Alameda CTC and MTC will both be 
considering the amendment request concurrently in February. ACTAC is scheduled to consider this 
item at their February 7, 2012 meeting. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Additional administrative costs for project related agreements are anticipated to be delivered within 
the existing budget and are small in relationship to the overall benefit of the exchange proposal. 
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – 2012 STIP Submitted to CTC 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP Exchange Proposal 
 

Page 10



20
12

 R
TI

P 
Fu

nd
in

g 
by

 F
is

ca
l Y

ea
r

A
ge

nc
y

R
te

C
at

PP
N

O
Pr

oj
ec

t
C

om
m

en
ts

To
ta

l
Pr

io
r

12
-1

3
13

-1
4

14
-1

5
15

-1
6

16
-1

7
R

/W
C

on
st

E 
&

 P
PS

&
E

R
/W

 S
up

C
on

 S
up

Pr
io

r C
om

m
itm

en
ts

 (N
ot

 P
ar

t o
f 2

01
2 

ST
IP

 T
ar

ge
t)

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
A

do
pt

ed
 2

01
2 

R
TI

P 
Pr

og
ra

m
m

in
g 

- N
on

 P
TA

A
la

m
ed

a 
C

ity
88

0
S

H
42

C
I-8

80
 B

ro
ad

w
ay

/J
ac

ks
on

 In
te

rc
ha

ng
e

N
ew

 p
ro

je
ct

2,
50

0
0

0
0

0
2,

50
0

0
0

0
0

2,
50

0
0

0
A

la
m

ed
a 

C
o 

P
W

lo
c

LR
C

ro
w

 C
an

yo
n 

R
d.

 S
af

et
y 

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t P

ro
je

ct
N

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

1,
00

0
0

0
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

A
la

m
ed

a 
C

o 
P

W
84

S
H

N
ile

s 
C

an
yo

n 
(S

R
-8

4)
, F

oo
th

ill
, S

un
ol

 Im
pr

s.
N

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
1,

50
0

0
0

0
0

1,
50

0
0

0
1,

50
0

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
84

S
H

81
D

S
R

-8
4 

E
as

t-W
es

t C
on

ne
ct

or
 in

 F
re

m
on

t
A

dd
 $

5 
m

ill
io

n
14

,3
00

0
0

0
14

,3
00

0
0

0
14

,3
00

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
88

0
S

H
44

C
I-8

80
 O

pe
ra

tio
na

l a
nd

 S
af

et
y 

Im
ps

. a
t 2

9t
h 

A
ve

.
A

dd
 fu

nd
in

g
55

1
0

55
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
55

1
0

0
V

TA
88

0
S

H
16

V
M

is
si

on
 B

lv
d/

I-8
80

 In
te

rc
ha

ng
e 

R
ec

on
st

, p
h.

 1
B

/2
A

dd
 fu

nd
in

g
3,

50
0

0
3,

50
0

0
0

0
0

0
3,

50
0

0
0

0
0

C
al

tra
ns

24
S

H
57

J
S

R
-2

4 
C

al
de

co
tt 

Tu
nn

el
 4

th
 B

or
e 

La
nd

sc
ap

in
g

N
ew

 p
ro

je
ct

2,
00

0
0

40
0

1,
60

0
0

0
0

0
50

0
0

40
0

0
1,

10
0

Fr
em

on
t

lo
c

LR
B

A
R

T 
W

ar
m

 S
pr

. S
ta

. I
m

pr
. A

cc
es

s:
 A

ut
o 

M
al

l P
kw

y
N

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
3,

50
0

0
0

0
0

0
3,

50
0

0
3,

50
0

0
0

0
0

O
ak

la
nd

lo
c

LR
10

22
42

nd
/H

ig
h 

S
tre

et
 A

cc
es

s 
Im

pr
ov

em
en

t P
ro

je
ct

N
ew

 p
ro

je
ct

2,
00

0
0

0
0

0
2,

00
0

0
0

2,
00

0
0

0
0

0
S

an
 L

ea
nd

ro
18

5
S

H
S

R
-1

85
/H

es
pe

ria
n/

15
0t

h 
A

ve
 C

ha
nn

el
iz

at
io

n 
Im

pr
s.

N
ew

 p
ro

je
ct

1,
00

0
0

0
0

0
0

1,
00

0
0

1,
00

0
0

0
0

0
M

TC
68

0
S

H
N

E
W

I-6
80

 F
re

ew
ay

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 In
iti

at
iv

e 
P

ro
je

ct
N

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
2,

00
0

0
0

2,
00

0
0

0
0

0
2,

00
0

0
0

0
0

M
TC

O
21

00
P

la
nn

in
g,

 p
ro

gr
am

m
in

g,
 a

nd
 m

on
ito

rin
g

A
dd

 fu
nd

in
g

61
1

0
11

4
11

8
12

2
12

6
13

1
0

61
1

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
O

21
79

P
la

nn
in

g,
 p

ro
gr

am
m

in
g,

 a
nd

 m
on

ito
rin

g
A

dd
 fu

nd
in

g
3,

19
9

0
1,

99
3

32
0

0
0

88
6

0
3,

19
9

0
0

0
0

To
ta

l N
on

-P
TA

 
37

,6
61

0
6,

55
8

4,
03

8
14

,4
22

7,
12

6
5,

51
7

0
33

,1
10

0
3,

45
1

0
1,

10
0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
R

TI
P 

Pr
og

ra
m

m
in

g 
- P

TA
 E

lig
ib

le
A

C
 T

ra
ns

it
bu

s
T

E
as

t B
ay

 B
us

 R
ap

id
 T

ra
ns

it
A

dd
 p

ro
je

ct
5,

00
0

0
0

0
0

5,
00

0
0

0
5,

00
0

0
0

0
0

To
ta

l P
TA

-e
lig

ib
le

 
5,

00
0

0
0

0
0

5,
00

0
0

0
5,

00
0

0
0

0
0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
R

TI
P 

Pr
og

ra
m

m
in

g 
To

ta
l 

42
,6

61
0

6,
55

8
4,

03
8

14
,4

22
12

,1
26

5,
51

7
0

38
,1

10
0

3,
45

1
0

1,
10

0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

En
ha

nc
em

en
ts

 (T
E)

A
C

TC
te

B
P

21
00

K
I-8

80
 S

B
 H

O
V

 L
an

e 
La

nd
sc

ap
in

g 
(M

ar
in

a/
D

av
is

)
N

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
1,

00
0

0
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

0
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

B
A

TA
/C

T/
C

TC
te

B
P

90
51

A
Im

pr
ov

ed
 B

ik
e/

P
ed

 C
on

ne
ct

iv
ity

 to
 E

as
t S

pa
n 

S
FO

B
B

N
ew

 p
ro

je
ct

3,
06

3
0

0
0

0
0

3,
06

3
0

3,
06

3
0

0
0

0
M

TC
re

s
TB

D
21

00
J

TE
 re

se
rv

e 
(A

C
TC

 s
ha

re
)

A
dd

 fu
nd

in
g

1,
17

9
0

0
0

0
0

1,
17

9
0

1,
17

9
0

0
0

0
M

TC
re

s
TB

D
21

00
C

TE
 re

se
rv

e 
(M

TC
 s

ha
re

)
C

on
so

lid
at

e 
fu

nd
in

g
3,

72
6

0
0

1,
86

3
1,

86
3

0
0

0
3,

72
6

0
0

0
0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
TE

 P
ro

gr
am

m
in

g 
To

ta
l 

8,
96

8
0

1,
00

0
1,

86
3

1,
86

3
0

4,
24

2
0

8,
96

8
0

0
0

0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
R

TI
P 

To
ta

l -
 A

la
m

ed
a 

C
ou

nt
y

51
,6

29
0

7,
55

8
5,

90
1

16
,2

85
12

,1
26

9,
75

9
0

47
,0

78
0

3,
45

1
0

1,
10

0

A
la

m
ed

a

20
12

 R
TI

P 
Fu

nd
in

g 
by

 C
om

po
ne

nt

(a
ll 

nu
m

be
rs

 in
 th

ou
sa

nd
s)

20
12

 R
TI

P
D

ec
em

be
r 2

1,
 2

01
2

P
ag

e 
1 

of
 1

M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 T
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
C

om
m

is
si

on
D

at
e 

P
rin

te
d:

 2
/1

/2
01

2

Attachment A

Page 11



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

Page 12



20
12

 R
TI

P 
Fu

nd
in

g 
by

 F
is

ca
l Y

ea
r

A
ge

nc
y

R
te

C
at

PP
N

O
Pr

oj
ec

t
C

om
m

en
ts

To
ta

l
Pr

io
r

12
-1

3
13

-1
4

14
-1

5
15

-1
6

16
-1

7
R

/W
C

on
st

E 
&

 P
PS

&
E

R
/W

 S
up

C
on

 S
up

Pr
io

r C
om

m
itm

en
ts

 (N
ot

 P
ar

t o
f 2

01
2 

ST
IP

 T
ar

ge
t)

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
A

do
pt

ed
 2

01
2 

R
TI

P 
Pr

og
ra

m
m

in
g 

- N
on

 P
TA

A
la

m
ed

a 
C

ity
88

0
S

H
42

C
I-8

80
 B

ro
ad

w
ay

/J
ac

ks
on

 In
te

rc
ha

ng
e

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

2,
50

0
0

0
0

0
2,

50
0

0
0

0
0

2,
50

0
0

0
A

la
m

ed
a 

C
o 

P
W

lo
c

LR
C

ro
w

 C
an

yo
n 

R
d.

 S
af

et
y 

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t P

ro
je

ct
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

10
00

0
0

1,
00

0
0

0
0

0
A

la
m

ed
a 

C
o 

P
W

84
S

H
N

ile
s 

C
an

yo
n 

(S
R

-8
4)

, F
oo

th
ill

, S
un

ol
 Im

pr
s.

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

1,
50

0
0

0
0

0
15

00
0

0
1,

50
0

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
84

S
H

81
D

S
R

-8
4 

E
as

t-W
es

t C
on

ne
ct

or
 in

 F
re

m
on

t
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
14

,3
00

0
0

0
14

30
0

0
0

0
14

,3
00

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
88

0
S

H
44

C
I-8

80
 O

pe
ra

tio
na

l a
nd

 S
af

et
y 

Im
ps

. a
t 2

9t
h 

A
ve

.
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
55

1
0

55
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
55

1
0

0
V

TA
88

0
S

H
16

V
M

is
si

on
 B

lv
d/

I-8
80

 In
te

rc
ha

ng
e 

R
ec

on
st

, p
h.

 1
B

/2
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
3,

50
0

0
35

00
0

0
0

0
0

3,
50

0
0

0
0

0
C

al
tra

ns
24

S
H

57
J

S
R

-2
4 

C
al

de
co

tt 
Tu

nn
el

 4
th

 B
or

e 
La

nd
sc

ap
in

g
2,

00
0

0
40

0
1,

60
0

0
0

0
0

50
0

0
40

0
0

1,
10

0
Fr

em
on

t
lo

c
LR

B
A

R
T 

W
ar

m
 S

pr
. S

ta
. I

m
pr

. A
cc

es
s:

 A
ut

o 
M

al
l P

kw
y

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

3,
50

0
0

0
0

0
0

35
00

0
3,

50
0

0
0

0
0

O
ak

la
nd

lo
c

LR
10

22
42

nd
/H

ig
h 

S
tre

et
 A

cc
es

s 
Im

pr
ov

em
en

t P
ro

je
ct

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

2,
00

0
0

0
0

0
20

00
0

0
2,

00
0

0
0

0
0

S
an

 L
ea

nd
ro

18
5

S
H

S
R

-1
85

/H
es

pe
ria

n/
15

0t
h 

A
ve

 C
ha

nn
el

iz
at

io
n 

Im
pr

s.
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

0
10

00
0

1,
00

0
0

0
0

0
M

TC
68

0
S

H
N

E
W

I-6
80

 F
re

ew
ay

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 In
iti

at
iv

e 
P

ro
je

ct
2,

00
0

0
0

2,
00

0
0

0
0

0
2,

00
0

0
0

0
0

M
TC

O
21

00
P

la
nn

in
g,

 p
ro

gr
am

m
in

g,
 a

nd
 m

on
ito

rin
g

61
1

0
11

4
11

8
12

2
12

6
13

1
0

61
1

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
O

21
79

P
la

nn
in

g,
 p

ro
gr

am
m

in
g,

 a
nd

 m
on

ito
rin

g
3,

19
9

0
1,

99
3

32
0

0
0

88
6

0
3,

19
9

0
0

0
0

A
C

 T
ra

ns
it

bu
s

T
E

as
t B

ay
 B

us
 R

ap
id

 T
ra

ns
it

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

5,
00

0
0

0
0

0
5,

00
0

0
0

5,
00

0
0

0
0

0
A

C
TC

84
00

81
H

R
t 8

4 
E

xp
re

ss
w

ay
 W

id
en

in
g 

(S
eg

m
en

t 2
)

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

34
,8

51
0

0
34

,8
51

0
0

0
0

31
,3

51
0

0
0

0

To
ta

l N
on

-P
TA

 
42

,6
61

0
2,

50
7

38
,8

89
12

2
12

6
1,

01
7

0
41

,1
61

0
40

0
0

1,
10

0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
R

TI
P 

Pr
og

ra
m

m
in

g 
To

ta
l 

42
,6

61
0

2,
50

7
38

,8
89

12
2

12
6

1,
01

7
0

41
,1

61
0

40
0

0
1,

10
0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

En
ha

nc
em

en
ts

 (T
E)

A
C

TC
te

B
P

21
00

K
I-8

80
 S

B
 H

O
V

 L
an

e 
La

nd
sc

ap
in

g 
(M

ar
in

a/
D

av
is

)
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
1,

00
0

0
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

0
1,

00
0

0
0

0
0

B
A

TA
/C

T/
C

TC
te

B
P

90
51

A
Im

pr
ov

ed
 B

ik
e/

P
ed

 C
on

ne
ct

iv
ity

 to
 E

as
t S

pa
n 

S
FO

B
B

3,
06

3
0

0
0

0
0

3,
06

3
0

3,
06

3
0

0
0

0
M

TC
re

s
TB

D
21

00
J

TE
 re

se
rv

e 
(A

C
TC

 s
ha

re
)

E
xc

ha
ng

e 
P

ro
po

sa
l

1,
17

9
0

0
0

0
0

1,
17

9
0

1,
17

9
0

0
0

0
M

TC
re

s
TB

D
21

00
C

TE
 re

se
rv

e 
(M

TC
 s

ha
re

)
3,

72
6

0
0

1,
86

3
1,

86
3

0
0

0
3,

72
6

0
0

0
0

A
C

TC
84

00
81

H
R

t 8
4 

E
xp

re
ss

w
ay

 W
id

en
in

g 
(S

eg
m

en
t 2

)
E

xc
ha

ng
e 

P
ro

po
sa

l
2,

17
9

0
0

2,
17

9
0

0
0

0
2,

17
9

0
0

0
0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
TE

 P
ro

gr
am

m
in

g 
To

ta
l 

8,
96

8
0

0
4,

04
2

1,
86

3
0

3,
06

3
0

8,
96

8
0

0
0

0

A
do

pt
ed

 2
01

2 
R

TI
P 

To
ta

l -
 A

la
m

ed
a 

C
ou

nt
y

51
,6

29
0

2,
50

7
42

,9
31

1,
98

5
12

6
4,

08
0

0
50

,1
29

0
40

0
0

1,
10

0

Su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 R
te

 8
4 

Ex
pr

es
sw

ay
 W

id
en

in
g 

(S
eg

m
en

t 2
) P

ro
po

se
d 

Fu
nd

in
g:

A
C

TC
84

00
81

H
R

t 8
4 

E
xp

re
ss

w
ay

 W
id

en
in

g 
(S

eg
m

en
t 2

)
S

TI
P

34
,8

51
0

0
34

,8
51

0
0

0
0

31
,3

51
0

0
0

0
A

C
TC

84
00

81
H

R
t 8

4 
E

xp
re

ss
w

ay
 W

id
en

in
g 

(S
eg

m
en

t 2
)

S
TI

P
 T

E
2,

17
9

0
0

2,
17

9
0

0
0

0
2,

17
9

0
0

0
0

R
te

 8
4 

Ex
pr

es
sw

ay
 W

id
en

in
g 

(S
eg

m
en

t 2
) P

ro
po

se
d 

Fu
nd

in
g 

To
ta

l:
37

,0
30

0
0

37
,0

30
0

0
0

0
33

,5
30

0
0

0
0

20
12

 R
TI

P 
Fu

nd
in

g 
by

 C
om

po
ne

nt

20
12

 R
TI

P 
Ex

ch
an

ge
 P

ro
po

sa
l (

Ja
nu

ar
y 

24
, 2

01
2)

(a
ll 

nu
m

be
rs

 in
 th

ou
sa

nd
s)

A
la

m
ed

a

P
ag

e 
1 

of
 1

D
at

e 
P

rin
te

d:
 1

/2
4/

20
12

Attachment B

Page 13



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This page intentionally left blank 

Page 14



 

 

Memorandum 
 
DATE: February 3, 2012 
 
TO:  Programs and Projects Committee (PPC) 
 
FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of STIP Expenditure Deadline Extension for Alameda CTC’s I-880 

Landscape Enhancements Project 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the request for a 12-month time extension to the STIP 
expenditure deadline for the I-880 Landscape Enhancements project. The Alameda CTC is 
requesting an extension from June 30, 2012 to June 30, 2013. ACTAC is scheduled to consider this 
item on February 7th.  
 
Summary  
The Alameda CTC requests a 12-month time extension to the STIP expenditure deadline from June 
30, 2012 to June 30, 2013 for $400,000 of STIP TE, allocated on June 30, 2010, for the Plans, Specs 
& Estimate (PSE) phase of the project. The total cost of the landscaping project is estimated at $2 
million. A draft extension request is attached.  
 
Background 
The STIP timely use of funds provisions enacted by SB 45 are intended to encourage local and 
regional agencies to accurately program, monitor and deliver STIP projects in a timely manner. Per 
the STIP Guidelines, the CTC may grant a one-time extension to each of the allocation, expenditure, 
award (which includes FTA transfer), and completion deadlines only if it finds that an unforeseen 
and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that 
justifies the extension. The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly attributed to the 
extraordinary circumstance and will in no event be for more than 20 months. 
 
The project will construct landscape enhancements in the City of San Leandro on Interstate 880 
from south of the Marina Boulevard interchange to north of the Davis Street interchange. At the 
time of allocation in June 2010, the design and construction on the RIP-TE funded improvements 
were identified as a stand-alone project. The reason for the delay is that the limits of the RIP-TE 
improvements are wholly located within the limits of a much larger CMIA-funded project to add a 
southbound HOV lane along I-880. The designs of the roadway configurations at the interchanges 
included in the CMIA-funded project have been revised several times since the allocation of the 
RIP-TE funds to incorporate changes requested/ required by the local agencies.   Each time the 
configuration of a facility in the interchange areas was revised, which was beyond the control of the 
RIP-TE project implementation, the design of the RIP-TE improvements was delayed. 
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The design of the RIP-TE was expected to begin within three months of the allocation, i.e. by 
September 30, 2010, which would have provided more than adequate time to perform the design and 
satisfy the “Complete Expenditures” deadline of June 30, 2012, but the configurations of the 
interchange areas in the overall HOV project were not finalized until the October 2011 timeframe 
when the PS&E package for the HOV project was submitted to Caltrans for final reviews and 
approvals.  These unforeseen circumstances resulted in a delay to the start of design for the RIP-TE 
improvements from October 1, 2010 until October 1, 2011, or 12 months.   
 
The time extension request for the $400,000 STIP-TE funding is proposed for consideration at the 
March 28-29, 2012 CTC meeting. MTC requires Alameda CTC concurrence for all STIP extension 
requests. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – Draft STIP Time Extension Request  
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                                      REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION 
LOCAL STIP PROJECTS 

 
Local Agency Letterhead 

 
 
 
 

To: Ms. Sylvia Fung, Chief Date : January 30, 2012  
 District 4 Local Assistance Engineer 

 Caltrans, Office of Local Assistance PPNO:_2100K________ 
 111 Grand Avenue PROJECT #:    
 Oakland, CA 94612 EA: 1G6300__________ 
    I-880 Landscape Enhancements  

On Interstate 880 from south of the 
Marina Boulevard Interchange to north 
of the Davis Street Interchange. 

Assembly District: ____  
  Senate District:      ____  
 
Dear Ms Fung: 
 
We request that the California Transportation Commission (CTC) approve a request for a time extension for this 
project. 
 
A. Project description:  
 

In the City of San Leandro, on Interstate 880 from south of the Marina Boulevard interchange to north of the 
Davis Street interchange. Construct landscaping/irrigation and other enhancements.. 
 
Programmed STIP_TE Funding Level by phase (X $1,000): 
 
Phase FY 2011/12 Total 

PS&E $400 $400 

Total $400 $400 

 
 
B. Project element for which extension requested: (check appropriate box) 
 

 
 Allocation* X Expenditure  Award  Completion 

(contract acceptance) 
 
 
C. Phase (component) of project: (check appropriate box or boxes) 
 

 Environmental 
Studies & 
Permits 

X Plans, Specs. & 
Estimate 

 Right of  
Way 

 
Construction* 
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Page 17



               
 

 
Page 23-2 
December 3, 2009                                  LPP 09-04 

D. Allocation and deadline summary 
 

Allocation Date 
By Phase 

(if applicable) 

Allocated 
Amount 
By Phase 

(if applicable) 

Original 
Deadline 

Number of Months of 
Extension Requested 

Extended 
Deadline 

6/30/2010 $400,000 6/30/2012 12 6/30/2013 

 
E. Reason for project delay 
 
At the time of allocation in June 2010, the design and construction on the RIP-TE funded improvements were 
identified as a stand-alone project.  The limits of the RIP-TE improvements are wholly located within the limits of 
a much larger CMIA-funded project to add a southbound HOV lane along I-880, i.e. the I-880 Southbound HOV 
Lane from Hegenberger to Marina (South Segment) Project.  The schedule for the design of the RIP-TE 
improvements was related to the design of the larger HOV project which includes reconfiguring the areas 
intended for the RIP-TE improvements, primarily near the interchanges.  The designs of the roadway 
configurations at the interchanges included in the CMIA-funded project have been revised several times since the 
allocation of the RIP-TE funds to incorporate changes requested/required by the local agencies.  The changes to 
the HOV project design were requested by the locals to accommodate proposed changes along the local roadway 
approaches to the interchanges.  Each time the configuration of a facility in the interchange areas was revised, 
which was beyond the control of the RIP-TE project implementation, the design of the RIP-TE improvements was 
delayed. 

The design of the RIP-TE was expected to begin within three months of the allocation, i.e. by September 30, 
2010, which would have provided more than adequate time to perform the design and satisfy the “Complete 
Expenditures” deadline of June 30, 2012.  The design of the RIP-TE was not able to begin by September 30, 2010 
due to issues related to changing the configuration of the interchange areas, specifically the configuration of the 
ramp termini intersections, as described above.  The configurations of the interchange areas in the overall HOV 
project were not finalized until the October 2011 timeframe when the PS&E package for the HOV project was 
submitted to Caltrans for final reviews and approvals.  These unforeseen circumstances resulted in a delay to the 
start of design for the RIP-TE improvements from October 1, 2010 until October 1, 2011, or 12 months.  We are 
hereby requesting a 12-month extension to the complete expenditures deadline. 

 
F. Status of project milestones/revised project milestones 

 
1) Completion of Environmental Document: 

CEQA – Negative Declaration, January 21, 2010. 
NEPA – Finding Of No Significant Impact, February 9, 2010. 
 

2) Right of Way Certification: 

Right of Certification will be achieved under the I-880 HOV Lane project. 
 

3) Construction: 

Original planned Advertisement date – April 2014. Revised Advertisement date – January 2016. 
 

G. Timely Use of Funds 
 

We request that the CTC approve this request at the March 28-29, 2012 meeting.  
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LPP 09-04                                                                                    December 3, 2009 

 
H. Local Agency Certification: 
 
This Request for Time Extension has been prepared in accordance with the Procedures for Administering Local 
Grant Projects in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). I certify that the information provided 
in the document is accurate and correct. I understand that if the required information has not been provided this 
form will be returned and the request may be delayed. Please advise us as soon as the time extension has been 
approved. You may direct any questions to 
 ________________________________ at ____________________ 
 (name)  (phone number) 
 
Signature_____________________________Title:_________________________________Date:_____________ 
 
Agency/Commission:  ____________________________________________________________  
 
I. Regional Transportation Planning Agency/County Transportation Commission Concurrence: 
 
Concurred 
 
Signature_____________________________Title:_____________________________________Date:_________ 
 
 
Agency/CTC  ____________________________________________________________  
 
     
 
J. Caltrans District Local Assistance Engineer Acceptance: 
 
I have reviewed the information submitted on the Request for Time Extension and agree it is complete and has 
been prepared in accordance with the Procedures for Administering Local Grant Projects in the State 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
Signature_____________________________Title:_____________________________________Date:_________ 
  
 
 
Attachments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Distribution:    (1) Original -DLAE (2) Copy- Division of Local Assistance, STIP Coordinator  

(3) Copy - RTPA/County Transpor
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Memorandum 

 
 
Date: February 1, 2012 
 
To: Programs and Projects Committee  
 
From: John Hemiup, Senior Transportation Engineer 
 
Subject: Approval of Measure B Pass-Through Funding Formula for Special 

Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities  
 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the Commission approve the Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee 
(PAPCO’s) recommendation to change the funding formula for distribution of Measure B Pass-
Through funds allocated to non-mandated paratransit services for seniors and people with 
disabilities.   
 
Summary  
PAPCO has a mandate to determine the funding formula to distribute Pass-Through Measure B 
funds for non-mandated paratransit services to the cities in Alameda County. The initial funding 
formula was developed in 2003 per recommendations by PAPCO and a Joint Funding Formula 
Subcommittee. The 2003 funding formula used demographic data from the US Census 2000 as 
well as annual data on the number of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients residing in 
each city. PAPCO revisited the formula in 2007 and 2008 and recommended changes to the 
Board because SSI data became unavailable due to privacy concerns.  The proposed 2012 
funding formula includes the following factors: 

• Seniors age 70-79 (Census 2010) 
• Seniors age 80+ (weighted times 1.5) 
• Low-income households earning  less than or equal to 30% of Area Median Income 

obtained from the American Community Survey (in the current proposal, this is 
calculated as <$20,000 annually) 

 
The funding formula is proposed to remain in effect from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2017.  This 
funding formula was approved by PAPCO at their January 23, 2012 meeting. 
 
Background 
The Measure B 2000 Expenditure Plan includes specific language allocating funds for senior and 
disabled transportation and also dictates that allocations to the city-based, or non-mandated, 
programs are done based upon a funding formula created by PAPCO. 
 
The Expenditure Plan distributes the 10.45% of Measure B funds as follows: 

• 5.63% allocated to mandated paratransit services  
• 3.39% allocated to non-mandated paratransit services 
• 1.43% allocated to Gap Program 
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The 3.39% allocated to non-mandated paratransit services is distributed to the planning areas as 
follows: 

• North County = 1.24% 
• Central County = 0.88% 
• South County = 1.06% 
• East County = 0.21% 

 
Funds from each planning area may not be transferred into another area. The PAPCO formula 
allocates funding to the cities within each planning area.  
 
Current PAPCO Funding Formula for Distribution within Planning Areas   
When the funding formula was developed, PAPCO intended to address the following key 
elements: age, income, and disability.  Five factors were used to determine how much funding 
each city received from the planning area: 

1. Individuals 5-15 with any type of disability 
2. Individuals 16+ with go-outside-home disability * 
3. Individuals 65-79 
4. Individuals 80+ 
5. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients 18 and older 
* Individual has a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting 6 months or more that 
makes it difficult to go outside the home alone (e.g. to shop or visit a doctor's office) 

 
Factors 1 through 4 come from Census 2000.  The source for Factor 5 was Social Security 
Administration data made available annually.  However, SSI data has not been available since 
2006 due to privacy concerns.  Therefore those figures have held constant since 2006.  Under the 
current formula, only one factor (individuals 80 and older) is weighted.  The total 80+ population 
in each city is multiplied by 1.5 to place added emphasis on this factor, given that many 
individuals over 80 have disabilities, and therefore have greater need for paratransit services.  
Data is compiled at the zip code level to determine funding allocations. 
 
Proposed Funding Formula 
PAPCO and Paratransit TAC discussed the formula at five meetings in November-January to 
discuss areas of concern, possible factors, and data availability.  The new proposed funding 
formula is meant to address 3 areas of concern that impact a community’s need for accessible 
transportation: 

• Age 
• Disability 
• Income 

 
The proposed funding formula includes 3 factors: 

• Seniors age 70-79 (Census 2010) 
• Seniors age 80+ (weighted times 1.5) 
• Low-income households earning  less than or equal to 30% of Area Median Income 

obtained from the American Community Survey (in the current proposal, this is 
calculated as <$20,000 annually) 

 
Ideally, a separate factor for disability would have been included.  Unfortunately, reliable data 
relating to disability is not available.  All potential sources have been reviewed by staff and were 
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presented to the Joint PAPCO/TAC Subcommittee. Each of these sources has a significant fault. 
Therefore, after much discussion, the Subcommittee recommended using age as a proxy for 
disability.  Staff will continue to monitor available sources of data and, if appropriate, will 
review and revise the formula. 
 
The recommended funding formula is presented in Attachment A.  The source data is presented 
as well as the resultant percentage distribution of funds and the change from the current formula.  
 
This funding formula would take effect on July 1, 2012.  PAPCO proposes that the formula 
remain in effect for no more than 5 years.  The age data is obtained from the most reliable 
source, Census 2010, so it is proposed that those factors be held steady for the 5 year period.  
Income data is obtained from the American Community Survey (ACS).  As this data is 
supplemented annually, the sample will presumably improve.  Therefore PAPCO proposes 
updating this factor annually. 
 
Further Discussion on Data Relating to Disability 
As noted, extensive research was conducted into possible data sources for disability.  Although 
the 2000 Census Data included disability data, the definitions used and totals have long been 
considered “problematic” by stakeholders.  The 2010 Census did not include questions on 
disability because, by then, the Census Bureau was collecting disability (and income) data via the 
American Community Survey (ACS).  Unfortunately, ACS data on disability is only available 
for larger communities and does not account for 25% of the County.  Communities not tabulated 
include Albany, Emeryville, Castro Valley, San Lorenzo, Newark, Dublin, and more.  PAPCO 
and TAC were not comfortable using ACS data.  Other sources of data were suggested, such as 
ADA-mandated paratransit certifications and In Home Supportive Services (IHSS), but did not 
appear to be valid when compared to available data. 
 
Staff frequently used the City of Berkeley as a “test case” for suggested data, as there is a 
perception that Berkeley contains a significant population of people with disabilities who would 
not be captured under the age factors.  However, in each case, Berkeley showed no greater 
increase than if the formula included only age and income.  Staff concluded that it was 
appropriate to use age as a proxy for disability at the current time. 
 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
No direct fiscal impact.  The proposed formula would apply to the current Measure B funding 
stream until June 30, 2017.   
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A – Proposed Formula and Sample Pass-Through Changes 
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Memorandum 
 
 
DATE:  February 01, 2012 

 
TO:  Programs and Projects Committee 

 
FROM:  John Hemiup, Senior Transportation Engineer 

 
SUBJECT:  Approval of City of Fremont’s Request to Extend the Agreement 

Expiration Date for the Tri-City Travel Training Project 
 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the City of Fremont’s request to extend the 
expiration date for the Tri-City Travel Training Project to December 31, 2014 to coincide with the 
New Freedom Grant Program. The Tri-City Travel Training Project is funded through Measure B 
Paratransit Gap Grant funds (Agreement No. A06-0044). 
 
Background 
The Tri-City Travel Training Program consists of various outreach strategies, training tools, and 
curricula for countywide implementation to promote and support use of fixed-route transit services by 
seniors and persons with disabilities. The training targets seniors who have not yet qualified for 
Americans with Disabilities Act paratransit service, new users of mobility devices, and city 
paratransit program participants in the Tri-City area. The program, which encompasses AC Transit, 
BART, and Union City Transit services, engages Tri-City ethnic communities and non-English 
speakers, and uses a group training model intended to foster peer-to-peer support networks within 
communities, housing facilities, and other social groups. 
 
Alameda CTC leveraged the $230,000 in Measure B funds awarded for this project and received a 
New Freedom Grant of $60,000 to continue funding of this project with the City of Fremont as a 
partner. The total project cost is $290,000. The New Freedom grant agreement became effective on 
April 1, 2011. On April 18, 2011, the Project Sponsor, City of Fremont, requested a grant extension to 
correspond with the timing of the New Freedom Grant Project. 
 
On April 27, 2011, the Commission approved extensions to June 30, 2012 of 13 Paratransit Gap 
Grants originally funded in Cycle 4, as well as supplemental funding for 10 of the extended Gap 
Grants. However, the Project Sponsor’s request was not received in time for Committee and 
Commission approval in April 2011.  
 
The attached progress report provides additional details about the program.  
 
Key highlights: 

• Over 29 groups were identified to receive travel training. 
• Of these groups, 27 groups have received travel training. 

PPC Meeting 02/13/12 
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• Over 350 people have received training on how to access and use public transportation. 
• Participants with limited English-speaking skills have received training in American Sign 

Language, Farsi, Mandarin, Punjabi, and Spanish. 
 
Future deliverables: 

• Provide travel training with three main components: classroom sessions, field sessions, and 
follow-up coaching. 

• Train approximately 23 more groups, and 345 more people. 
• Evaluate the program outcomes and participant satisfaction with the program through post-

training follow-up with a hard-copy or telephone survey. 
• Continue to serve the needs of participants with limited English-speaking skills by providing 

training in other languages such as American Sign Language, Farsi, Mandarin, Punjabi,  
and Spanish. 

 
 
Project: Tri-City Travel Training (Agreement A06-0044) 
Sponsor: City of Fremont 
Date of Gap Grant Award: June 2006 (Cycle 3) 
 Original 

Grant Agreement 
Approved 
Extension 

Recommended 
Extension 

Project Completion June 30, 2008 June 30, 2011 June 30, 2014 
Agreement Expiration October 31, 2008 October 31, 2011 December 31, 2014 
 
It is recommended the Commission approve the revised delivery schedule that extends the grant 
agreement expiration date from October 31, 2011 to December 31, 2014. 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The original Cycle 3 grant award was $140,000. The Commission approved additional Measure B 
funding of $90,000 in April 2010. The project received a New Freedom Grant Program award of 
$60,000 in April 2011. The total Measure B amount remaining for this project at this time is $66,707. 
The current request for an extension does not have a fiscal impact.  
 
Attachment 
Attachment A:  Tri-City Travel Training Progress Report 
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ACTIA PARATRANSIT GAP FUND GRANT PROJECT 

PROGRESS REPORT 
 

PROJECT PROGRESS REPORT No.:      10 

REPORTING PERIOD: From: January 1, 2011 To: June 30. 2011 

PROJECT SPONSOR:      City of Fremont 

PROJECT TITLE:      Tri-City Travel Training Program 

ACTIA PROJECT No.:      A06-0044 

 

STATUS: 

Travel Training Workshops are being implemented at various locations in the community.  

Service performance measures are being met. 

 

ACTIONS (in this reporting period): 

 Conducted outreach to groups interested in travel training.  

 Two (2) 2-day travel training workshops were provided: one at the Fremont Senior Center 

and one at the Union City Senior Center.  Although no workshops were conducted in 

other languages during this reporting period, there were a significant number of 

individuals from ethnic communities participating due to program outreach conducted 

with various ethnic community groups. 

 Continued implementation of the Transit Adventures Program (TAP), a group follow-up 

training program that teaches older adults and people with disabilities how to use public 

transit to get to various community destinations.  Five (5) Transit Adventure Program 

outings were implemented during the reporting period. Participants on the TAP outings 

utilized various modes of public transit, including, AC Transit, BART, SF Muni and the 

Oakland/Alameda Ferry. 

 Follow-up surveys sent to workshop participants via mail. 

 

 

ANTICIPATED ACTIONS (in next reporting period): 

 Continue outreach to potential travel training sites and groups. 

 Conduct travel training workshops in English and other languages as needed. 

Human Services Department – Paratransit Program 

3300 Capitol Avenue, P.O. Box 5006 

Fremont, CA 94537-5006 

(510) 574-2053 phone / (510) 574-2054 fax 

 www.fremont.gov 

Attachment A
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 Continue to develop Transit Adventures Program. Implement TAP outings to teach 

participants how to use transit to get to destinations in the community. 

 Continue evaluation of travel training program. Travel Training surveys results included 

in this progress report. 

 

 

GENERAL: 

 At this time we anticipate no problems on the project. 

 We anticipate problems in the following area(s) but do not feel we need your assistance at 

this time:        

 We anticipate problems in the following area(s) and would appreciate any assistance you 

could offer:       

 

 

SCHEDULE, SCOPE, AND BUDGET: 

 The project schedule, scope, task budgets, and performance measures remain unchanged, as 

shown in Attachments A, B, C, and D of the Grant Funding Agreement or previously 

approved amendment. 

 There are proposed changes to the project schedule, scope, task budgets, and/or 

performance measures. (If checked, proceed to the section below) 

  A Grant Amendment Request was previously submitted on (enter date) and is awaiting 

approval. 

  Revisions to the following area(s) are being proposed and a Grant Amendment 

Request is attached for review and approval. (Check all that apply) 

   Project Scope (Exhibit B of Grant Amendment Request Form) 

   Task Budgets (Exhibit C of Grant Amendment Request Form) 

   Project Schedule (Exhibit D of Grant Amendment Request Form) 

   Project Performance Measures (Exhibit E of Grant Amendment Request Form) 

 

 

EXPENDITURES 

 A Request for Reimbursement is included with this Progress Report.  Request for 

reimbursement for activities during this reporting period was mailed under separate cover 

by the City of Fremont’s Finance Department. 

 No Request for Reimbursement is included with this Progress Report.  (If checked, proceed 

to section below.) 

  A Request for Reimbursement was submitted within the last six months on (enter 

date). 
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  No Request for Reimbursement has been submitted within the last six months for the 

following reason(s):       
 

 

 

  
 

SIGNALS 

 Signal modifications are not part of the Project. 

 Signal modifications are part of the Project.  (If checked, proceed to the section below) 

 Considered Included (Check all that apply) 

   Audible Pedestrian Signals 

   Adjustable Pedestrian Timing 

   Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emption 

 

 

CONTRACT REPORTING 

 Form attached (Required with Project Progress Reports No. 2 and No. 4) 

 
Form not required (Not required with Project Progress Reports No. 1 and No. 3, or if no 

grant funds have been expended to date)  No consultants or sub-contractors on project. 

 

 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

 There were      trips provided during the reporting period. 

 There were      people served during the reporting period. 

 Performance Measures Report included in Table D-1 below. 

PUBLICITY: 

 As required per the Grant Funding Agreement, updated and accurate project information is 

included, with a link to the ACTIA Web site, at the following web address:   

http://www.fremont.gov/BusinessDirectoryII.aspx?lngBusinessCategoryID=39 

http://www.tceconline.org/programs_travel.html      

 As required per the Grant Funding Agreement, an article was published, highlighting this 

Project, on ___________ in ____________________. 

  A copy of the article is attached to this Progress Report. 

  An article was submitted to ACTIA for publication in the ACTIA newsletter on (enter 

date).   
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 Performance Measures Report not included (Explanation attached). 
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PROJECT PERFORMANCE MEASURES REPORT 

 

Project Performance Measures:  Table D-1 describes what outcome-based performance 

measures you are evaluating to ensure that the project/program is meeting its objectives.  
 

Table D-1:  Performance Measures Report 

No. Performance Measure 
(Note 1) 

Progress/Activity this Period 

1 

 
Identify 20 groups that will participate in 

travel training workshops 

 

(cumulative total over 2 years) 

5 groups identified through 12/31/08 

13 groups identified through 6/30/09 

20 groups identified through 12/31/09 

24 groups identified through 6/30/10 

27 groups identified through 12/31/10 

29 groups identified through 6/30/10 

 

2 Provide travel training workshops to 20 

groups 

 

(cumulative total over 2 years) 

27 groups/sites received travel training: 

2/08: Chapel Corners (n=14) 

4/08: Avelina Apts (n=20) 

5/08: Fremont Sr Ctr Chinese Srs #1 (n=18) 

5/08: Fremont Sr Ctr Chinese Srs #2 (n=15) 

6/08: Fremont Sikh Temple (n=9) 

7/08: Fremont Oak Gardens (n=15) 

10/08: Newark Senior Center (n=21) 

10/08: Afghan Elderly Assn. (n=22) 

11/08: Newark Senior Center (n=13) 

12/08: Dominican Sisters (n=8) 

3/09: Newark Senior Center (n=7) 

7/09: Fremont Senior Center (n=12) 

8/09: Victoria Gardens Senior Apts (n=13) 

10/09: Fremont Community Center (n=10) 

10/09: Fremont Community Center (n=18) 

11/09: Fremont Community Center (n=13) 

11/09: Tropics Mobile Home Park (n=11) 

12/09: Los Amigos (n=12) 

5/10: Fremont Senior Center (n=11) 

6/10: Fremont Senior Center (n=16) 

6/10: Fremont Senior Center (n=9) 

6/10: Vintage Court Apartments (n=10) 

7/10: Fremont Senior Center (n=10) 

9/10: Fremont Community Center (n=11) 

10/10: Fremont Community Center (n=10) 

6/11: Fremont Senior Center (n=14) 

6/11: Union City Senior Center (n=8) 
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3 300 individuals are travel trained 

 

(cumulative total over 2 years) 

350 individuals were travel trained from 

program inception. 

 

76 individuals trained through 6/30/08 

155 individuals trained through 12/31/08 

162 individuals trained through 6/30/09 

251 individuals trained through 12/31/09 

297 individuals trained through 6/30/10 

329 individuals trained through 12/31/10 

350 individuals trained through 6/30/11 

 

4 60 of the participants trained are 

members of ethnic communities and/or 

non-English speakers 

 

(cumulative total over 2 years) 

Limited-English speaking participants 

trained:  

American Sign Language: 15  

Farsi: 22 

Mandarin: 71 

Punjabi: 9 

Spanish: 12 

Cumulative Total: 129 (39% of participants 

trained were limited-English speaking) 

 

Note: The numbers reported above does not 

include member of ethnic communities who 

attended workshops conducted in English. 

5 Follow-up surveys sent to training 

participants at 3 months/6 months/1 year 

intervals after completion of training 

Evaluation summary attached to this report. 

6 90% of participants satisfied with the 

training provided 

95% of participants responding to the post-

workshop survey found the workshop “Very 

Helpful.”  See attached summary. 

Notes: 
1. List all performance measures included in application for Project submitted by Project Sponsor to 

ACTIA. 
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Tri-City Travel Training Program 

Workshop Evaluation Survey Summary 

January 1, 2011 through June 30, 2011 

Number of Responses: 21 
 

1. How helpful was the classroom talk on AC Transit and BART in helping you 
become more comfortable riding transit?  

95% of participants (n=20) who attended classroom session responded ―Very helpful.‖ 
 

Narrative responses to above: 

Shawn does an excellent job!! Explained everything so well. 
Everything was explained well.  Very courteous and patient. Learned much about BART and riding the buses 
in Fremont. 

Made it clearer to me on things I could not understand. 

Course laid out very well. Shawn explains what we are going to cover and then we do. 
I had ridden BART before but was clueless about AC Transit. I also learned more details about BARt that I will 
use in the future. 

I've taken BART and AC Transit in Fremont for many years, but this training program has given me facts/tips 
that I did not know about. Shawn - thank you and kudos! 

Learned how to use public transit! 

Very clear, good presentation. 

Great info on everything you need to know to ride the train and the bus. 

I didn't take the bus very often.  Today, I learned a lot about how to take the bus to enjoy everything. 

The bus information was very useful. BART I have used in the past. 

Very clear. 
I learned something new. 

Now I understand how to read the routes and what buses to take and how to use the BART fare machines. 

I think I know what to do now. 
I got home and read the information packet that you handed out and it reinforced what you talked about in 
class. 

2. Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the classroom part of the 
training? 

Narrative responses to above: 

Currently very thorough 
Everything covered very well. 

Nothing I can think of, I believe it covered everything. 

Nothing to change. 

Add a section on trip planning using the internet. 

No, very good presentation. 

Everything's just fine. 

Planning for trips using the internet. 

No, I think it went well, very helpful. 

Follow-up with using the computer to plan a route to get from point a to point b. 
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3. How helpful was traveling together—the travel part—in getting more comfortable 
with riding transit? 

 

95% of participants (n=21) who attended travel part responded ―Very helpful.‖ 
 

Narrative responses to above: 

Safety in numbers 

Group seemed to help each other and make it fun. 
Finding the right slots to put in tickets and money is clearer than seeing "how to" 
pictures. 

Meeting new people. 

The information was very informative and will make traveling on public transit easier. 

Feel very safe and it was very helpful going in a group. 

I felt comfortable and safer than if I were alone. 

Was never comfortable with using the bus before…now I can probably use it more. 

Every bit of information was good. 

Map locations and other things that Shawn pointed out were very informative. 

Could share what we learned. Helped each other fill in the blanks. 

 

4. Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the travel part of the training?  

I would be interested in taking a longer trip. 

No, you did an excellent job. 

More on understanding direction of travel. 
Nothing - it was good. 
No suggestions. 

 

5. Do you have any comments about the overall training?  

Leader of the group, Shawn, was very likeable and easy to talk to. 
Very informative. 
No…well done! 
It was great.  I needed this training and will feel that much more comfortable if I travel alone. 
Very informative and helpful. 
It was fun and informative too!! 
Shawn does an incredible job, all good! 
The overall training was excellent. 
I am so impressed with this program. Your patience is appreciated. Explanations were clear and 
thorough.  Thank you very much. 
Shawn was a good teacher. 
It was a great class, great questions and great answers. I can do it (ride transit) by myself now. Thank 
you very much Shawn. 
It's just super. 
This training program is very useful for me, an immigrant. Good teacher! Thank you very much! 
Very informative! 
I feel good about my ability to ride transit now. 
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TRI-CITY TRAVEL TRAINING PROGRAM 

POST-TRAINING SURVEY SUMMARY 
 
Total participants trained for FY 10/11: 53 
Number of surveys attempted:   53 
Number of surveys completed:  22   
 
 

 

1. How are you currently getting around in the community? Please check all that apply.  

20 - Ride BART trains 
15 - Ride the local public transit bus - AC Transit, VTA, Union City 
20 - Drive my own car or relative’s car 
3 - Get rides from family or friends 
5      - Walk 
2     - Use East Bay Paratransit or City-operated paratransit 
0      - Bike 
1      - Use a Taxi 
 

2. Have you used public transit since you attended the training? 

22 [100%] - Yes 
0   [0%]   - No 
 

3. How often do you use public transit buses (AC Transit, VTA, Union City)?  

0   [0%]    - Every day 
2   [9%]   - Once or more times a week 
7   [32%]  - A few times a month 
4   [18%] - About once a month 
2   [9%]    - One to six times a year 
7   [32%] - Never 
 

 

4. Where do you usually travel on the bus? (sample responses) 
8    - shopping 
10  - BART station 
3    - health care providers 
4    - senior center 
1    - religious center 
0    - visit family/friends 
 

5. How often do you use the BART train?  
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0   [0%]  - Every day 
2   [9%]  - Once or more times a week 
6 [27%] - A few times a month 
8 [36%] - About once a month 
4 [18%] - One to six times a year  
2   [9%]  - Never 

 
 

6. Where do you usually travel on the BART? (sample responses) 
17 - San Francisco (including SFO airport) 

12 - Oakland (including OAK airport and Coliseum) 

3   - Berkeley 

2   - Hayward 

1   - Pleasanton 

7. How do you usually find the information you need to plan and take a trip on public 
transit? (Please check all that apply.) 

22 - Use a paper transit schedule or map 
10 - Use the Internet (such as AC Transit website, BART website, 511 website) 
4 - Ask a family member or friend or someone in the community   
0 - Read brochures 
5 - Call AC Transit, BART or the 511 transit & traffic information phone line  
0      - Other 
0      - Does not apply to me: I don’t use public transit 
 

8. If you are not currently using public transit or use public transit infrequently, what are 
some of the reasons for this? 

14   - Not convenient to use buses: buses don’t run often enough or bus transfers 
make trips very long 

7   - There is not a bus stop close enough to my house 
3     - There are no benches or shelters at the bus stops that I use 
1     - I am afraid I will get lost 

  0      - I have difficulty understanding how to read transit schedules to plan my trips 
6   - Other 

9. What kinds of assistance could you use to become more comfortable taking public 
transportation?  Please check all that apply. 

1      - Someone who would ride with me to ride with all the time 
4  - More practice using maps and timetables to plan my trips 
3  - Someone who could answer questions I have 
10    - Someone who would show me how to take certain trips on public transit 
12    - Other 
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Systems issues that were identified as barriers: 
- Buses need to run more frequently. 
- More bus routes that are direct and do not require transfers. 
- Clipper card info is confusing. 
- Difficulties using 511.org. 
 

10. Would you recommend the Travel Training Workshop to others who want to learn 
how to use public transit? 

22 [100%] - Yes 
0   [0%]   - No    

 
 
Comments: 
 

 We have stopped driving into the city because it is so much easier to take BART, 
especially since we got our Clipper card. 

 Hard to keep up with all the bus changes. Times change, fares change, don’t 
know if you always have the right info. 

 I’d like more information on the Clipper card. 

 Love taking BART but it is so difficult to find parking in the morning! 

 I like the Transit Adventure Program outings that I have been on to San 
Francisco because I got to learn how to take Muni to Golden Gate Park and the 
Palace of Fine Arts. 

 I’m much more comfortable taking BART by myself than the bus. I have taken 
the bus a few times but it comes earlier than it is supposed to so you have to be 
careful not to miss it because then you have to wait an hour until the next one. 

 Bus drivers should call out stops. 

 I take the bus a couple of times a month depending to go to the Hub and to the 
senior center but it’s not convenient for other trips. 

 I take the BART quite a bit but the problem is getting to and from BART – there 
are no buses near my house. 

 I haven’t taken transit regularly since I retired. The Transit Adventure Program 
has helped me explore all these great places in the Bay Area using transit. 

 Would be great to have a workshop on how to use the internet for trip planning. 

 Car is more convenient for around town travel. 

 It is not convenient to use buses because they don’t run often enough. 

 I like it that I can tell the bus driver to wait until I get seated. On BART, you have 
to rush to find a seat and sometimes I am afraid of losing my balance when the 
train starts moving. 

 It’s hard for me to walk all the way to the bus stop especially when the weather is 
too cold or rainy. 

 I like leaving the driving to someone else, especially when going into the city. 
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Memorandum 
 

DATE: January 19, 2012  
 
TO: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director Policy, Public Affairs and Legislation 
  
SUBJECT: Review and Comment on MTC’s Second Draft of the One Bay Area Grant 

Program 
 
Recommendation 
This is an informational update and staff seeks feedback from PPC members on this item. This 
item was also taken to ACTAC on February 6 and comments from ACTAC will be presented at 
the PPC meeting. 
 
Summary 
In July 2011, MTC formally released draft proposed policies for allocation of the Cycle 2 
Federal Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (STP/CMAQ) 
funds for the next three fiscal years (2012/2013, 2013/2014, 2014/2015), known as the 
“OneBayArea” Grant Program or OBAG. MTC’s proposed grant program includes funding 
objectives, funding distributions, policy outcomes and implementation issues. A preliminary 
draft of MTC grant program was presented to the Alameda CTC in July 2011 and the 
Commission acted on specific comments in September 2011.  A letter of Alameda CTC 
comments along with a summary of survey findings on readiness to meet the OBAG draft 
objectives was submitted to MTC in December 2011 (Attachment A).  
 
In January 2012, MTC released a second draft of the OBAG program (Attachment B) in 
response to comments received. The second draft is under review by the public and MTC’s 
commissioners. Since this second draft of the program came out in January after the Alameda 
CTC mail out dates, a full discussion of OBAG was not able to take place at ACTAC and at PPC 
and is therefore being brought forth for commentary in February.  Staff will present an overview 
of the second draft OBAG program in and seek comments for submission to MTC at the end of 
February 2012.   Two areas that staff is focusing on include the Complete Streets requirement 
under the second draft OBAG and the flexibility of the use of these funds for planning purposes.  
Staff recommends that OBAG use the same language as in the Alameda CTC Master Program 
Funding Agreements which requires adoption of a Complete Streets policy by June 30, 2013, 
rather than a General Plan Update by the OBAG proposed timeframe of July 2013. Further, staff 
recommends the greatest amount of flexibility for the use of these funds for planning purposes, 
recognizing that additional planning efforts are necessary for many of the PDAs in Alameda 
County to move them into the project development phases.  Staff seeks additional feedback from 
PPC on these and other items regarding the second draft OBAG grant.  

PPC Meeting 02/13/12 
             Agenda Item 3F
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Discussion 
The OBAG proposal is linked to the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) in the Bay Area.  Influenced by the requirements of SB 375, an unfunded mandate, to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to house the region’s population by all income sectors, the 
OBAG proposal aims to provide flexible funding to support implementation of the SCS, which 
will primarily be implemented through focused growth in Priority Development Areas (PDAs) 
and Growth Opportunity Areas (GOAs), protection of Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs) and 
linking transportation investments with these land uses.  Significant regional work has been 
underway in developing the region’s first SCS, which is scheduled to be adopted in April 2013 
along with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for a planning and funding horizon through 
2040.   
 
Concurrent with SCS planning activities, MTC has drafted the OBAG Program with the aim of 
financially supporting and rewarding jurisdictions that help in fulfilling the state’s mandates, as 
well as many of the additional targets adopted in the region for the Bay Area SCS.  MTC plans to 
adopt a final OBAG Program in May 2012. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None at this time.   
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A:   Alameda CTC’s 2011 Letter to MTC and countywide survey results on the 
   first draft OBAG program  
Attachment B:  Second Draft One Bay Area Grant Program 
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Attachment A: Comment Letters Received in Response to the 
OneBayArea Grant Proposal Released on July 8, 2011

Letter # Date Organization From

1 03/31/11 STA (Solano Transportation Authority) - re SB 375 Open 
Space & Ag Land Harry Price, Chair, STA; Mayor, City of Fairfield

2 06/21/11 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (C/CAG) - Letter 1 Richard Napier, Executive Director

3 07/05/11 TAM (Transportation Authority of Marin) Dianne Steinhauser, Executive Director

4 08/05/11 Marshall_NCTPA TAC (Napa County Transportation & 
Planning Agency) Rick Marshall, Chair, NCTPA TAC

5 08/12/11 City/Council Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (C/CAG) - Letter 2 Richard Napier, Executive Director

6 08/25/11 Cortese_Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Dave Cortese, President, Board of Supervisors

7 08/31/11 Town of Los Gatos Greg Larson, Town Manager

8 08/31/11 City of Half Moon Bay Naomi Patridge, Mayor

9 08/31/11 City of Millbrae David F. Quigg, Mayor

10 09/01/11 City of Burlingame Terry Nagel, Mayor

11 09/01/11 Contra Costa County
Catherine O. Kutsuris, Director, Conservation and Development 
Department and Julie Burren, Director, Public Works 
Department

12 09/02/11 City of Mountain View Michael A. Fuller, Public Works Director and Randal Tsuda, 
Community Development Director

13 09/09/11 City of Brisbane Randy L. Breault, PE, Director of Public Works/City Engineer

14 09/09/11 City of Milpitas Jose Esteves, Mayor

15 09/14/11 City of Fremont / LSRWG Norm Hughes, Chair, Local Streets & Roads Working Group; 
Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer

16 09/15/11 SCTA (Sonoma County Transportation Authority/Regional 
Climate Protection Authority) Jake Mackenzie, Chair, SCTA/RCPA

17 09/15/11 City of Rohnert Park Darren Jenkins, PE, Director of Development Services/City 
Engineer

18 09/22/11 City of Sunnyvale Melinda Hamilton, Mayor

19 09/29/11 Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) David E. Durant, Chair, Board of Commissioners

J:\COMMITTE\Planning Committee\2012\January12\One Bay Area Grant\OneBayArea Grant-Attach A.xls Page 1 of 3
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Letter # Date Organization From

20 10/12/11 City of Lafayette Carl Anduri, Mayor

21 10/26/11 City of Morgan Hill Steve Tate, Mayor

22 10/26/11 County of Sonoma Efren Carrillo, Chairman, Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

23 10/28/11

Bay Area Business Coalition 
[Bay Area Council, Bay Planning Coalition, BIA Bay Area, 
Contra Costa Council, East Bay EDA, Jobs & Housing 
Coalition, North Bay Leadership Couyncil, Silicon Valley 
Leadership Group, SAMCEDA, Solano EDC}

In order of organizations named in adjoining column:
Jim Wunderman, President & CEO; John Coleman, Executive 
Director; Paul Campos, Senior VP, Govt. Affairs; Linda Best, 
President & CEO; Karen Engel, Executive Director; Gregory 
McConnell, President & CEO; Cynthia Murray, President & CEO;
Carl Guardino, President & CEO; Rosanne Foust, President & 
CEO; Sandy Person, President

24 11/03/11 Greenbelt Alliance Stephanie Reyes, Policy Director

25 11/04/11 SFCTA (San Francisco County Transportation Authority) Ross Mirkarimi, Chair of the Board

26 11/15/11 City of Napa Jill Techel, Mayor

27 11/18/11

OBAG Comment Letter: Asian Pacific Environmental 
Network, Bay Localize, California WALKS, Causa Justa::Just 
Cause, Chinatown Community Development Center, Council 
of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), East Bay 
Housing Organizations (EBHO), Genesis, Green Youth 
Alliance, Greenbelt Alliance, The League of Women Voters of 
the Bay Area, National CAPACD, Public Advocates, 
TransForm, Unitarian Universalist Legislative Ministry, Urban 
Habitat

(no names provided)

28 11/22/11 Santa Clara VTA (Valley Transportation Authority) John Ristow, VTA Chief CMA Officer

29 11/28/11 City of Palo Alto Sidney Espinosa, Mayor

30 11/28/11 SRTSNP (Safe Routes to School National 
Partnership)_BABC (Bay Area Bicycle Coalition)

Deb Hubsmith, Director, SRTSNP and Corrine Winter, Chair, 
BABC

31 12/02/11 City of Richmond William Lindsay, City Manager

32 12/06/11 County of Napa Bill Dodd, Chairman, Board of Supervisors

33 12/07/11 City of Santa Rosa Ernesto Oliveras, Mayor

34 12/09/11 City of American Canyon Richard Ramirez, Acting City Manager

35 12/12/11 Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County Mark Moulton, Executive Director

36 12/19/11 Alameda County Transportation Commission Art Dao, Executive Director

37 12/19/11 City of Petaluma David Glass, Mayor
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Letter # Date Organization From

38 12/21/11 San Mateo County Health System SaraT L. Mayer, Director

39 12/23/11

City of Oakland
City and County of San Francisco
City of San Jose
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Fred Blackwell, Assistant City Administrator
Jose Campos, Chief of Citywide Planning
Laurel Prevetti, Assistant Planning Director
Carter Mau, Executive Manager of Budget and Planning
Timothy Papandreou, Deputy Director for Sustainable Streets
Tina Spencer, Director of Service Development and Planning
Tilly Chang, Deputy Director for Planning
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Attachment D

#  County
HCD Report 

dtd 12/21/11
Alameda County

1 Alameda
2 Albany
3 Berkeley X
4 Dublin X
5 Emeryville X
6 Fremont X
7 Hayward X
8 Livermore X
9 Newark X
10 Oakland X
11 Piedmont X
12 Pleasanton
13 San Leandro X
14 Union City X
15 Alameda County Unincorporated X

Contra Costa County
16 Antioch X
17 Brentwood
18 Clayton X
19 Concord X
20 Danville X
21 El Cerrito IN REVIEW
22 Hercules
23 Lafayette X
24 Martinez X
25 Moraga X
26 Oakley X
27 Orinda
28 Pinole X
29 Pittsburg X
30 Pleasant Hill X
31 Richmond
32 San Pablo X
33 San Ramon X
34 Walnut Creek X
35 Contra Costa County Unincorporated X

Marin County
36 Belvedere X
37 Corte Madera X
38 Fairfax
39 Larkspur X

Bay Area Jurisdictions' General Plan 
Housing Element Compliance

J:\COMMITTE\Planning Committee\2012\January12\One Bay Area Grant\OneBayArea Grant-Attach D.xls Page 1 of 3
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#  County
HCD Report 

dtd 12/21/11

Bay Area Jurisdictions' General Plan 
Housing Element Compliance

40 Mill Valley
41 Novato
42 Ross X
43 San Anselmo
44 San Rafael X
45 Sausalito
46 Tiburon
47 Marin County Unincorporated

Napa County
48 American Canyon X
49 Calistoga X
50 Napa X
51 St. Helena X
52 Yountville X
53 Napa County Unincorporated

San Francisco County
54 San Francisco X

San Mateo County
55 Atherton X
56 Belmont X
57 Brisbane X
58 Burlingame X
59 Colma
60 Daly City
61 East Palo Alto X
62 Foster City X
63 Half Moon Bay X
64 Hillsborough X
65 Menlo Park
66 Millbrae
67 Pacifica
68 Portola Valley X
69 Redwood City X
70 San Bruno X
71 San Carlos X
72 San Mateo X
73 South San Francisco X
74 Woodside X
75 San Mateo County Unincorporated IN REVIEW

Santa Clara County
76 Campbell X
77 Cupertino X
78 Gilroy
79 Los Altos X

J:\COMMITTE\Planning Committee\2012\January12\One Bay Area Grant\OneBayArea Grant-Attach D.xls Page 2 of 3
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#  County
HCD Report 

dtd 12/21/11

Bay Area Jurisdictions' General Plan 
Housing Element Compliance

80 Los Altos Hills X
81 Los Gatos
82 Milpitas X
83 Monte Sereno X
84 Morgan Hill X
85 Mountain View IN REVIEW
86 Palo Alto
87 San Jose X
88 Santa Clara
89 Saratoga X
90 Sunnyvale X
91 Santa Clara County Unincorporated X

Solano County
92 Benicia
93 Dixon X
94 Fairfield X
95 Rio Vista X
96 Suisun City X
97 Vacaville X
98 Vallejo X
99 Solano County Unincorporated X

Sonoma County
100 Cloverdale X
101 Cotati
102 Healdsburg X
103 Petaluma X
104 Rohnert Park X
105 Santa Rosa X
106 Sebastopol X
107 Sonoma
108 Windsor X
109 Sonoma County Unincorporated X
109 Bay Area Total 79

72%

J:\COMMITTE\Planning Committee\2012\January12\One Bay Area Grant\OneBayArea Grant-Attach D.xls Page 3 of 3
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Memorandum 

 
 
DATE: February 06, 2012 
 
TO: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
FROM: Stephen D. Haas, Senior Transportation Engineer 
 Stewart D. Ng, Deputy Director of programming and Projects 
  
SUBJECT: I-580 Westbound Express Lane Project - Approval of Amendment No. 3 to 

Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with URS Corporation Americas 
to Prepare Scoping Documents 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 3 to contract A09-003 with 
URS Corporation Americas to extend the contract expiration date to September 30, 2012.  URS 
is preparing Feasibility, Revenue and Traffic Operations Reports for the I-580 Westbound 
Express Lane Project. 
 
Approval of the contract extension will not increase the contract budget and will have no fiscal 
impact. 
 
Summary 
As a part of the project to construct a westbound express lane on I-580 in Dublin, Pleasanton and 
Livermore the Alameda County CMA entered into an agreement with URS for the preparation of 
Feasibility, Traffic Operations and Revenue reports to determine the locations of the ingress and 
egress points to the express lane; and the design of the proper signage and striping of the freeway 
to accommodate the express lane. 
 
Completion of the scoping documents is contingent on the approval of the Traffic Operations 
Report by Caltrans.  Due to recent budgetary constraints, Caltrans has not been able to review the 
Travel Demand Forecast.  Caltrans budget to review non-State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program (SHOPP) project initiation documents was eliminated for the 2010/2011 
fiscal year.  This has resulted in delays in the approval of Travel Demand Forecast and the 
project has not been completed as scheduled.  Approval of a contract extension will allow for the 
completion of the Feasibility, Traffic Operations and Revenue Reports. 
 
Discussion/Background 
On October 30, 2008 the CMA Board authorized the execution of agreements and contracts to 
prepare a Feasibility Study (Traffic Revenue Report) and perform preliminary engineering for 
the Westbound High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Project.  A contract was subsequently entered into 

PPC Meeting 02/13/12 
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with URS Corporation Americas.  This contract was amended in September 2010 and June 2011 
to extend the contract expiration date.  The current contract expired on December 31, 2011. 
 
The project has been delayed because the Caltrans budget to review non-SHOPP project 
initiation documents (PIDs) was eliminated for the 2010/2011 fiscal year.  In November 2010 the 
Alameda CTC was notified that Caltrans District 4 was no longer receiving resources to provide 
oversight for non-SHOPP PIDs, this has resulted in delays in Caltrans reviews of the necessary 
submittals.  In October 2011, the Alameda CTC received notification from Caltrans District 4 
that they had received authorization to work on non-SHOPP PIDs.  On December 20, 2011, the 
Alameda CTC and Caltrans entered in to a cooperative agreement for the Project Approval, 
Design and Right of Way Phases for the I-580 Westbound HOV Lane Project.  The work on this 
contract will be completed under that cooperative agreement. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Approval of the requested action will have no impact on the approved Alameda CTC budget.  
This action will extend contract time only.  
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Memorandum 

 
 
DATE: February 6, 2012 
 
TO: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
FROM: Stephen D. Haas, Senior Transportation Engineer 
 Stewart D. Ng, Deputy Director of programming and Projects 
  
SUBJECT: I-880 / Marina Blvd. Interchange Improvements Project - Approval of 

Amendment No. 3 to Extend the Expiration Date of the Contract with BKF 
Engineers, Inc. to Prepare a Project Study Report/Project Report (PSR/PR) 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 3 to the contract with BKF 
Engineers, Inc., to extend the contract expiration date to September 30, 2012.  BKF Engineers is 
preparing a Project Study Report/Project Report (PSR/PR) for improvements at the I-880/Marina 
Blvd. Interchange. 
 
Approval of the contract expiration date will not increase the contract budget and will have no 
fiscal impact. 
 
Summary 
The City of San Leandro desires to reconfigure the I-880 Marina Blvd. Interchange and has 
entered into an agreement with the CMA whereby the CMA will prepare the necessary 
documents to approve the interchange work and incorporate the approved project into the I-880 
Southbound HOV Lane Project. 
 
Completion of the PSR/PR is contingent on the approval of the project geometrics by Caltrans.  
The proposed project includes an exception to Caltrans design standards for intersection spacing 
and City of San Leandro, Alameda CTC and BKF staff are working with Caltrans to find a 
mutually acceptable alternative.  Approval of a contract extension will allow that effort to 
continue. 
 
Discussion/Background 
On April 14, 2008 the CMA Board authorized the execution of contracts and agreements to 
provide design and environmental services in support of the I-880/Marina Blvd. IC Improvement 
Project.  A contract was subsequently entered into with BKF Engineers prepare a PSR/PR.  This 
contract was amended in July 2009 and in April 2011 to extend the contract expiration date.  The 
current contract expired on December 31, 2011. 
 
The project has been delayed because the Caltrans budget to review non-SHOPP project 
initiation documents (PIDs) was eliminated for the 2010/2011 fiscal year.  In November 2010 the 
Alameda CTC was notified that Caltrans District 4 was no longer receiving resources to provide 
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oversight for non-SHOPP PIDs, this has resulted in delays in Caltrans reviews of the necessary 
submittals.  On October 24, 2011, the Alameda CTC received notification from Caltrans District 
4 they had received authorization to re-start work on this project. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Approval of the requested action will have no impact on the approved Alameda CTC budget.  
This action will extend contract time only.  
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Memorandum 
 

 
DATE: February 6, 2012 
 
TO: Programs and Project Committee 

 
FROM: Stephen D. Haas, Project Manager 
 Stewart D. Ng, Deputy Director of Programming and Projects 
 

 
SUBJECT: I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Widening Project - Approval of the Initial 

Project Report to Request MTC Allocation of Regional Measure 2 Funds 
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Commission take the following actions in support of the I-580 
Eastbound HOV Lane Project (Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Subproject 32.1d) 
 
1. Approve the IPR Update for the I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project (RM-2 Subproject No. 

32.1d).  The IPR Update is a requirement for requesting the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) to allocate $400,000 in RM-2 funds for the project.  The requested RM-
2 funds will be used for continuing project development efforts and right of way acquisition, 
including environmental mitigation, to deliver Phase 3 of the HOV Project which is to 
construct eastbound auxiliary lanes from Isabel Avenue to North Livermore Avenue and 
from North Livermore Avenue to First Street in Livermore.  
 

2. Approve Resolution 12-004 required for MTC to allocate RM2 funds. 
 
3. Authorize the Executive Director, or his designee, to negotiate and execute all necessary 

agreements and contracts for design work and right of way acquisition, including 
environmental mitigation, required by the project. 

 
Summary 
The two segments of auxiliary lanes between the new Isabel Avenue interchange and the First 
Street interchange will improve freeway operations on eastbound I-580 by relieving the 
congestions between these two interchanges. 
 
Previous RM-2 allocations totaling $1.8 million were used to complete the project environmental 
and other project approval documents as well as the 95% plans, specifications, and estimate 
(PS&E) for the Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes project. 
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The I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project has been revised to incorporate additional pavement 
width to accommodate the scope of the Express Lane project.  This consisted of an additional six 
(6) feet of widening within the limits of the Auxiliary Lanes project, and some spot widening at 
other locations.  
 
The requested allocation of $400,000 in RM-2 funds will provide $200,000 to complete the 
auxiliary lane project PS&E and $200,000 to acquire project rights of way, including the 
purchase of environmental mitigation credits.  No further allocations are expected for the I-580 
Eastbound HOV Lane Widening Project (Project No. 420.5)/Tri-Valley Corridor Improvement 
Project (MTC RM-2 Subproject No. 32.1d).  This IPR has been reviewed by MTC staff:  
 
Action 1:  
An IPR update is required for the allocation of RM2 funds.  It is recommended that the 
Commission approve the IPR update requesting an allocation of $400,000 for continuing design 
services and for right of way acquisition, including environmental mitigation, for Phase 3: the I-
580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes from Isabel Avenue to North Livermore Avenue and from North 
Livermore Avenue to First Street in Livermore 
 
Action 2: 
In order to comply with MTC’s RM2 policies, a Commission Resolution is required to adopt the 
revised IPR and current allocation request.  It is recommended that the Commission approve 
Alameda County Transportation Commission Resolution 12-004 which may be found in 
Attachment C. 
 
Action 3: 
It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director, or his designee, to 
negotiate and execute all necessary contracts and agreements for the allocation and use of RM2 
funds as discussed here and in the attached IPR. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The budget for these services is included in the Alameda CTC’s Consolidated FY 2011-12 
proposed budget scheduled to go before the Commission in June 2011. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project Fact Sheet 
Attachment B: Initial Project Report update 
Attachment C: Alameda County Transportation Commission Resolution 12-004 
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CAPITAL PROJECTS PROGRAM 

Project Fact Sheet 

PROJECT SPONSOR 
Alameda CTC 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project will construct eastbound auxiliary (AUX) lanes 
from Isabel Avenue to First Street in Livermore and make 
other improvements so as to not preclude conversion of 
the HOV lane to a double express / high occupancy toll  
(HOT) lane facility.   

 
PROJECT STATUS 
The Environmental Document (ED) and  preparation of the 
PS&E design documents for the Eastbound (EB) AUX Lane 
Project between Isabel Avenue and North Livermore 
Avenue and North Livermore Avenue and First Street in 
Livermore are underway.  The ED for this project consists of 
a re-validation of the I-580 EB HOV Lane Project Initial 
Study and Environmental Assessment (IS/EA).  The PS&E 
design includes items split from the I-580 Westbound (WB) 
HOV Lane Project.  The project schedule has been revised 
as the result of changes required to accommodate the I-
580 EB Express (HOT) Lane Project.  The project scope has 
been agreed upon; a revised Biological Assessment (BA) 
addressing the additional scope was completed.  PS&E 
design revisions to match the additional scope are in 
progress;   approval of the AUX lane final design package 
is expected  spring 2012.  

I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane 
 
Project Number: 720.5   |   December  2011 

Project Highlights  
• Complete revalidation of the I-580 EB 

HOV Lane Project IS/EA to address AUX 
lane improvements has been 
completed 

• Approval of AUX lane final design 
package (RTL) expected spring 2012 

 

D U B L I N  

P L E A S A N T O N   L I V E R M O R E  

 

 Final Pavement Lift Limits 

 Eastbound AUX Lane Limits 
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Project Fact Sheet 

I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project   |  Project Number: 720.5   |   December 2011 

 PROJECT COST ESTIMATE                                          PROJECT FUNDING    

Cost Estimate by Phase ($ X 1,000)    Funding by Fund Source ($ X 1,000) 

PE/Environmental $ 1,575   Measure B  $ 7,050 
Final Design (PS&E) $ 1,270    Federal $ 225 
System Integrator $ 0    State $ 21,563 

Right-Of-Way $ 700    Regional $ 4,360 

Utility Relocation $ 0    Local $ 1,750 
Construction $ 36,403    I-580 EB HOV Project  $ 5,000 

         

TOTAL Expenditures: $ 39,948    TOTAL Revenues: $ 39,948 

Note:  The information on this fact sheet is subject to periodic updates. 

View of Interstate 580 looking 
east from Vasco Road exit; the 
new eastbound HOV lane final 
segment (Hacienda to Airway) 
opened November 2010.  The 
new HOV lane will be converted 
to an eastbound express (HOT) 
lane, this project is in the design 
phase. 

PROJECT SCHEDULE      

Project Phase Begin - End 
MM/YY 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

PE/Environmental 11/07 - 11/11                             

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

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

Vote / Adv. / Award 05/12 - 08/12                             

Construction 08/12 - 11/14                             
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Regional Measure 2 

Initial Project Report (IPR) 
 

Project Title:  
 
 
RM2 Project No.  
 
 

Allocation History:  Project 32 was allocated a total of $6,000,000 in 2004 prior to the 
definition of sub-projects.  A portion of the original allocation has been used for activities 
relating to this sub-project to date.  In 2006 specific sub-projects were defined and the 2004 
allocations along with new allocations were divided amongst the sub-projects IPR’s 
including IPR for this sub-project.    
 
On April 23, 2008 $9,182,000 was allocated for construction of the I-580 Eastbound HOV 
Lane Project. 
 
On October 28, 2008 $700,000 was allocated for PA&ED and PS&E activities for the EB I-
580 Auxiliary Lane Project.  

 
On February 24, 2010 $300,000 was allocated for PA&ED and PS&E activities for the EB I-
580 Auxiliary Lane Project. 
 
In June 2011 $800,000 was requested for PA&ED and PS&E activities for the EB I-580 
Auxiliary Lane Project.  This allocation is still pending 
 
 MTC Approval 

Date 
Amount Phase 

#1: 05366401 10/27/04 $    400,000 ENV/PE   (FY04/05) 

#2: 06366402 10/27/04 $ 2,200,000 ENV/PE   (FY05/06) 

#3: 07366406 7/26/06 $ 2,400,000 ENV/PE   (FY06/07) 

#4: 08366413 09/28/07 $    500,000 ENV/PE   (FY06/07) 

#5: 08366415 12/19/07 $    500,000 Final Design 

#6: 08366416 04/23/08 $ 9,182,000 Construction 

#7: 09366422 01/28/09 $    700,000 ENV/PE (FY08/09) 

Eastbound I-580 HOV Lane Project 

32.1d 
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#7: 10366426 02/24/10 $    300,000 ENV/PE (FY09/10) 

#8: Pending Pending $    800,000 ENV/PE (FY11/12) 

 Total:          $16,982,000 
 

Current Allocation Request: Previous allocations where used to prepare a revalidation of the 
I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project to construct the Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes from the new 
Isabel Interchange to N. Livermore Avenue and from N. Livermore Avenue to First Street, and 
to develop the I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane PS&E to the 95% level.  The revalidation was 
never approved due to uncertainty surrounding the scope of the I-580 Eastbound Express Lane 
Project. 
 
The project was put on hold at that point pending an agreement between the Alameda CTC and 
Caltrans on the scope of the express lane project.  Changes to the express lane project would 
necessitate changes to the auxiliary lane project.  In December 2010 the Alameda CTC and 
Caltrans reached an agreement on the scope of the express lane project.  This agreement 
requires an additional 6-feet of widening within the limits of the auxiliary lane project, and 
some widening at other locations.  
 
In June 2011 an allocation of $800,000 was requested to revise the Revalidation of the I-580 
Eastbound IS/EA to address the additional widening and to complete the auxiliary lane project 
PS&E.  That allocation is still pending, and those funds are still required, but work has 
proceeded utilizing other funds.  The Revalidation of the I-580 Eastbound IS/EA was approved 
on November 30, 2011.  Preparation of the project PS&E, as well as the acquisition of project 
right of way, including the purchase of environmental mitigation credits remains. 
 

IPR Revision 
Date 

Amount Being 
Requested 

Phase Requested 

Jan. 26, 2012 $ 400,000 Final Design and R/W (incl. Mitigation) for 
Aux Lanes  

 
I. OVERALL PROJECT INFORMATION 

 
A. Project Sponsor / Co-sponsor(s) / Implementing Agency 

 
The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC), acting on behalf of the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) is the Project Sponsor and the Alameda CTC, and 
Caltrans are the Implementing Agencies.  The Alameda CTC will be the lead agency for the PA&ED, 
design and right of way phases.  Construction will be administered by Caltrans. 

 
B. Project Purpose 

 
The I-580 corridor in the Tri-Valley is currently ranked as one of the most congested corridors in the Bay 
area.  The corridor serves large number of commuters and freight traffic between the Central Valley and 
various Bay area destinations.  The Eastbound I-580 HOV Lane Project is intended to provide congestion 
relief, with the main beneficiaries being express buses and high occupancy vehicles during the peak 
periods. The two auxiliary lanes will reduce the congestion by relieving the eastbound queue at Isabel 
Interchange and improve the level of service between Isabel and North Livermore. 
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C. Project Description (please provide details) 
Project Graphics to be sent electronically with This Application 

 
This project will construct an eastbound I-580 HOV Lane from Hacienda Drive to the Greenville 
Overcrossing (10 miles) and associated auxiliary lanes and roadway improvements.  The HOV Lane will 
be constructed in the existing median of I-580.  While the core of the project is to provide an HOV lane, 
the following elements are added to the scope of this project: i) Additional pavement for future HOT 
Lane; ii) Rehabilitation of the existing pavement; iii) Replacing and upgrading of the pavement embedded 
and sideline hardware for the existing truck-scale station; and iv) Constructing the foundation for median 
bent and other improvements to facilitate the delivery of the near future Isabel / I-580 Interchange project.  
Funding for these elements is provided by other sources than RM2.  
 
Project includes the construction of eastbound auxiliary lanes from Isabel to N. Livermore and from N. 
Livermore to First.  A separate construction contract will be prepared for these auxiliary lanes.  Right-of-
way (temporary and/or permanent easements and one fee take) will be required for the auxiliary lanes 
project.  
 

D. Impediments to Project Completion 
 
There are no known impediments to project completion. 

 
E. Operability 

 
The entire facility will be owned and maintained by Caltrans. 

 
 
II. PROJECT PHASE DESCRIPTION and STATUS 

 
F. Environmental –  Does NEPA Apply:  Yes  No 
 

The environmental document (Neg Dec/FONSI) document is cleared and approved for the main project.   
 
A revalidation of the I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project to construct the Eastbound Auxiliary Lanes 
from the new Isabel Interchange to N. Livermore Avenue and from N. Livermore Avenue to First Street 
was prepared, but not approved due to uncertainty surrounding the I-580 Eastbound Express Lane.  
Revisions to the project scope (additional 6-feet of widening within the auxiliary lane limits) required 
revisions to that previously prepared revalidation.  
 
A revalidation of the environmental document to include the auxiliary lanes and the additional width to 
accommodate a future express lane facility was approved on November 30, 2011. 
 

G. Design –  
 
CMA completed the design of the HOV Lane Widening Project in February 2008.  
 
The design of the auxiliary lanes was prepared concurrently with the re-validation and was prepared to 
95%.  That 95% PS&E was later revised to address the scope revisions discussed above.  The final lift of 
AC was deleted from the Segment 1 and Segment 2 construction contracts, that work will also be added 
to the auxiliary lane contract. 
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At this time, the Alameda CTC no longer plans to combine this Auxiliiary Lane Project with the I-580 
Eastbound Express Lane Project for Construction.  The decision on how to implement the express lane 
project has been delayed; an implementation plan for the express lanes project will be prepared. 

 
H. Right-of-Way Activities / Acquisition – 

 
Right-of-way will be required for the auxiliary lane project.  Right of Way consists of temporary 
construction easements, highway structure easements (for retaining wall soil nails) full take.  Right of 
Way support activities have begun.  Acquisition activities will begin after approval of this allocation.  
 

I. Construction -  
 

Construction of the Segment 1 began in August, 2008 and the first portion of the HOV Lane was opened 
in September 2009.  Segment 1 was completed in February 2010.  Construction of the Segment 2 began 
in September 2009 and the remaining portion of the HOV lane was completed in November 2010.  The 
Segment 2 construction contract is scheduled to be completed in December 2011.  Caltrans is 
administering the construction of these projects.  
 
Construction of the auxiliary lane project is schedule to begin in Fall 2012 and be completed in Fall 2014. 
 

III. PROJECT BUDGET  
 
J. Project Budget (Escalated to year of expenditure) 

 

Phase 

Total Amount 
- Escalated - 
(Thousands) 

Environmental Studies & Preliminary Eng (ENV / PE / PA&ED) $13,500 
Design - Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $3,275 
Right-of-Way Activities /Acquisition (R/W) $400 
Construction  / Construction Support  (CON) $154,484 

Total Project Budget (in thousands) $171,659 
It is assumed that costs escalate at 5% per year. 
 

K. Project Budget (De-escalated to current year)  

Phase 

Total Amount 
- De-escalated - 

(Thousands) 
Environmental Studies & Preliminary Eng (ENV / PE / PA&ED) $13,500 
Design - Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $3,275 
Right-of-Way Activities /Acquisition (R/W) $400 
Construction  / Construction Support  (CON) $154,484 

Total Project Budget (in thousands) $171,659 
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IV. OVERALL PROJECT SCHEDULE 

 

 
 
Phase-Milestone 

Planned (Update as needed) 

Start Date Completion Date 
Environmental Document, Preliminary Eng. (ENV / PE / PA&ED) 
Segment 3 (Aux Lane) 

Aug. 2001 
June 2009 

June  2009 
Nov 2011 

Final Design - Plans, Specs. & Estimates (PS&E) 
Segment 3 (Aux Lane) 

July 2005 
June 2009 

December 2009 
April 2012 

Right-of-Way Activities /Acquisition (R/W) 
Segment 3 (Aux Lane) 

November 2007  
May 2010 

March 2010  
April 2012 

Construction (Begin – Open for Use)  / Acquisition / Operating Service/ 
Construction Support  (CON) Segment 1 
Segment 2 
Segment 3 (Aux Lanes) 

 
August 2008 
March 2009 

September 2012 

 
December 2009 

August 2011 
October 2014 

 
V. ALLOCATION REQUEST INFORMATION 
 
L. Detailed Description of Allocation Request 
 

Amount being requested (in escalated dollars) $400,000 

Project Phase being requested PS&E and R/W 

Are there other fund sources involved in this phase?   Yes     No 

Date of anticipated Implementing Agency Board approval the RM2 IPR 
Resolution for the allocation being requested February 23 2012 

Month/year being requested for MTC Commission approval of allocation March 2012 

 
M. Status of Previous Allocations (if any) 

 
Previous allocations where used to prepare a revalidation of the I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project 
IS/EA to construct the eastbound auxiliary lanes from the new Isabel Interchange to N. Livermore 
Avenue and from N. Livermore Avenue to First Street, and to develop the I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary 
Lane PS&E to the 95% level.  That revalidation was never approved due to uncertainty surrounding the 
scope of the I-580 Eastbound Express Lane Project. 
 
The project was put on hold at that point pending an agreement between the Alameda CTC and Caltrans 
on the scope on the scope of the express lane project.  Changes to the express lane project necessitate 
changes to the auxiliary lane project.  In December 2010 the Alameda CTC and Caltrans reached an 
agreement on the scope of the express lane project.  This agreement required an additional 6-feet of 
widening within the limits of the auxiliary lane project, and some widening at other locations.  
 
A revalidation of the environmental document to include the auxiliary lanes and the additional width to 
accommodate a future express lane facility was then prepared approved on November 30, 2011, utilizing 
other local funds. 
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N. Workplan  Workplan in Alternate Format Enclosed   
 
Segment 3: I-580 Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project 
TASK 
NO Description Deliverables 

Completion 
Date 

1 Environmental Clearance Environmental Document  Nov. 30, 2011 
2 Design Completion Caltrans approved PS&E April 2012 
3 Caltrans Approval Ready to List  April 2012 
4 Advertisement Bid Package June 2012 
5 Construction Complete Construction Complete October 2014 

 
O. Impediments to Allocation Implementation 
 

No Impediments to allocation implementation have been identified 
 

VI. RM-2 FUNDING INFORMATION 
 

P. RM-2 Funding Expenditures for funds being allocated 
 

 The companion Microsoft Excel Project Funding Spreadsheet to this IPR is included 
 

VII. GOVERNING BOARD ACTION 
Check the box that applies:  
 

 Governing Board Resolution attached 
 

 Governing Board Resolution to be provided on or before: March 1, 2011 
 

VIII. CONTACT / PREPARATION INFORMATION 
 
Contact for Applicant’s Agency 
Name: Stewart D. Ng  
Phone:  510-208-7400 
Title:    Deputy Director of Programming and Projects 
E-mail: stewartng@alamedactc.org 
 
Information on Person Preparing IPR 
Name:  Stephen D. Haas 
Phone:  510-208-7400 
Title:    Project Manager  
E-mail: shaas@alamedactc.org 
 
Applicant Agency’s Accounting Contact  
Name:  Yvonne Chan 
Phone:  510-208-7400 
Title:    Accounting Manager 
E-mail: ychan@alamedactc.org 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION 12‐004 

Allocation Request for the Subproject 32.1d: Eastbound I-580 HOV Lane – 
Auxiliary Lanes Project 

 
 Whereas, SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes 2004), commonly referred as Regional 
Measure 2, identified projects eligible to receive funding under the Regional Traffic 
Relief Plan; and  
 
 Whereas, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is responsible for 
funding projects eligible for Regional Measure 2 funds, pursuant to Streets and 
Highways Code Section 30914(c) and (d); and 
 
 Whereas, MTC has established a process whereby eligible transportation project 
sponsors may submit allocation requests for Regional Measure 2 funding; and 
 
 Whereas, allocations to MTC must be submitted consistent with procedures and 
conditions as outlined in Regional Measure 2 Policy and Procedures; and 
 
 Whereas, the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) is 
an eligible sponsor of transportation projects in Regional Measure 2, Regional Traffic 
Relief Plan funds; and 
 
 Whereas, the Subproject 32.1d: Eastbound I-580 HOV Lane Auxiliary Lanes 
Project is eligible for consideration in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan of Regional 
Measure 2, as identified in California Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) or 
(d); and 
 
 Whereas, the Regional Measure 2 allocation request, attached hereto in the 
Initial Project Report and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, describes  the 
project, purpose, schedule, budget, expenditure and cash flow plan for which Alameda 
CTC is requesting that MTC allocate Regional Measure 2 funds. 
 
 Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved, that the Alameda CTC and its agents shall 
comply with the provisions of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional 
Measure 2 Policy Guidance (MTC Resolution No. 3636); and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC certifies that the project is consistent with the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP); 
 
 Resolved, that the year of funding for any design, right-of-way and/or  
  construction phases has taken into consideration the time necessary to 
obtain      environmental clearance and permitting approval for the 
project; 
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 Resolved, that the Regional Measure 2 phase or segment is fully funded, and results in an 
operable and useable segment; 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC approves the updated Initial Project Report, attached to this 
resolution; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC approves the cash flow plan, attached to this resolution; and be 
it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC has reviewed the project needs and has adequate staffing 
resources to deliver and complete the project within the schedule set forth in the updated Initial Project 
Report, attached to this resolution; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC is an eligible sponsor of projects in the Regional Measure 2 
Regional Traffic Relief Plan, Capital Program, in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 
30914(c); and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC is authorized to submit an application for Regional Measure 2 
funds for the Subproject 32.1d: Eastbound I-580 HOV Lane Project as part of the Project 32: I-580 – Tri-
Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Improvements, in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 
30914(c); and be it further  
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC certifies that the project and purposes for which RM2 funds are 
being requested are in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with the State Environmental Impact Report 
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and if relevant the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC Section 4-1 et. seq. and the applicable regulations there 
under; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that there is no legal impediment to the Alameda CTC making allocation requests for 
Regional Measure 2 funds; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that there is no pending or threatened litigation which might in any way adversely 
affect the proposed project, or the ability of the Alameda CTC to deliver such project; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that Alameda CTC indemnifies and holds harmless MTC, its Commissioners, 
representatives, agents, and employees from and against all claims, injury, suits, demands, liability, 
losses, damages, and expenses, whether direct or indirect (including any and all costs and expenses in 
connection therewith), incurred by reason of any act or failure to act of the Alameda CTC, its officers, 
employees or agents, or subcontractors or any of them in connection with its performance of services 
under this allocation of RM2 funds. In addition to any other remedy authorized by law, so much of the 
funding due under this allocation of RM2 funds as shall reasonably be considered necessary by MTC may 
be retained until disposition has been made of any claim for damages, and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC shall, if any revenues or profits from any non-governmental use 
of property (or project) are collected, that those revenues or profits shall be used exclusively for the public 
transportation services for which the project was initially approved, either for capital improvements or 
maintenance and operational costs, otherwise the Metropolitan Transportation Commission is entitled to a 
proportionate share equal to MTC’s percentage participation in the projects(s); and be it further 
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Resolved, that assets purchased with RM2 funds including facilities and equipment shall be used for the 
public transportation uses intended, and should said facilities and equipment cease to be operated or 
maintained for their intended public transportation purposes for its useful life, that the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) shall be entitled to a present day value refund or credit (at MTC’s 
option) based on MTC’s share of the Fair Market Value of the said facilities and equipment at the time 
the public transportation uses ceased, which shall be paid back to MTC in the same proportion that 
Regional Measure 2 funds were originally used; and be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC shall post on both ends of the construction site(s) at least two 
signs visible to the public stating that the Project is funded with Regional Measure 2 Toll Revenues; and 
be it further 
 
 Resolved, that the Alameda CTC authorizes its Executive Director, or his designee, to execute 
and submit an allocation request for the following phase of the following subproject with MTC for 
Regional Measure 2 funds for a total of $400,000 for the project, purposes and amounts included in the 
project application attached to this resolution; 
 

Project Phase 
Previous 
Allocation 
Authorized 

Additional / New 
Allocation Need 

Total for 
Phase 

Total Subproject 
(previous and 
new allocation) 

Allocation              
Request 

Value in $ Thousands

32.1d Eastbound I-580 HOV 
Lane Project 

PA/ED 6,500    6,500 6,500  

Design 1,300 200    1,500     1,500 200 

 Construction 9,182    9,182          9,182  

 Right of Way  200 200 200 200 
  Total   16,982 400 17,382       17,382 400 

 
 Resolved, that the Executive Director, or his designee, is hereby delegated the authority to make 
non-substantive changes or minor amendments to the IPR as he/she deems appropriate; 
 
 Resolved, that a copy of this resolution shall be transmitted to MTC in conjunction with the filing 
of the Alameda CTC application referenced herein; 
 
 Duly passed and adopted by the Alameda County Transportation Commission at the regular 
meeting of the Commission held on Thursday, February 23, 2011 in Oakland, California by the following 
votes: 
AYES:  NOES:  ABSTAIN:   ABSENT: 
 
 
SIGNED: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Mark Green, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Vanessa Lee, Clerk of the Commission 
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Memorandum 

 
 
DATE: February 2, 2012 
 
TO: Programs and Projects Committee 
 
FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming 
 Stewart D. Ng, Deputy Director of Programming and Projects 
  
SUBJECT: I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenue Project 

- Approval of Amendment No.1 to Extend the Expiration Date of the 
Contract with AECOM to Prepare a Project Study Report (PSR) 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 1 to contract A09-002 with 
AECOM USA, Inc. to extend the contract expiration date to June 30, 2010.  AECOM has 
completed the work associated with the project study report component of the Park Street 
Triangle Project. 
 
Approval of the contract extension will not increase the contract budget and will have no fiscal 
impact. 
 
Discussion/Background 
On December 2, 2010 the CMA Board and the Alameda CTC subsequently approved Resolution 
10-007 (superseding and replacing CMA Resolution 08-012) that authorizes the Executive 
Director or his authorized designee to execute all necessary contracts, agreements and 
amendments including but not limited to the PE/ENV, final design, right of way services, and 
construction support services not exceeding $11.7 Million 
 
Based on these Board actions, a contract (A09-002) to complete project study report tasks for the 
Park Street Triangle area of the I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th 
Avenue Project was entered into with AECOM USA, Inc. The contract with AECOM expired on 
October 31, 2009.  
 
Through the invoice reconciliation process, it was determined that there is an invoice with an 
outstanding payment of approximately $70,000 (which includes work performed through April 
2010)  
  
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 1 to contract A09-002 with 
AECOM USA, Inc. to extend the contract expiration date to June 30, 2012.  The approval of the 
extension will allow the final invoice to be processed. 
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Approval of the contract extension will not increase the contract budget and will have no fiscal 
impact. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Approval of the requested action will have no impact on the approved Alameda CTC budget.  
This action will extend contract time only.  
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      Memorandum 
 
DATE:  January 20, 2012 
 
TO:  Programs and Projects Committee  
 
FROM: Arthur L. Dao, Executive Director 
  Pamela Schock Mintzer, Wendel Rosen Black & Dean LLP 
 
SUBJECT: I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenue Project 

- Adoption of Resolution to Hear Necessity Resolutions 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Commission adopt by a four-fifths vote of the Members of the 
governing body, a resolution agreeing to hear resolutions of necessity should an eminent 
domain action be required for the I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th 
Avenues Project.  This requires the affirmative vote of 18 Members or Alternates. 
 
Background 
The I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project proposes to 
construct operational and safety improvements on I-880 at the existing overcrossings of 23rd 
Avenue and 29th Avenue in the City of Oakland.  Improvements include replacing three 
freeway overcrossing structures, improvements to the northbound on and off ramps as well as 
the freeway mainline.  The I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th 
Avenues Project is funded in part with $73 million from the Trade Corridor Improvements 
Fund (TCIF) of the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond 
Act of 2006, which was approved by the voters as Proposition 1B November 2006.   
 
One critical ongoing activity is the acquisition of right-of-way required to construct the I-880 
Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project.  The acquisition 
process may require exercising eminent domain proceedings, although it is hoped that this can 
be avoided through successful negotiations with property owners.  If necessary, the process 
includes a public hearing(s) to consider Resolutions of Necessity to acquire right-of-way 
required for the project. For Caltrans sponsored projects, these hearings are typically held 
before the California Transportation Commission (CTC).  However, due to the CTC's 
scheduling of agendas, it will likely not be possible to use this standard procedure and meet the 
required funding source deadline.  If Alameda CTC hears the resolutions of necessity, any 
issues with property owners can be handled while keeping the scheduled resolution of necessity 
hearing on the calendar, thus avoiding a loss of project funding. 
 
To maintain the schedule to receive the TCIF program funds, this project must hold resolution 
of necessity hearings by April 30, 2012.  For Alameda CTC to hear resolutions of necessity to 
acquire the property interests necessary for the I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements at 
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016861.0001\2186295.1  

23rd and 29th Avenues Project, the Commission must adopt a resolution authorizing it to hear 
such resolutions of necessity.  The Resolution, which will authorize Alameda CTC to hear 
resolutions of necessity for the acquisition of property interests necessary for the I-880 
Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project, is attached 
(Attachment A).  Approval of the Resolution requires the affirmative vote of 18 Members or 
Alternates.  Once the attached resolution is adopted, Caltrans will authorize the Commission to 
hear the requisite resolutions of necessity for the I-880 Operational and Safety Improvements 
at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project.  
 
If staff is unable to negotiate the acquisition of the property rights necessary for the project, in 
time to meet the schedule for the TCIF program funds, staff will return to Alameda CTC with 
resolutions of necessity at the April 26, 2012 meeting.  The staff reports for the resolutions of 
necessity will provide detail about the specific necessary acquisitions and the project.  
 
Attachment 
Attachment A: Alameda County Transportation Commission Resolution 12-005 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION 12-005 

Resolution of the Alameda County Transportation Commission Electing to 
Hear Resolutions of Necessity for the Interstate 880 Operational and Safety 

Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project 

 

WHEREAS, Alameda CTC is undertaking the Interstate 880 
Operational and Safety Improvements at 23rd and 29th Avenues Project 
(“Project”) (a former Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
project) to construct operational and safety improvements on I-880 at the 
existing overcrossings of 23rd Avenue and 29th Avenue in the City of Oakland; 
and 

WHEREAS, as of March 1, 2012, Alameda CTC will be vested with the 
power of eminent domain to acquire real property by virtue of Article 1, Section 
19 of the Constitution of the State of California, Section 25350.5 of the 
Government Code of the State of California as delegated in Section 14 of 
Alameda CTC’s Joint Powers Agreement, and Sections 1240.010 and 1240.110 
of the Code of Civil Procedure of the State of California within the jurisdictional 
limits of the County of Alameda; and 

 
WHEREAS, the State of California, Department of Transportation 

requires the governing body of a local transportation agency acquiring real 
property for a project relating to a State Highway to pass and adopt by a four-
fifths vote a resolution determining that the governing body of the local 
transportation authority will hear resolutions of necessity to acquire real property 
for a project relating to a State Highway, if any are necessary; and 

 
WHEREAS, to proceed with the Project and the acquisition process, and 

in light of the Project’s schedule, critical deadlines, and necessary acquisitions, it 
may be necessary to conduct Resolution of Necessity hearings.   

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the governing body of 

the Alameda County Transportation Commission hereby agrees to conduct 
Resolution of Necessity hearings, and to adopt or reject the proposed resolutions 
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of necessity to obtain the real property and real property interests determined to be necessary for 
the Project.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the governing body of the Alameda County 
Transportation Commission on ______________________, 2012 by the following vote: 
 

AYES: NOES: ABSTAIN: ABSENT: 

 

SIGNED: 

_______________________________ 
Mark Green, Chairperson 

 

ATTEST: 

_______________________________ 
Vanessa Lee, Clerk of the Commission 
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Memorandum 

                                                                                              
 

Date:  February 2, 2012 
 
To:  Programs and Projects Committee 
 
From:  Raj Murthy, Project Manager 
 
Subject: I-80 Integrated Corridor Mobility (ICM) Project – Authorization to Enter 

into Memorandum of Understanding with California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). 

 
Recommendations   
It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) in regards to the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) of the I-80 ICM Project. 
 
Discussion 
The I-80 ICM Project will reduce congestion and delays in the 20-mile I-80 corridor and San 
Pablo Avenue from Emeryville to the Carquinez Bridge through the deployment of intelligent 
transportation system (ITS) and transportation operation system (TOS), without physically 
adding capacity through widening of the corridor.  This $93 million project is funded with the 
Statewide Proposition 1B bond funds ($76.7 million), and a combination of funding from 
Alameda and Contra Costa counties sales tax programs, as well as federal and other local and 
regional funds.   The I-80 ICM Project has been divided into seven sub-projects in order to stage 
the delivery of contracts, take advantage of the good construction bidding climate of recent 
years, and minimize project delivery risk to these projects by narrowing each contract’s scope. 
The seven projects are: 
 

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

 
The Commission staff has been working very closely with the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) and Caltrans on the delivery of this regionally significant project.  As the 
result of this partnership, CTC has allocated funds for Projects Nos. 1, 3, and 6 in State bond 
funds for implementation. Project Nos. 3 and 6 are under construction. Negotiations are 
underway with the top ranking firm for Project No. 1.  
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An MOU is necessary between all affected agencies along the corridor in order to establish the 
fiscal O&M responsibilities. As the sponsoring agency for the project Alameda CTC is entering 
into the MOU. The MOU outlines every improvement done under the project and delineates 
responsibilities. In general, Caltrans will fund, operate, and maintain all the devices within their 
right of way. The Cities are responsible for maintaining devices installed within city right of 
way. Funding for maintaining for all devices within Contra Costa County Cities will be financed 
by Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA). Alameda CTC is responsible for providing 
funding for Trailblazer signs, Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) Cameras, Microwave Vehicle 
Detection System (MVDS) that are installed in Alameda County outside of Caltrans right of 
way. Please refer to Attachment A for the division of responsibilities among the agencies and 
Alameda CTC’s financial obligation for the operations and maintenance costs ($4,100 per year). 
The MOU also memorializes consensus among the stakeholders on various strategies 
implemented by the project.  
 
Over the past several months, staff from Caltrans and all affected agencies worked closely to 
develop the project O&M MOU. All affected agencies are in the process of obtaining approval of 
the MOU at their respective Councils/Boards. These agencies are Contra Costa County 
Transportation Authority (CCTA), Contra Costa County (CCC), Western Contra Costa 
Transportation Advisory Committee (WCCTAC), AC Transit, WestCAT, and the Cities of 
Albany, Berkeley, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Hercules, Oakland, Pinole, Richmond, and San Pablo. 
CTC staff prefers that the MOU is executed prior to allocation of approximately $45 million in 
remaining State Proposition 1B funds. 
 
It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into the 
Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
The revenues and costs associated with this MOU will be funded via the East Bay SMART 
Corridor program and are included in the approved Alameda CTC budget.  
 
Attachments:  
 
Attachment A:  O&M and Funding Responsibility Table 
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Item 4F ‐ Attachment A

MVDS *** * CCTA

I‐80 ICM MOU
O&M and Funding Responsibility Table
2/1/2012

Grouping ROW Equipment
O&M 

Responsibility
Funding 

Responsibility
Alameda CTC 

Portion

East Bay SMART Corridor 
Equipment
(Used for I‐80 ICM Strategy)

Caltrans
CCTV Caltrans Caltrans

MVDS Caltrans Caltrans

Non‐Caltrans
CCTV Cities * ACTC or CCTA  $                    672 

MVDS Cities * ACTC or CCTA  $                1,432 

East Bay SMART Corridor 
Equipment
(NOT used for ICM Strategy)

Caltrans

CCTV NONE NONE

MVDS NONE NONE

TSP Cities Cities

Non‐Caltrans 

CCTV Cities Cities

MVDS NONE NONE

TSP Cities Cities

I‐80 ICM Equipment
(Used for ICM Strategy)

Caltrans

CCTV Caltrans Caltrans

MVDS NONE NONE

TRAILBLAZERS Caltrans Caltrans

TRAFFIC SIGNAL Caltrans ** Caltrans **

Non‐Caltrans

CCTV *** Cities (CC only) * CCTA

MVDS ***  Citi (CC l ) *Cities (CC only)  CCTA

TRAILBLAZERS Cities ACTC or CCTA  $                2,000 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL Cities Cities

I‐80 ICM Equipment
(Other/ Requested by Cities)

Caltrans Ramp Meter HOV TSP Caltrans Caltrans

Non‐Caltrans

OAKLAND:
PTZ cameras
Arterial CMS
Intersection Detetion (VID, 
Magnetometer), 
Video Encoders

Oakland Oakland

BERKELEY:
Intersection Video 
Detection

Berkeley Berkeley

RICHMOND:
Intersection Video 
Detection

Richmond Richmond

PINOLE:
Speed feedback signs

Pinole Pinole

Total $             4,104 
NOTES:
* Contra Costa Cities may contract with Contra Costa County for O&M on these devices.
** Caltrans does not maintain EVP equipment at their signals.  Local agencies would be responsible for funding and O&M for this.
*** No new MVDS or CCTV used for ICM Strategy are being installed in Alameda County
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