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PLANNING, POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

MEETING NOTICE
Monday, October 08, 2012, 11:00 A.M.
1333 Broadway, Suite 300, Oakland, California 94612
(see map on last page of agenda)

Chair: Greg Harper

Vice Chair: Tim Sbranti

Members: Mark Green Scott Haggerty
Keith Carson Jennifer Hosterman
John Marchand Michael Gregory

Marvin Peixoto

Staff Liaisons: Beth Walukas, Tess Lengyel
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 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
2 ROLL CALL

3 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.

4 CONSENT CALENDAR
4A.  Minutes of September 08, 2012 — Page 1 A

5 LEGISLATION AND POLICY
5A.  Legislative Update — Page 3 A


http://www.alamedactc.org/

Alameda County Transportation Commission PPLC Meeting, October 08, 2012
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6 PLANNING

6A. Review of Congestion Management Plan (CMP): Draft 2012 Conformity |
Requirements— Page 9

6B. Approval of Final Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans— Page 13 |

6C. Review of Safe Routes to Schools Program 2011-2012 Year-End Report |
and Update — Page 39

7 ONE BAY AREA GRANT PROGRAM
7A.  Approval of Final Draft Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Elements A
— Page 55
7B. Approval of Priority Development Area (PDA) Readiness Criteria — Page 71 |

7C. Approval of Draft One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Program Guidelines Elements A
— Page 97

8 COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS (VERBAL)
9 STAFF REPORTS (VERBAL)
10 ADJOURNMENT/NEXT MEETING: NOVEMBER 19, 2012

Key: A- Action Item; | — Information Item; D — Discussion Item
* Materials 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 INDIVIDUALS 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



ABAG
ACCMA

ACE
ACTA

ACTAC

ACTC

ACTIA

ADA
BAAQMD
BART
BRT
Caltrans
CEQA
CIP
CMAQ

CMP
CTC
CWTP
EIR
FHWA
FTA
GHG
HOT
HOV
ITIP

LATIP

LAVTA

LOS

Glossary of Acronyms

Association of Bay Area Governments

Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency

Altamont Commuter Express

Alameda County Transportation Authority
(1986 Measure B authority)

Alameda County Technical Advisory
Committee

Alameda County Transportation
Commission

Alameda County Transportation
Improvement Authority (2000 Measure B
authority)

Americans with Disabilities Act

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Bus Rapid Transit

California Department of Transportation
California Environmental Quality Act
Capital Investment Program

Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality

Congestion Management Program
California Transportation Commission
Countywide Transportation Plan
Environmental Impact Report

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Transit Administration
Greenhouse Gas

High occupancy toll

High occupancy vehicle

State Interregional Transportation
Improvement Program

Local Area Transportation Improvement
Program

Livermore-Amador Valley Transportation
Authority

Level of service

MTC
MTS

NEPA
NOP
PCI
PSR
RM 2
RTIP

RTP

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Metropolitan Transportation System

National Environmental Policy Act
Notice of Preparation

Pavement Condition Index

Project Study Report

Regional Measure 2 (Bridge toll)

Regional Transportation Improvement
Program

Regional Transportation Plan (MTC’s
Transportation 2035)

SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient

SCS
SR
SRS
STA
STIP
STP
TCM
TCRP
TDA
TDM
TEP
TFCA
TIP

TLC
T™MP
T™MS
TOD
TOS
TVTC
VHD
VMT

Transportation Equity Act

Sustainable Community Strategy

State Route

Safe Routes to Schools

State Transit Assistance

State Transportation Improvement Program
Federal Surface Transportation Program
Transportation Control Measures
Transportation Congestion Relief Program
Transportation Development Act
Travel-Demand Management
Transportation Expenditure Plan
Transportation Fund for Clean Air

Federal Transportation Improvement
Program

Transportation for Livable Communities
Traffic Management Plan
Transportation Management System
Transit-Oriented Development
Transportation Operations Systems

Tri Valley Transportation Committee
Vehicle Hours of Delay

Vehicle miles traveled
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 4A

Alameda County Transportation Commission
PLANNING, POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF SEPTEBER 10, 2012

Alameda CTC Chair Mayor Green convened the meeting at 11:00 AM. Chair Green appointed Mayor
Sbranti as Vice Chair of the Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee.

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.

3. CONSENT CALENDAR
3A.  Minutes of July 09, 2012

3B.  Summary of the Alameda CTC’s Review and Comments on Environmental Documents
and General Plan Amendments Prepared by Local Jurisdictions

Supervisor Haggerty motioned to approve the Consent Calendar. Mayor Green seconded the motion.

The Consent Calendar was passed 8-0.

4, PLANNING AND POLICY

4A.  Legislative Update

Tess Lengyel updated the Committee on state and federal legislative initiatives. At the state level, Ms.
Lengyel informed the Committee that this was the end of session activities on legislation in
Sacramento and updated the Committee on statewide and local ballot measures specifically the CEQA
reform and state worker pension reforms. She stated that there were twenty-two measures that will
appear on the ballot for Alameda County.

On the federal side, Ms. Lengyel updated the Committee on actions made by Congress prior to their
recess in early August and gave an update on actions taken by the president specifically sequestration.

This Item was for information only.

4B.  Review of Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Resolution 4035 and One
Bay Area Grant Program (OBAG) Implementation in Alameda County

An overview of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Resolution 4035 and One Bay
Area Grant Program (OBAG) Implementation in Alameda County was given to the Committee. Tess
Lengyel touched lightly on the complete streets program, which she stated was scheduled to be
addressed in more detail in the following agenda item. Ms. Lengyel described the outreach efforts that
have been done and the implementation schedule. Beth Walukas reviewed the definition of a Priority
Development Areas (PDA), spectrum, types, job development within the PDA and life cycle
development. Mike Todd reviewed the programming of OBAG funds in Alameda County. Mr. Todd
outlined the criteria for programming the funds and he concluded by giving an overview of the
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Alameda County Transportation Commission October 08, 2012
Minutes of September 10, 2012 PPLC Meeting

Page 2

different funding categories. Ms. Lengyel stated that next month, staff would be bringing the draft
program guidelines and a draft strategic plan.

Director Ortiz wanted a definition of the term “transportation project’ as used in the staff report. Art
Dao informed the Committee that the term refers to specific transit capital projects.

Mayor Sbranti wanted to know if the Commission would be creating the criteria for prioritizing the
PDA’s at the next Commission Meeting. Mr. Dao informed him that the prioritizing will come in
October.

Supervisor Carson wanted to know what Oakland Departments ACTC staff was working with. Beth
Walukas informed the Committee that staff had been working with the Department of Public Works,
Housing Department and the Affordable Housing Department.

Councilmember Peixoto wanted clarification on the connection between housing and OBAG funds.
Art Dao informed the Committee that OBAG funds can only be used for transportation projects which
include projects that support housing.

Art Dao informed the Committee that Ezra Rapport from ABAG will be at the September Commission
meeting to provide an overview and review of the overall regional planning process and ask for input
from the Commission.

This Item was for information only.

4C. Review of Draft Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Elements

Tess Lengyel provided a review of the Draft Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Elements. Ms.
Lengyel stated that MTC established a requirement for local jurisdictions to adopt a complete streets
policy, by January 31, 2013, which is five months before the Alameda CTC requirement. She went
over the Alameda CTC and MTC Complete Streets requirements and timing for policy Adoption. She
concluded by stating that Alameda CTC has written its policy elements to also incorporate the MTC
required elements, so that local jurisdictions may adopt one resolution that meets both MTC and
Alameda CTC agency requirements. A draft Resolution was presented to the Committee.

This Item was for information only.

5 STAFF AND COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS
There were no staff or committee member reports.

7 ADJOURNMENT/NEXT MEETING: OCTOBER 08, 2012
The meeting was adjourned at 12:25 p.m.

Alttest by:
/

Vanhessa Lee
Clerk of the Commission
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 5A

Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Policy, Public Affairs and Legislation

SUBJECT: Legislative Update

Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Commission send letters to all Alameda County federal delegation
members urging action to develop thoughtful and comprehensive federal deficit reduction and
revenue enhancement mechanisms to address the nation’s debt and funding needs, and to
ensure that sequestration is not implemented beginning in January 2013 as written in current
law. Sequestration is discussed in further detail below under the federal update.

Summary

This memo provides an update on federal, state and local legislative activities including the
federal appropriations continuing resolution, sequestration, state bill status and Alameda CTC
engagement in state legislative efforts, and an update on the 2012 Transportation Expenditure
Plan, known as Measure B1 on the November 6, 2012 ballot.

Background
The following summarizes legislative information at the federal, state and local levels.

Federal Update
The following updates provide information on activities and issues at the federal level and
include information contributed from Alameda CTC’s lobbyist team (CJ Lake/Len Simon).

Appropriations Continuing Resolutions
The Senate and House approved a six month continuing resolution (CR) to fund the federal
government at FY 2012 levels. The CR extends funding through March 27, 2013.

Passage of the federal surface transportation bill, MAP-21, authorized spending increases to
adjust for inflation in both years of the bill through federal fiscal year 2014. The six-month CR
does not include these amounts. This discrepancy is anticipated to be addressed when
Congress deals with the remaining six months of the FY 2013 budget, after the elections. The
Department of Transportation is expected to publish the formula apportionments for FY 2013
in October; however the discretionary amounts may not become available until Congress
addresses the full year appropriations amounts. This means that there may not be any
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discretionary grant opportunities until after March 2013.

Sequestration
While Congress was able to address the continuing resolution to fund the federal government

during its brief two-week work period in Washington, D. C. between summer recess and its
current recess through the November elections, it was not able to address sequestration.

Sequestration is the result of the failure of the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction,
known as the “Super Committee” to propose, and for Congress to enact deficit reducing
legislation by the $1.2 trillion amount as required by the Budget Control Act of 2011.
Sequestration requires automatic, across-the-board cuts totaling $109 billion per year,
beginning January 2013, implemented over a nine-year period.

The leadership in both parties has supported changing the law to avoid the cuts required by
sequestration. Differing solutions have been proposed by each party whereby Democrats have
pushed for a mix of spending cuts and revenue increases, while Republicans have supported
replacing across the board cuts with specific, targeted spending reductions and major
restructuring of some programs.

In early August, the Sequestration Transparency Act of 2012 was approved which required the
President to detail budget reductions by program, project and activity level as a result of the
across the board cuts required by sequestration. The Office of Management and Budget
released its 394 page report on September 14™. The report provides preliminary details on
sequestration cuts from 1,200 separate accounts. The report highlights the process by which
sequestration was created, and clearly states that sequestration was never intended to go into
effect; rather, it was a tool included in the 2011 Budget Control Act to spur Congressional
action on bi-partisan deficit reduction proposals. Because Congress was not able to act, and
unless the current law is changed by Congress prior to January 2013, it will go into effect and
will have across the board cuts to both defense and domestic spending. According to the
report, the following excerpt highlights the significant negative effects to the economy, safety
and security of the United State:

“While the Department of Defense would be able to shift funds to ensure war fighting and
critical military readiness capabilities were not degraded, sequestration would result in a
reduction in readiness of many non-deployed units, delays in investments in new equipment
and facilities, cutbacks in equipment repairs, declines in military research and development
efforts, and reductions in base services for military families.

On the nondefense side, sequestration would undermine investments vital to economic
growth, threaten the safety and security of the American people, and cause severe harm to
programs that benefit the middle-class, seniors, and children. Education grants to States and
local school districts supporting smaller classes, afterschool programs, and children with
disabilities would suffer. The number of Federal Bureau of Investigation agents, Customs and
Border Patrol agents, correctional officers, and federal prosecutors would be slashed. The
Federal Aviation Administration’s ability to oversee and manage the Nation’s airspace and air
traffic control would be reduced. The Department of Agriculture’s efforts to inspect food
processing plants and prevent foodborne illnesses would be curtailed. The Environmental
Protection Agency’s ability to protect the water we drink and the air we breathe would be
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degraded. The National Institutes of Health would have to halt or curtail scientific research,
including needed research into cancer and childhood diseases. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s ability to respond to incidents of terrorism and other catastrophic events
would be undermined. And critical housing programs and food assistance for low-income
families would be cut.”

The lame duck session is the only time in which Congress will be able to change the
sequestration triggers. It is anticipated that if sequestration goes into effect, it will have a
negative impact in the economic recovery of the nation. It is recommended that the Alameda
CTC submit a letter to our congressional delegation members urging action to disallow
sequestration to proceed as currently written into law and to come up with actual deficit
reduction actions and revenue generating mechanisms that do not result in across the board
cuts.

State Update

At the end of session, almost 700 bills were sent to the Governor. He has until midnight,
September 30 to sign, veto, or not act on these bills. As of this writing, he has signed 279 bills,
vetoed 25, and has over 350 bills pending on his desk.

Chair Green submitted a letter to the Governor’s office requesting a veto of AB 2200 (Ma)
which would eliminate the eastbound off-peak HOV lane requirement on 1-80. The
Commission took an oppose position on this bill earlier this year since there would be no
congestion improvement as a result of the bill and because Alameda CTC will begin
construction on an $87 million state bond funded project in October for the 1-80 Integrated
Corridor Mobility program. Governor Brown vetoed the bill on September 23", noting that it
was not moving carpooling in the right direction.

Passage of the new federal transportation bill, MAP-21, in July 2012 included elimination of
certain programs and modifications to distribution formulas for others. MAP-21 will officially
take effect in October 2012. In order to ensure that projects in the current pipeline continue to
receive federal funding, the Governor Brown’s Administration proposes to maintain a “status
quo” approach to the implementation of MAP-21 in California. This includes maintaining the
current split of the total estimated federal funds for California in FY 2013 of $3.5 billion at
62% for the state ($2.2 billion) and 38% for regions/locals ($1.3 billion). This method allows
for a transition period recognizing that both the state and regions/locals have many projects
programmed under the existing rules. While the Safe Routes to Schools program was
eliminated in MAP-21, the state proposes to continue to fund and administer the program from
other federal funds in FY 2013, the same level as in 2012. Caltrans has convened a statewide
MAP-21 working group to address legislative needs for 2013 for MAP-21 implementation.
Alameda CTC will participate in conference calls for this statewide effort. Final MAP-21
funding levels for the state will need to be adopted by the California Transportation
Commission.

In addition to MAP-21 efforts, Alameda CTC staff are participating on two separate panels as
part of the Self-Help Counties Coalition support development of the Self-Help counties
legislative platform for the coming year, as well as to provide technical expertise to the
Secretary of Transportation on ideas for implementation of project delivery under the new
Transportation Agency that was created during the last legislative session.
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Local Update

In August, Measure B1 was placed on the Alameda County ballot, and if approved by voters,
will fund the 2012 Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) which includes $7.8 billion in
investments for transit, roads, highways, bicycle and pedestrian safety, transportation
investments that link transportation, housing and jobs, and funding for transportation
technological improvements. The TEP has received significant support from organizations
throughout Alameda County.

By mid-September, staff provided information about the agency and the TEP to over 300
separate engagements throughout the County and more are being scheduled. The following
summarizes the events through September 2012:

e Festivals and community events: Alameda CTC participated in and performed outreach
at these types of outreach events: bicycle and pedestrian, educational, faith-based, for
seniors and people with disabilities, and general events such as transportation forums.

o0 Over 98 festival and community events with an estimated attendance of 947,491
people since July 2011.

e Presentations and speaking engagements: Alameda CTC presented and spoke to various
groups to educate local and small businesses, community-based organizations,
government agencies, and transit agencies on transportation for the 21% century,
delivering transportation solutions, and the 2012 TEP. Alameda’s target audiences
were:

0 Businesses and Labor, including but not limited to, organizations such as
chambers of commerce, the American Council of Engineering Companies,
American Institute of Architects, and Design and Construction Trades, etc.:

= 72 presentations with an estimated attendance of over 13,188 people.

o Civic and community groups, including but not limited to, groups such as
Senior, Asian, Indians groups, rotary clubs, Kiwanis clubs, Lions, etc.:

= 33 presentations with an estimated attendance of over 4,211 people.
o0 Elected officials, government agencies, and transit agencies:
= 41 presentations.

The Alameda CTC plans to participate in over 60 more events through November 2012,
including several capital project ground-breaking events.

e Material distribution: Alameda CTC created a TEP brochure in seven languages
(English, Spanish, Chinese, Punjabi, Hindi, Tagalog and Vietnamese) and distributed
the brochure to Alameda CTC committee members, unions, businesses, senior centers,
senior housing facilities, transit agencies, universities, youth organizations, bicycle and
pedestrian community, and ethnic groups. As of the time of this writing, Alameda CTC
distributed:

0 32,060 brochures in English
O 7,980 brochures in Spanish
0 4,535 brochures in Chinese
0 2,350 brochures in Punjabi
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o0 Vietnamese and Tagalog brochures are being published on-line and will be
distributed electronically.

All TEP materials including fact sheets for every city, all modes, and all planning areas in the
county are located on the website at http://www.alamedactc.oro/app _pages/view/8084

e Social media coverage: Alameda CTC initiated its Facebook, Twitter and YouTube
accounts in Summer 2012 to inform the public of agency activities through its
Facebook and Twitter accounts.

0 On Facebook, Alameda CTC has 35 followers and follows 52 people.
o0 On Twitter, Alameda CTC has 66 followers and follows 158 people/groups.

Alameda CTC 2013 Legislation Program

Looking toward the coming year, staff has begun the process of coordinating with other partner
agencies on development of a 2013 legislative program with the aim of coordinating
transportation related legislative activities into the Alameda CTC 2013 legislative platform. A
proposed legislative program will be brought to the Commission in fall.

Regarding the development of the legislative program, some of the highest priorities in 2013
will be to participate in efforts for development of the new State Transportation Agency, MAP-
21 implementation in California, implementation of the region’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy, Cap and Trade, CEQA reform, and implementation of the 2012 TEP if it passes in
November 2012.

Fiscal Impact
No direct fiscal impact.
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 6A

Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning

Saravana Suthanthira, Senior Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Review of Congestion Management Plan (CMP): Draft 2012 Conformity
Requirements

Recommendation
This item is for information only. No action is requested.

Summary
The legislatively mandated annual CMP Conformity Findings process began in August. Local
jurisdictions are required to comply with the CMP as follows:
1) (@) Tier 1 Land Use Analysis Program — submit to Alameda CTC all Notice of
Preparations, EIRs and General Plan amendments;
(b) Tier 2 Land Use Forecasts- review ABAG Projections by traffic analysis zones;
2) Traffic Demand Management (TDM) — Complete Site Design Checklist;
3) Payment of Fees; and
4) Deficiency Plans and Deficiency Plan Progress Reports, as needed in some jurisdictions.

Letters were sent to the jurisdictions on August 15, 2012 requesting a response for items 1a) Tier
1 Land Use Analysis Program, 2) TDM Site Design Checklist, and 4) Deficiency Plan Progress
Reports as required for those jurisdictions discussed below. All responses are due by October 1,
2012. Attachment A - 2012 CMP Conformance shows the response(s) received at the time of
writing the staff report. An updated table incorporating the responses received by the PPLC
meeting will be distributed at the meeting.

Final conformity findings will be presented to ACTAC and PPLC at their November meetings,
with adoption of the 2012 Conformity Findings scheduled for the Commission’s December 6,
2012 meeting.

Discussion

Regarding the requirement for some jurisdictions to submit Deficiency Plans or Deficiency Plan
Progress Reports, no additional CMP roadway segments were found to be deficient in 2012
based on the select link analysis conducted using the Countywide Travel Demand Model and
2012 LOS Monitoring survey data and after applying all applicable CMP exemptions. Therefore,
the preparation and submission of Deficiency Plans for 2012 is not required. However, there are
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three ongoing Deficiency Plans from previous years, for which jurisdictions are required to send
progress reports:

# | Name of the Deficiency Plan Lead Participating
Jurisdiction Jurisdictions
1 | SR 260 Posey Tube eastbound to Oakland Alameda, Berkeley
1-880 northbound freeway connection
2 | SR 185 northbound between 46™ and 42™ | Oakland Alameda
Streets
3 | Mowry Avenue Fremont Newark

A request has been sent to the cities of Fremont and Oakland and the participating jurisdictions
of Newark, Alameda and Berkeley to submit their Deficiency Plan progress reports and letters of
concurrence by October 1, 2012.

Fiscal Impact
There are no fiscal impacts at this time.

Attachments

Attachment A:

of Fees, and Deficiency Plans

2012 CMP Conformance: Land Use Analysis, Site Design Guidelines, Payment
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 6B
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Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning

Rochelle Wheeler, Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

SUBJECT: Approval of Final Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans

Recommendation
It is recommended that the Commission approve the Final Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plans and incorporate them, by reference, into the Countywide Transportation Plan.

Summary

The Final Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans were released for public review and
comment on September 24, 2012, and are posted on the Alameda CTC website
(www.AlamedaCTC.org). These plans, which lay out the vision and action steps for making
Alameda County a safe and convenient place for walking and bicycling, incorporate comments
provided in June and July 2012 on the previously released Draft Plans. The Final Draft executive
summaries for both plans (Attachments A and B) provide a concise summary of each plan, including
its purpose; the recommended countywide priorities for capital projects, programs and plans; total
costs to implement the plan; expected revenues for the 28-year plan life; and implementation actions
to begin to make the plan a reality over the next five years.

The Final Draft Plans are the culmination of two and a half years of planning and 35 public and
committee meetings to gather input. In late June 2012, staff released the Draft Plans for comment
and presented them to ACTAC, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), the
Planning Policy and Legislation Committee (PPLC), the Paratransit Advisory Committee (PAPCO),
the Alameda CTC Board, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working Group, a technical group
providing input on the plan updates. The agency received comments from over 50 individuals by the
July 27, 2012 deadline, and from over 15 additional commenters after the deadline. In total over 270
specific comments were received from individuals, agencies and committees. These comments were
considered and incorporated into the Final Draft Plans, as appropriate. A summary of all of the
comments, along with staff responses to them, are posted on the agency website
(www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/5275) due to the size of the document. Staff request any
feedback on the Final Draft Plans either during the PPLC meeting, or in writing using the attached
comment sheet (Attachment C; also posted on the Alameda CTC web address listed above), to be
submitted to Rochelle Wheeler via email (rwheeler@alamedaCTC.org), by Monday, October 15,
2012, at 12:00 Noon.
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Background

The Alameda CTC’s predecessor agencies approved the first Countywide Pedestrian Plan and the
first update to the Countywide Bicycle Plan in 2006. Since then, the priorities identified in these
plans have been used to guide bicycle and pedestrian grant fund programming and the Alameda CTC
bicycle and pedestrian program.

In June 2010, the agency launched a planning process to update both the Pedestrian and Bicycle
Plans, focused on updating the existing conditions; reviewing how Alameda CTC policies and
practices can be enhanced to address walking and bicycling; re-evaluating the Bicycle Plan priority
capital projects and bringing more focus to improving bicycle access to transit; and establishing
capital project priorities for the Pedestrian Plan. One over-arching goal was to make the two plans
consistent, as appropriate, and parallel in their layout.

The Final Draft Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans, which meet the above objectives, each
consist of seven chapters and an executive summary. Because of the close coordination of these
plans, one joint Appendices document was developed. The full plans are posted online, and the
tables of contents and executives summaries are attached (Attachments A and B).

Input during Plan Development

During the two and a half year plan development process, 35 public and committee meetings were
held to gather input on the draft chapters of the plans and the Draft Plans themselves. The
Countywide BPAC and the Bicycle Pedestrian Plans Working Group (a group of agency, non-profit
and advocacy group staff) were the primary two groups to review and give input on the plans. Both
groups reviewed almost every chapter of the plans in their initial draft form. In addition, ACTAC,
PAPCO, PPLC and the full Board, provided input on selected chapters and elements of the plans.

In addition to these meetings, Alameda CTC staff met, by planning area, with agency staff and also
attended four local BPAC meetings around the county to gather input from them and the public.
During the entire planning process, staff have maintained a mailing list of interested individuals and
kept this group informed of opportunities for public input, and also posted information on the
agency’s website.

Public and Committee Input on Draft Plans

The Draft Plans were released in late June 2012, and in June and July they were brought to five
Alameda CTC committees and working groups, and the Alameda CTC Board, for comment. In
addition, staff posted the plans on the agency’s website, and notified all interested members of the
public and local BPACs about the availability of the plans.

The agency received comments on the Draft Plans from over 50 individuals by the July 27, 2012
comment deadline, plus over 15 additional commenters after the deadline. In total, over 270 specific
comments were received from individuals, agencies and committees. Staff reviewed and evaluated
all of these comments. Due to the number of comments, especially the requested edits and updates to
the bicycle and pedestrian vision maps, staff decided that more time was needed to adequately
address the comments, and therefore the release of the Final Draft Plans was moved from late
August to late September.
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The major changes made to the Final Draft Plans to address the input on the Draft Plans are listed
below. A summary of all of the comments received along with staff responses to each one is posted
on the agency website (www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/5275).

New “Next Steps” Chapters: Many individuals and several committees commented on the
“Next Steps” section of the plans, which is the road map of implementation actions that are
needed in the next four to five years to begin or continue implementing the plans. The
request was for the section to be more action-oriented, including naming a responsible party
for each action and a timeline for implementing it. In response to this request, many
enhancements were made to the Next Steps section, as follows:

0 New stand-alone “Next Steps” Chapters were created by splitting the
“Implementation” Chapters in each plan into two chapters: “Costs and Revenue” and
“Next Steps.”

o Each implementation action was evaluated, and as feasible, was made more concrete
and action-oriented. New implementation actions were added, for a new total of 16
actions. The actions were aligned more closely to the countywide priorities,
especially the programs, and also to the plan goals.

o0 For each of 16 actions, many new sub-actions were added, for a total of 63 actions
and sub-actions. To better integrate the plan actions into the work of the agency, the
new actions were developed in coordination with the agency’s Planning section work
plan for the next five years.

o0 For each action, a year or range of years was added. This is summarized in a new
table showing the timeline for the implementation of each of the actions.

Performance Measures and Targets: Many individuals and several committees also
requested establishing performance targets for walking and bicycling, and more performance
measures, to track progress on implementing the plans.

0 While performance targets were not added to the plans, a near-term next step was
added to work with local jurisdictions and other stakeholders to research and, as
feasible and appropriate to a countywide agency, develop comprehensive and
meaningful quantitative targets for Alameda County. Given that Alameda CTC has no
direct control over local implementation of projects and programs, and mode shift is
influenced by many factors, Alameda CTC must work with all local jurisdictions to
establish performance targets that are achievable.

0 Three new performance measures were added, to better gauge how well the county is
implementing the plans, in particular regarding educational/promotional programs.
These are now listed in the new “Next Steps” chapters, rather than the “Vision and
Goals” chapters.

Vision Map Edits: A large number of edits and comments were received on the vision
network maps for both plans, but especially on the bicycle vision network. In general, these
edits were corrections needed to improve the accuracy of the maps, by reflecting the current
status (i.e., existing or proposed) or class of the bikeways, to reflect local conditions and
plans. All of these corrections were made. Several requests were made to show current or
more realistic potential alignments for regional trails, including the East Bay Greenway and
the Bay Trail. These edits were also made.

New mileage numbers: Due to changes to the vision maps, the total miles of facilities were
re-calculated for both plans, including by planning area and by jurisdiction. The total
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network miles in the bicycle plan did not change greatly, but the numbers now show that
more of the network is built (52%) than was stated in the draft plan (48%). In the pedestrian
plan, the total miles decreased significantly (by 400 miles), mostly as a result of corrections
made to the maps to remove duplicating miles.

e New implementation costs: Because most of the costs are based on the total miles of
network, the total costs also changed.

o For the Bicycle Plan, although the cost of construction went down due to more of the
network being built than previously thought, the maintenance costs went up, since
there are now more miles to be maintained for a longer period. The end result is that
the bicycle plan implementation cost did not change.

o0 For the Pedestrian Plan, the overall costs came down by almost $400 million, mostly
due to the decrease in the vision system mileage with the removal of duplicating
miles.

e Safety education and data: The safety of bicyclists and pedestrians, and the need for more
understanding of the issue and more education, was raised at Committee meetings. In
response to these comments, the timeline for implementation of educational programs
addressing safety and a detailed collision analysis was moved up.

Countywide Priorities

One of the primary purposes of both plans is to establish a set of countywide capital projects,
programs and plans that are intended to implement the plan’s vision and goals. These projects,
programs and plans, which have been made consistent between the plans as appropriate, will be
used, along with additional scoring criteria, to guide countywide discretionary funding decisions.
Each plan describes a priority system or network, which is a subset of the pedestrian vision system
or the bicycle vision network, and on which limited countywide funding will be focused.

The countywide pedestrian vision system totals 2,800 miles of pedestrian facilities spread
throughout the entire county. The system has five components:
e access to transit,
access within central business districts,
access to activity centers,
access to Communities of Concern, and
a network of inter-jurisdictional trails.

The bicycle vision network consists of 762 miles of bikeways, of which, approximately 394 miles
(52%) have been built while 367 miles (48%) are still to be constructed. The network, like the
pedestrian vision system, includes all parts of the county and has five components, focused on:

e an inter-jurisdictional network that provides connections between jurisdictions (this is largely
the vision network from the 2006 Bicycle Plan),
access to transit,
access to central business districts,
an inter-jurisdictional trail network, and
access to Communities of Concern.

Both plans also include a largely overlapping and robust set of programs to promote and support
walking and bicycling, and the creation and updating of local pedestrian and bicycle master plans.
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Costs and Revenue

As stand-alone plans, the cost to implement all components of the Bicycle Plan between 2012 and
2040 totals $945 million, while the cost for the Pedestrian Plan is $2.4 billion. The revenue
anticipated over the next 28 years for the Bicycle Plan is $324 million; for the Pedestrian Plan, it is
approximately $500 million. Together, the two plans include some duplicating costs for the multi-
use trails. If these costs are split evenly between the two plans, the total, non-duplicating cost, to
implement both the Pedestrian and Bicycle Plans is approximately $2.7 billion and the expected
revenue is $820 million (see table below). These costs are higher than those in the previous Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plans for several reasons, but mainly because they are more comprehensive and have
been expanded as follows:

e Bicycle Plan:

o

(0}
o

(0}

For construction costs, expanded vision network from 549 miles to 762 miles with a
significant part of this mileage increase due to adding more routes to connect to
transit.

More comprehensive maintenance costs.

Expanded number of educational/promotional programs and included the full
program costs.

Inclusion of local master plans, which were not included in the 2006 plan.

e Pedestrian Plan:

(0}

For construction costs, expanded pedestrian vision system to include one central
business district (CBD) per jurisdiction and added the communities of concern
category.

Inclusion of maintenance costs for the first time.

Expanded number of educational/promotional programs and included the full
program costs.

Combined Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans non-duplicating costs and revenue, 2012-2040
(in millions; rounded to nearest $100,000)

Bicycle Plan Pedestrian Plan dupafjcl;?t‘/l'r(rr_c;‘)”;sts

Costs S 626.7 | S 2,081.3 S 2,708.0
-Construction of capital projects S 4249 | $ 1,459.3 | S 1,884.2
Shared costs for multi-use trails | S 259.1 | S 259.1 S 518.2
Remaining Plan construction costs | § 1658 | S 1,200.2 S 1,366.0
-Maintenance of capital projects S 1248 | $ 5406 | $ 665.5
Shared costs for multi-use trails | S 574 | s 57.4 S 114.9
Remaining Plan maintenance costs | § 67.4 S 483.2 S 550.6
-Programs implementation S 716 | § 75.9 S 147.5
-Local master plans S 541§ 5.4 S 10.8
Revenue S 3243 | S 495.7 S 820.0
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Next Steps
The Final Draft Plans were released on Monday, September 24™ and are available for public review

and comment through Monday, October 15" at Noon. Comments received by this date will be
consolidated and provided to the Alameda CTC Board for its consideration for incorporating into the
final plans. Three Alameda CTC committees are being requested to review the Final Draft plans and
recommend that the Board adopt the plans. The committees and meeting dates are as follows:

October 2, 2012 Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC)
October 4, 2012 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
October 8, 2012 Planning, Policy, and Legislation Committee (PPLC)

The Alameda CTC Board will meet on October 25, 2012 to consider adopting the plans, and
incorporating them by reference into the Countywide Transportation Plan.

Fiscal Impacts
None

Attachments:
Attachment A: Final Draft Countywide Bicycle Plan: Table of Contents and Executive Summary

Attachment B: Final Draft Countywide Pedestrian Plan: Table of Contents and Executive Summary
Attachment C: Comment Sheet
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and plan purpose

Bicycling is a key component of vibrant, livable,
healthy communities, and an integral part of a
complete transportation system. Alameda County’s
first Countywide Bicycle Plan was published in 2001
by the Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency, one of the two predecessor agencies to the
Alameda County Transportation Commission
(Alameda CTC). It was updated in 2006, concurrent
with the development of the first Alameda
Countywide Pedestrian Plan, by the Alameda County
Transportation Improvement Authority, the other
Alameda CTC predecessor agency. From 2010 to

2012 —as these two agencies merged to form Alameda
CTC—Dboth plans were updated, this time in very close
coordination. Alameda CTC has updated this plan to
identify and prioritize bicycle projects, programs and
planning efforts of countywide significance. The plan
provides the background, direction and tools needed
to increase the number of cyclists and bicycling trips in
Alameda County while improving bicycling safety.

Key findings

The chapters on “Existing Conditions” and
“Evaluation of Plans, Policies and Practices” contain
data, statistics, findings and other information about

the state of bicycling in Alameda County. Below are
some of the key findings:

* In 2000 (the latest year for which such data is
available), approximately 593,000 bike trips were
made every week in Alameda County, or almost
85,000 trips daily. This represented 2% of all trips.

* The bike mode share in Alameda County (2%) is
double that of the Bay Area (1%). The number of
bike commuters in Alameda County increased by
21% from 2000 to 20062008 (compared to an
increase of only 2% for all commuters).

* The most common purposes for bike trips in
Alameda County are social/recreational (34%),
work (19%) and shopping (19%).

¢ From 2001 to 2008, there was an annual average of
3 bicycle fatalities in Alameda County and 538
bicyclists injured seriously.

* Opver the past eight years, bicyclists have made up
2.6% of all traffic fatalities in Alameda County; this
is roughly consistent with the percentage of all
trips that are made by bike in the county (2%).

* Since 2006, four cities have updated their bicycle or
bicycle/pedestrian plan; two cities adopted their
first plan, as did the County (for the
unincorporated areas). Only one city remains
without a bicycle plan.

® Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their
capital bicycle and pedestrian project needs to be

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN
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$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than
40%, was from the county’s largest city, Oakland.

¢ The jurisdictions” annual maintenance expenditure
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities is $6.7 million.
The annual funding gap is much larger, $17.2
million; this likely indicates substantial deferred
maintenance due to insufficient funds.

* The major obstacles to improving the bicycling
environment that were most commonly cited by
local agency staff were inadequate funding,
shortage or absence of trained staff and
implementation conflicts with other public
agencies.

e Four policy areas have emerged or advanced in
recent years that will likely contribute significantly
to improving the policy landscape for bicycling:
complete streets, climate action, smart growth and
active transportation.

* A number of policies and practices exist at all levels
of government that could be modified to better
integrate bicycling into the transportation system.

Plan vision and goals

The plan articulates a vision statement of what
bicycling in Alameda County could be like by 2040,
with the investments proposed in the plan:

Alameda County is a community that inspires
people of all ages and abilities to bicycle for
everyday transportation, recreation and health,
with an extensive network of safe, convenient
and interconnected facilities linked to transit
and other major destinations.

In addition, the plan establishes five goals to guide the
actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in
implementing the plan and a set of more than 40
specific, detailed and implementable strategies
designed to attain the plan’s goals. Together, the goals
and strategies generally define the roles and
responsibilities of Alameda CTC in implementing the
Bicycle Plan. The five goals are:

O Infrastructure and design

Create and maintain a safe, convenient, well-designed
and continuous countywide bicycle network, with finer-
grained connections around transit and other major
activity centers.

® Safety, education and enforcement

Improve bicycle safety through engineering, education
and enforcement, with the aim of reducing the number
of bicycle injuries and fatalities, even as the number of
people bicycling increases.

© Encouragement

Support programs that encourage people to bicycle for
everyday transportation and health, including as a way
to replace car trips, with the aim of raising the
percentage of trips made by bicycling.

® Planning

Integrate bicycling needs into transportation planning
activities, and support local planning efforts to
encourage and increase bicycling.

© Funding and implementation

Maximize the capacity for implementation of bicycle
projects, programs and plans.

Countywide priorities

The Countywide Bicycle Plan establishes countywide
capital projects, programs and plans that are intended
to implement the plan’s vision and goals. They include
a “vision network” of countywide bicycle facilities (see
Table E.1), a set of priority programs to promote and
support bicycling (see Table E.2), and the creation and
updating of local bicycle master plans. Because
funding is limited, the plan also creates a more
constrained “priority network” of capital projects on
which to focus capital funding, and proposes to
stagger the implementation of the programs.

The vision network consists of 762 miles of bikeways
that provide connections between jurisdictions, access
to transit, access to central business districts, an inter-
jurisdictional trail network and access to
“communities of concern” (communities with large
concentrations of low-income populations and
inadequate access to transportation). Of the total
mileage, approximately 394 miles (52%) have been
built while 367 miles (48%) are still to be constructed.
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Table E.1 | Vision network mileage

Planning area Built Unbuilt Total

North 15 128 243
Central 61 : 69 : 130
South 15 - 49 164
East 103 121 225
Total 394 367 762

Table E.2 | Priority programs

Encouragement and promotion

1. Countywide bicycling promotion

2. Individualized travel marketing

3. Programs in community-based transportation plans

Safety, education and enforcement

4. Safe routes to schools

5. Bicycle safety education

6. Multi-modal traffic school

7. Countywide safety advertising campaign

Technical support and information sharing

8. Technical tools and assistance

9. Agency staff training and information sharing

10. Multi-agency project coordination

11. Collaborative research

Infrastructure support

12. Bike sharing

Costs and revenue

The estimated cost to implement the Countywide
Bicycle Plan is approximately $945 million (see Table
E.3). This includes the costs to construct and maintain
the bicycle network, to implement the bicycling
programs and also to develop and update the bicycle
master plans of local agencies. In the next 28 years,
Alameda County jurisdictions and agencies can expect
approximately $325 million in funding for bicycle
projects and programs included in this plan. The
difference between estimated costs and projected

revenue for projects in this plan—the funding gap—is
about $620 million. Put another way, the projected
revenue for countywide projects is only 34% of the
estimated costs. Changing any of the assumptions for
the estimates will change the figures somewhat but
will not change the fact that the cost greatly exceeds
projected revenue. To begin to address this funding
gap, Alameda CTC, through its planning and funding
processes, will need to prioritize projects and project
types so that the most critical needs are funded first.

Compared to the 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan vision
network which was 549 miles, this 2012 network is
40% larger, which is one of the main reasons that the
plan costs and funding gap are significantly higher.
This considerable growth in the size of the network is
mainly due to making bicycling access to transit a
higher priority, which resulted in adding new
bikeways to access all major transit stops and stations,
and also incorporating the full mileage of the three
major countywide trails. Other reasons why total plan
costs have increased include using a more detailed
methodology for calculating maintenance costs and a
large increase in the number of programs. At the same
time that the plan costs went up, revenue projections
also increased three-fold, mainly due to new revenue
sources, such as the Vehicle Registration Fee, and
estimating revenue based on historical levels of
funding from a more complete set of sources.
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Table E.3 | Costs and revenue, 2012-2040 7. Develop alocal best practices resource and other
In millions; rounded to nearest $100,000 tools that encourage jurisdictions to use bicycle-
friendly design standards
Costs* $943.3 8. Offer technical assistance to local jurisdictions on
. . . complex bicycle design projects
e Construction of capital projects $ 684.0
. . . 9. Develop tools and provide technical assistance to

* Maintenance of capital projects $ 1823 help local jurisdictions overcome CEQA-related

e Programs implementation $ 716 obstacles

e Local master plans $ 54 Countywide initiatives

Revenue $ 324.3 10. Develop and implement a strategy to address how

to improve and grow (as feasible) four near-term
Funding gap (costs minus revenue) $ 619.0 priority countywide programs: Safe Routes to
Schools program, Countywide bicycle safety
education program, Countywide bicycle safety
advertising campaign and Countywide bicycling
promotion program

* Include some shared costs with the Countywide
Pedestrian Plan (see “Costs and Revenue” chapter).

11. Develop and adopt an internal Complete Streets

Next steps policy

., . ] o 12. Determine options for modifying the countywide
The plan’s “Next Steps” chapter describes 16 priority travel demand model to make it more sensitive to
implementation actions that Alameda CTC will bicycling and implement the best feasible option
undertake in th? first f.1ve years of the plan’s life (2013- 13. Determine options for revising the Congestion
2017). These actions will begin to make the plan a Management Program to enhance bicycle safety and
reality in the near term and set the stage for access, and implement the best feasible option
implementing the plan’s medium- and long-term 14. Work with the County Public Health Department to
efforts. The actions, which are listed in Table E.4, fall consider bicycle data and needs in the development
into three categories: funding, technical tools and and implementation of health and transportation

assistance and countywide initiatives. programs

. ) 15. Monitor, evaluate and report on progress annually
Table E.4 | Implementation actions on implementation of the Countywide Bicycle Plan

. 16. Conduct research to inform future plan updates and
Funding countywide bicycle planning

1. Implement the Countywide Bicycle Plan by
continuing to dedicate funding and staff time to the
plan priorities, and integrating the priorities into the

agencies activities Performance measures

2. Fund and provide technical assistance for the
development and updating of local bicycle master Lastly, the Bicycle Plan establishes eight performance
plans measures to be used to monitor progress toward

3. Coordinate transportation funding with land use attaining the plan goals:

decisions that support and enhance bicycling

1. Miles of local and tywide bicycle network
4. Pursue additional dedicated funding for bikeway L es otflocal and countywide bicycle Retwor

maintenance built
2. Percentage of all trips and commute trips made by

Technical tools and assistance bicycling
5. Develop resources to support local jurisdictions in 3. Number of bicycle injuries and fatalities

adopting and implementing Complete Streets 4. Number of bicyclists in countywide bicycle counts

policies 5. Number of local jurisdictions with up-to-date
6. Offer regular trainings and information-sharing bicycle master plans

forums for local-agency staff on best practices in 6. Dedicated countywide funds (amount or

bicycle infrastructure and programs percentage) for bicycle projects and programs
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7. Number of schools with Safe Routes to Schools
(SR2S) programs

8. Number of community members participating in
countywide promotional and/or educational
programs

Plan organization

The Countywide Bicycle Plan consists of seven
chapters:

Chapter 1: Introduction

Describes the plan purpose, explains the relationship
of the plan to the Countywide Pedestrian Plan and the
Countywide Transportation Plan, and describes in
more detail each of the plan chapters.

Chapter 2: Existing conditions

Describes the current state of bicycling in Alameda
County, with data and statistics on the number of
bicyclists and bicycle trips. It also includes sections on
bicycle safety; local planning efforts, support
programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation
of the 2006 plan.

Chapter 3: Evaluation of plans, policies and
practices

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices at all
levels of government that affect bicycling (and
walking) in Alameda County and evaluates how they
promote or hinder nonmotorized transportation, with
a focus on the role of Alameda CTC, as the plan’s
implementing agency. It also discusses practical
challenges encountered by agencies in implementing
their plans, policies and projects, and suggests ways to
overcome those challenges.

Chapter 4: Vision and goals

Establishes a desired vision of bicycling in Alameda
County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad
statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be
realized; and under each goal, more specific and
detailed strategies for attaining that goal.

Chapter 5: Countywide priorities

Establishes the bicycle capital projects, programs and
plans needed to implement the plan’s vision. This
chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in
each category that will be eligible for funding, and

establishes general priorities among them. The capital
projects make up a “vision” countywide network of
bicycle facilities focused on the following areas: cross-
county corridors, access to transit, access to central
business districts, inter-jurisdictional trails and access
to communities of concern.

Chapter 6: Costs and revenue

Estimates the cost to deliver the bicycle projects,
programs and plans of countywide significance, and
the revenue expected to be available in Alameda
County for these efforts through the plan’s 28-year
horizon.

Chapter 7: Next steps

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda
CTC will undertake in the first five years of the plan’s
life (2013-2017) to begin to make the plan a reality in
the near term and to set the stage for implementing the
plan’s medium- and long-term efforts. The chapter
also outlines the eight performance measures that will
be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals
of the Countywide Bicycle Plan.

Plan development and adoption

The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan was developed
by Alameda CTC in collaboration with several
advisory groups, including Alameda CTC’s standing
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and an ad
hoc technical committee convened for this project, the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working Group. The
plan was also reviewed and commented on by
Alameda CTC’s Alameda County Technical Advisory
Committee (ACTAC) and the Paratransit Advisory
and Planning Committee (PAPCO). Alameda CTC
gathered public input primarily by bringing the
proposed countywide priorities to local Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committees in all parts of the
county for input, and keeping interested people
informed about the planning process.

This plan update was developed concurrently with the
Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan update.
Alameda CTC adopted both plans, incorporating them
by reference into the Countywide Transportation Plan,
and will use them as a guide for planning and funding
bicycle and pedestrian projects throughout the
County. The plan will continue to be periodically
updated, every four to five years.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and plan purpose

Key findings

Everyone walks (or uses a mobility device) each day,
whether to school, to visit a neighbor, for exercise, for
errands, or to catch a bus. Walking is an essential
component of vibrant, livable, healthy communities,
and an integral part of a complete transportation
system. The Alameda County Transportation
Improvement Authority, one of the two predecessor
agencies to the Alameda County Transportation
Commission (Alameda CTC), published the first
Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan in 2006.
Concurrently, the first update to the Alameda
Countywide Bicycle Plan was developed by the
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency,
the other Alameda CTC predecessor agency. From
2010 to 2012 —as these two agencies merged to form
Alameda CTC—both plans were updated, this time in
very close coordination.

Alameda CTC has updated this plan to identify and
prioritize pedestrian projects, programs and planning
efforts of countywide significance. The plan provides
the background, direction and tools needed to increase
the number of pedestrians and walking trips in
Alameda County while improving pedestrian safety.

The chapters on “Existing Conditions” and
“Evaluation of Plans, Policies and Practices” contain
data, statistics, findings and other information about
the state of walking in Alameda County. Below are
some of the key findings:

* In Alameda County, as in the Bay Area as a whole,
walking is the second most common means of
transportation, after driving, representing 11% of
all trips.

e In 2000, approximately 3.3 million trips were made
primarily on foot every week in the county. This
translates to more than 470,000 daily walk trips, or
one trip for every three county residents.

¢ The number of pedestrian commuters increased by
14% from 2000 to 2006-2008 and the walk mode
share for commute trips rose from 3.2% to 3.6%.

* From 2000 to 2008, there was an annual average of
25 pedestrian fatalities in Alameda County and 710
pedestrians injured seriously.

® Pedestrians made up 24% of all traffic fatalities in
Alameda County; this is more than twice the
percentage of all trips that are made by walking in
the county (11%).

e Since 2006, four cities have developed pedestrian
master plans (either stand-alone or combined with

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE PEDESTRIAN PLAN
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a bicycle plan). Another four cities remain without
such a plan.

* Local jurisdictions estimated the cost of their
capital pedestrian and bicycle project needs to be
$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than
40%, was from the county’s largest city, Oakland.

® The jurisdictions” annual maintenance expenditure
for pedestrian and bicycle facilities is $6.7 million.
The annual funding gap is much larger, $17.2
million; this likely indicates substantial deferred
maintenance due to insufficient funds.

e The major obstacles to improving the walking
environment that were most commonly cited by
local agency staff were inadequate funding,
shortage or absence of trained staff and
implementation conflicts with other public
agencies.

¢ Four policy areas have emerged or advanced in
recent years that will likely contribute significantly
to improving the policy landscape for walking:
complete streets, climate action, smart growth and
active transportation.

* A number of policies and practices exist at all levels
of government that could be modified to better
integrate walking into the transportation system.

Plan vision and goals

The plan articulates a vision statement of what
walking in Alameda County could be like by 2040,
with the investments proposed in the plan:

Alameda County is a community that inspires
people of all ages and abilities to walk for
everyday transportation, recreation and
health. A system of safe, attractive and widely

accessible walking routes and districts is
created by interconnected pedestrian
networks, strong connections to transit and
pedestrian-friendly development patterns.

In addition, the plan establishes five goals to guide the
actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in
implementing the plan and a set of more than 40
specific, detailed and implementable strategies
designed to attain the plan’s goals. Together, the goals
and strategies generally define the roles and
responsibilities of Alameda CTC in implementing the
Pedestrian Plan. The five goals are:

O Infrastructure and design

Create and maintain a safe, convenient, well-designed
and inter-connected pedestrian system, with an
emphasis on routes that serve transit and other major
activity centers and destinations.

® Safety, education and enforcement

Improve pedestrian safety and security through
engineering, education and enforcement, with the aim
of reducing the number of pedestrian injuries and
fatalities, even as the number of people walking
increases.

© Encouragement

Support programs that encourage people to walk for
everyday transportation and health, including as a way
to replace car trips, with the aim of raising the number
and percentage of trips made by walking.

® Planning

Integrate pedestrian needs into transportation
planning activities, and support local planning efforts to
encourage and increase walking.

© Funding and implementation

Maximize the capacity for implementation of
pedestrian projects, programs and plans.

Countywide priorities

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan establishes
countywide capital projects, programs and plans that
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are intended to implement the plan’s vision and goals.
They include a “vision system” of pedestrian facilities
throughout the county, a set of priority programs to
promote and support walking (see Table E.1), and the
creation and updating of local pedestrian master
plans. Because funding is limited, the plan also creates
a more constrained “priority system” of capital
projects on which to focus capital funding, and
proposes to stagger the implementation of the
programs.

The countywide vision system totals 2,799 miles of
pedestrian facilities, of which 211 miles are multi-use
trails. The system has five components: projects that
provide or facilitate access (i) to transit, (ii) within
central business districts, (iii) to activity centers, (iv) to
“communities of concern” (communities with large
concentrations of low-income populations and
inadequate access to transportation); and, (v) a
network of inter-jurisdictional trails.

Table E.1 | Priority programs

Encouragement and promotion

1. Countywide walking promotion

2. Individualized travel marketing

3. Programs in community-based transportation plans

Safety, education and enforcement

4. Safe routes to schools

5. Safe routes for seniors

6. Multi-modal traffic school

7. Countywide safety advertising campaign

Technical support and information sharing

8. Technical tools and assistance

9. Agency staff training and information sharing

10. Multi-agency project coordination

11. Collaborative research

Costs and revenue

The estimated cost to implement the Countywide
Pedestrian Plan is approximately $2.4 billion. This
includes the costs to construct and maintain the
pedestrian system, to implement the pedestrian

programs and also to develop and update the
pedestrian master plans of local agencies. In the next
28 years, Alameda County jurisdictions and agencies
can expect approximately $500 million in funding for
pedestrian projects and programs. The difference
between estimated costs and projected revenue for
projects in this plan—the funding gap—is $1.9 billion.
Put another way, the projected revenue for
countywide projects is only 21% of the estimated costs.
Changing any of the assumptions for the estimates
will change the figures somewhat but will not change
the fact that the cost greatly exceeds projected
revenue. To begin to address this funding gap,
Alameda CTC, through its planning and funding
processes, will need to prioritize projects and project
types so that the most critical needs are funded first.

Table E.2 | Summary of costs and revenue, 2012—
2040
In millions; rounded to nearest $100,000

Costs* $ 2,397.8
e Construction of capital projects $ 1,7185
e Maintenance of capital projects $ 598.
e Programs implementation $ 759
e | ocal master plans $ 5.4
Revenue $ 4957
Funding gap (costs minus revenue) $ 1,902.1

* Includes some shared costs with the Countywide Bicycle
Plan (see “Costs and Revenue” chapter).

Although the size of this plan’s vision system is only
slightly larger than the 2006 Countywide Pedestrian
Plan vision system, the overall plan costs have more
than doubled and the funding gap has increased
substantially. However, because projected revenues
have also increased, mainly due to new funding
sources, the percent of costs covered by expected
revenue is about the same as in the 2006 plan. The
main reasons for the large increase in costs are: a new
area of countywide significance, communities of
concern, was added; cost estimates for the three major
countywide trails were improved; maintenance costs
were added, which were not in the 2006 plan; and the
program costs have been more fully developed.
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Next steps

The plan’s “Next Steps” chapter describes 16 priority
implementation actions that Alameda CTC will
undertake in the first five years of the plan’s life (2013-
2017). These actions will begin to make the plan a
reality in the near term and set the stage for
implementing the plan’s medium- and long-term
efforts. The actions, which are listed in Table E.3, fall
into three categories: funding; technical tools and
assistance; and countywide initiatives.

Table E.3 | Implementation actions

Funding

1. Implement the Countywide Pedestrian Plan by
continuing to dedicate funding and staff time to the
plan priorities, and integrating the priorities into the
agency’s activities

2. Fund and provide technical assistance for the
development and updating of local pedestrian master
plans

11. Develop and adopt an internal Complete Streets
policy

12. Determine options for modifying the countywide
travel demand model to make it more sensitive to
walking, and implement the best feasible option

13. Determine options for revising the Congestion
Management Program to enhance pedestrian safety
and access, and implement the best feasible option

14. Work with the County Public Health Department to
consider pedestrian data and needs in the
development and implementation of health and
transportation programs

15. Monitor, evaluate and report on progress annually
on implementation of the Countywide Pedestrian
Plan

16. Conduct research to inform future plan updates and
countywide pedestrian planning

Performance measures

3. Coordinate transportation funding with land use
decisions that support and enhance walking

4. Conduct research on, and develop resources for, best
practices for funding sidewalk maintenance

Technical tools and assistance

5. Develop resources to support local jurisdictions in
adopting and implementing Complete Streets
policies

6. Offer regular trainings and information-sharing
forums for local-agency staff on best practices in
pedestrian infrastructure and programs

7. Develop alocal best practices resource and other
tools that encourage jurisdictions to use pedestrian-
friendly design standards

8. Offer technical assistance to local jurisdictions on
complex pedestrian design projects

9. Develop tools and provide technical assistance to
help local jurisdictions overcome CEQA-related
obstacles

Countywide initiatives

10. Develop and implement a strategy to address how
to improve and grow (as feasible) four near-term
priority countywide programs: Safe Routes to
Schools program, Countywide pedestrian safety
advertising campaign, Countywide Safe Routes for
Seniors program and Countywide walking
promotion program

Lastly, the Pedestrian Plan establishes eight
performance measures to be used to monitor progress
toward attaining the plan goals:

1. Percentage of all trips and commute trips made by
walking

2. Number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities

3. Number of pedestrians counted in countywide
pedestrian counts

4. Number of completed countywide pedestrian
projects

5. Number of local jurisdictions with up-to-date
pedestrian master plans

6. Dedicated countywide funds (amount or
percentage) for pedestrian projects and programs

7. Number of schools with Safe Routes to Schools
(SR2S) programs

8. Number of community members participating in
countywide promotional and/or educational
programs

Plan organization

The Countywide Pedestrian Plan consists of seven
chapters:
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Describes the plan purpose, explains the relationship
of the plan to the Countywide Bicycle Plan and the
Countywide Transportation Plan, and describes in
more detail each of the plan chapters.

Chapter 2: Existing conditions

Describes the current state of walking in Alameda
County, with data and statistics on the number of
pedestrians and walking trips. It also includes sections
on pedestrian safety; local planning efforts, support
programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation
of the 2006 plan.

Chapter 3: Evaluation of plans, policies and
practices

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices at all
levels of government that affect walking (and
bicycling) in Alameda County and evaluates how they
promote or hinder nonmotorized transportation, with
a focus on the role of Alameda CTC, as the plan’s
implementing agency. It also discusses practical
challenges encountered by agencies in implementing
their plans, policies and projects, and suggests ways to
overcome those challenges.

Chapter 4: Vision and goals

Establishes a desired vision of walking in Alameda
County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad
statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be
realized; and under each goal, more specific and
detailed strategies for attaining that goal.

Chapter 5: Countywide priorities

Establishes the pedestrian capital projects, programs
and plans needed to implement the plan’s vision. This
chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in
each category that will be eligible for funding, and
establishes general priorities among them. The capital
projects make up a “vision” countywide system of
pedestrian facilities focused on the following five
areas: access to transit, access within central business
districts, access to activity centers, inter-jurisdictional
trails and access to communities of concern.

Chapter 6: Costs and revenue

Estimates the cost to deliver the pedestrian projects,
programs and plans of countywide significance, and
the revenue expected to be available in Alameda
County for these efforts through the plan’s 28-year
horizon.

Chapter 7: Next steps

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda
CTC will undertake in the first five years of the plan’s
life (2013-2017) to begin to make the plan a reality in
the near term and to set the stage for implementing the
plan’s medium- and long-term efforts. The chapter
also outlines the eight performance measures that will
be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals
of the Countywide Pedestrian Plan.

Plan development and adoption

The Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan was
developed by Alameda CTC in collaboration with
several advisory groups, including Alameda CTC’s
standing Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
and an ad hoc technical committee convened for this
project, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working
Group. The plan was also reviewed and commented
on by Alameda CTC’s Alameda County Technical
Advisory Committee (ACTAC) and the Paratransit
Adpvisory and Planning Committee (PAPCO).
Alameda CTC gathered public input primarily by
bringing the proposed countywide priorities to local
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committees in all
parts of the county for input, and keeping interested
people informed about the planning process.

This plan update was developed concurrently with the
Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan update. Alameda
CTC adopted both plans, incorporating them by
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reference into the Countywide Transportation Plan,
and will use them as a guide for planning and funding
pedestrian and bicycle projects throughout the
County. The plan will continue to be periodically
updated, every four to five years.
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Memorandum

DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee

FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming
Arun Goel, SR2S Project Manager

SUBJECT: Review of Safe Routes to Schools Program 2011-2012 Year-End Report
and Update

Recommendation
This item is for information only. No action is requested.

Summary

The purpose of this item is to provide the Programs and Projects Committee information related
to the Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Program for 2011-2012 Year-End Report
and update on key activities for 2012-2013 school year.

This staff report and presentation will briefly review the following key areas:

Growth of the SR2S Program over the past 6 years;
Enhanced selection process for 2011-12;

An update on the High School Pilot Program;

How students are traveling; and,

A look ahead to 2012-13 school year.

Discussion

Alameda County’s Safe Routes to Schools Program (SR2S) is a countywide program that
promotes and encourages safe walking and bicycling to school, as well as carpooling and public
transit use. As part of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s new Climate Initiatives
program, the 6-year-old Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools Program has expanded and will
reach over 100 schools across the county in the upcoming 2012-13 school year, engaging
students from kindergarten through 12th grade.

Page 39



The Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools program promotes safe and healthy transportation
choices for parents and children. The program began in 2006 as a pilot at four schools, funded
with a Caltrans SR2S grant and Measure B funds. Since then, the program has expanded
dramatically and in 2011-2012, reached more than 100 schools across Alameda County. The
current program is administered by the Alameda County Transportation Commission and funded
by Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds, Federal Surface Transportation
Program funds, and local Measure B funds.

During the 2011-2012 school year, Alameda County’s SR2S team organized and delivered over
300 individual events to 102 schools. An enhanced selection process was adopted with the dual
goals of distributing the programming equitably throughout the County and selecting schools
with optimal chances of success. Ranking of schools were based on socio-economic
characteristics, land use, barriers to active transportation, collision history, and the presence of a
school champion and task force to assist with program implementation. The extensive SR2S
program provided comprehensive programming to 68 elementary and middle schools, technical
assistance to 30 elementary and middle schools, along with a new pilot program for 4 high
schools in Alameda County.

Programming of the Alameda County SR2S was primarily structured around three big events:
International Walk and Roll to School Day in October, the Golden Sneaker Contest in March,
and Bike to School Day in May. The 2011-12 school year saw increased participation and
engagement of students for these events throughout the County. To maintain the enthusiasm
generated by these big three events, Alameda County SR2S worked with schools to organize
ongoing walking and biking activities. In 2011-2012, fifty schools held regular Walk and Roll to
School Days and 14 schools had parent-led Walking School Buses. Walking rates at the schools
with Walking School Buses averaged 37 percent, higher than the county average of 29 percent.

In 2012, Alameda County Transportation Commission launched the BikeMobile, a free mobile
bicycle repair service. This service is independent of but coordinated with Alameda County
SR2S. In 2012, the BikeMobile visited 29 schools participating in Alameda County’s Safe
Routes to Schools program, repaired 717 bikes, and resulted in a 30 percent increase in bicycling
at these schools.

In fall 2012, Alameda County SR2S launched a groundbreaking pilot program at Oakland High,
San Lorenzo High, Logan High in Union City, and Foothill High in Pleasanton. In the first year
of the high school pilot program, Safe Routes had the ability to work with 1,200 students and
150 adults at the four pilot high schools. The combined events of all four schools had a
participation of approximately 2,400 people.

The primary goal of the Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools program is to increase the
percentage of students that travel to and from school by walking, biking, carpooling, school bus
and transit. To measure these changes, the program has conducted student hand tallies and parent
surveys since 2008. Beginning the spring semester 2012, the evaluation effort expanded, with all
schools enrolled in the comprehensive program asked to complete surveys. The spring 2012 data
will serve as a baseline against which to measure mode shift.
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During the 2012-2013 school year, Alameda County SR2S will focus on the following
improvements and new items:
e Strengthen program evaluation by collecting more data, building data collection into
programming, and collating data on a regular basis.
e Expanding participating at the three key events (International Walk and Roll to School
Day in October, the Golden Sneaker Contest in March, and Bike to School Day in May.)
e Promote a new program: Carpool to School Day in February, and tie into regional
carpooling efforts supported by Metropolitan Transportation Commission.
e Provide additional Skills Drills bike rodeos, for additional hands-on re-enforcement.
e Work with City of San Leandro to coordinate county SR2S programming with that City’s
recently launched, Caltrans-funded, SR2S programming.

Fiscal Impact
This is an informational item only, and there is no fiscal impact.

Attachments

Attachment A: Alameda County’s Safe Routes to Schools Program 2011-2012 Year-End
Report — Executive Summary

Attachment B: Alameda County SR2S: 2011-2012 School Year Participating Schools
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ALAMEDA COUNTY SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOLS 2011-2012 YEAR-END REPORT =

Introduction

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools program promotes and encourages safe walk-

ing and bicycling to school, as well as carpooling and public transit use. The program is ad-

ministered by the Alameda County Transportation Commission and, for the 2011-12 through

2012-13 school years, funded by $2.31 million in Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Qual-

ity funds, Federal Surface Transportation Program funds, and local Measure B funds.

Program Growth

The Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S)
program began in 2006 as a pilot at four schools, fund-
ed with a Caltrans SR2S grant. Since then, the program
has expanded dramatically and in the 2012-2013, school
year, will reach more than 100 schools across Alameda
County. During the 2011-2012 school year, Alameda
County's SR2S team organized and delivered over 300
individual events to 102 schools.!

Program Growth 2006-07 Through 2011-12
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102 total
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4
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(at end of school year)

Number of Participating Schools

School Year

*In 2011-12 Alameda County SR2S enhanced its implementation process and began separately
tracking schools receiving comprehensive programming and technical assisstance.

Il compr ive/Technical Assi e Combined [l
[ High School Pilot

Il Comprehensive Programs

Enhanced Selection Process

In fall 2011, Alameda County SR2S established an
enhanced school selection process for the elemen-
tary and middle school program, with the dual goals

of distributing the programming equitably throughout
Alameda County and selecting schools with optimal
chances of success. Ranking of schools was based on
socio-economic characteristics, land use, barriers to
active transportation, collision history, and the pres-
ence of a school champion and task force to assist with
program implementation.

1 Participation numbers include schools receiving comprehensive programming, schools receiving technical assistance, and for 2011-2012, pilot programming at high schools.
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ALAMEDA COUNTY SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOLS 2011-2012 YEAR-END REPORT °* EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

|,

Elementary and Middle
School Programming

Alameda County SR2S structured 2011-2012 program-
ming around three big events: International Walk and
Bike to School Day in October, the Golden Sneaker
Contest in March, and Bike to School Day in May.
Increased participation was seen for all three events:

® 80 schools participated in International Walk and
Bike to School Day in October 2011, up from 72
schools participating in 2010.

® 45 schools participated in Bike to School Day in
May 2012, up from 7 schools in 2011. Bike ridership
for that day nearly tripled, with over 1,600 students
riding to school.

® 38 schools participated in the Golden Sneaker
Contest in March 2012, up from 12 schools in 2011.

\
[y
y
Q
-

To maintain the enthusiasm generated by these three
events, Alameda County SR2S worked with schools

to organize ongoing walking and biking activities. In
2011-2012, fifty schools held regular Walk and Roll to
School Days and 14 schools had parent-led Walking
School Buses. Walking rates at the schools with Walk-
ing School Buses averaged 37 percent, higher than the
county average of 29 percent.?

Alameda County SR2S education programming
included “A Breath of Fresh Air"” puppet show, which
reached over 8,700 students in 22 schools, and
in-classroom multi-day bicycle safety education, which
reached approximately 3,600 students and 28 teach-
ers at nine schools. As these programs were limited, an
effort was made to distribute programming equitably
throughout Alameda County's four planning areas.

2Hand Tally Data at participating schools, spring 2012
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2011-2012 Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools Participants
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In 2012, Alameda County Transportation Commission
launched the BikeMobile, a free, mobile bicycle repair
service. This service is independent of but coordinated
with Alameda County SR2S. In 2012, the BikeMobile
visited 29 schools participating in Alameda County's
Safe Routes to Schools program, repaired 717 bikes,
and resulted in a 30 percent increase in bicycling at
these schools

High School Pilot Program

In fall 2012, Alameda County SR2S launched a ground-
breaking pilot program at Oakland High, San Lorenzo
High, Logan High in Union City, and Foothill High in
Pleasanton. In the first year of the high school pilot
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program, Safe Routes had the ability to work with 1,200
students and 150 adults at the four pilot high schools.
The combined events of all four schools had a participa-
tion of approximately 2,400 people.

James Logan High students organized a weekly Bike-
Pool, celebrated Bike to School Day, and created a
public service announcement for entry into Metro-
politan Transportation Commission’s “This is How We
Roll” video contest. Students participated in a school
site assessment event with Union City staff to look at a
sidewalk gap along Meyers Drive and documented the
event on video. In July 2012, Union City won a grant to
build the sidewalk for approximately $250,000, with
construction planned to start fall 2012.
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Mode Split for Alameda County School Trips,
2012, Hand Tally Data

W walk,29% [l Car,55%
M Bike, 9% B school Bus, 3%
. Other, 2% Transit, 1%

. Carpool, 9%

At Foothill High in Pleasanton, Alameda County SR2S
worked with 10 students in the Earth Club and Leader-
ship after-school programs. Students promoted the
existing Ride Free Wednesday program established by
Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority and the
City of Pleasanton, boosting transit ridership during
April. Ridership stayed higher for the remainder of the
school year. Students also developed a proposal to give

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

priority parking to carpools, hosted the BikeMobile,
promoted Bike to School Day, and were interviewed
by TV 30 (Tri-Valley Television) for their work with
Alameda County SR2S.

At Oakland High, the Alameda County SR2S High
School Site Coordinator led a weekly class for 60
students in the Public Health Academy. Students read
and discussed articles linking health, environment and
Safe Routes to Schools, conducted travel surveys of
their peers, participated in a school site assessment
event, received professionals as guest speakers, and
developed public health campaigns. As an outcome of
the public health campaigns, students organized and
promoted Transit Tuesday.

Alameda County SR2S worked with 20 students in San
Lorenzo High's Green Academy Urban Design Class

to organize and deliver SR2S programming. Students
met weekly. Students conducted travel surveys of their
peers, participated in a school site assessment event,
kept track of their travel using a travel log and used the
information to calculate pollution impact, and organized
and promoted Walk and Roll to School Day, complete
with a pop-up bike festival.
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How Students Travel

The primary goal of the Alameda County Safe Routes
to Schools program is to increase the percentage of
students that travel to and from school by walking,
biking, carpooling, school bus and transit. To measure
these changes, the program has conducted student
hand tallies and parent surveys since 2008. Begin-
ning the spring semester 2012, the evaluation effort
expanded, with the program collecting hand tally and
parent survey data from 50 schools. The spring 2012
data will serve as a baseline against which to measure
mode shift.

For the 2012-2013 school year, Alameda County SR2S
has launched improved internal processes to track

and measure participation in the program by schools,
students, teachers, and parents. This additional data
will permit us to measure mode shift and will allow us
to look for correlations between mode shift and specific
program elements or strength of program participation.

A Look Ahead

With expansion of the program in 2012-2013 and

plans for eventually expanding to reach all schools in
the County, the Alameda County SR2S program must
make strategic decisions about program improvements
and resource allocation. During the 2012-2013 school
year, Alameda County SR2S will focus on the following
improvements and new items:

® Strengthen program evaluation by collecting more
data, building data collection into programming, and
collating data on a regular basis.

® Expanding participation at the three key events
(International Walk and Roll to School Day in
October, the Golden Sneaker Contest in March,
and Bike to School Day in May.)

® Promote a new program: Carpool to School Day in
February, and tie into regional carpooling efforts sup-
ported by Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

® Provide additional Skills Drills bike rodeos, for a
dditional hands-on reinforcement.

® Work with City of San Leandro to coordinate
county SR2S programming with that City’s recently
launched, Caltrans-funded, SR2S programming.

® Expand the High School Pilot Program to more
schools and conduct more outreach to parents.
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Attachment B

Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools: 2011-12 School Year

Comprehensive
Program
Technical
Assistance
High School
Pilot
Opted Out

Alameda City Unified

Bay Farm Elementary °
Donald D. Lum Elementary °
Earhart Elementary °

Edison Elementary

Frank Otis Elementary °

Franklin Elementary °

Henry Haight Elementary °

Lincoln Middle School

Nea Community Learning Center

Paden Elementary

Ruby Bridges

Washington Elementary (AUSD) °

Wood Middle School °
Albany City Unified

Albany Middle

Cornell Elementary

Marin Elementary

Ocean View

Berkeley Unified
Berkeley Arts Magnet
Jefferson Elementary
Malcolm X Elementary
Martin Luther King Middle
Oxford Elementary °
Rosa Parks Environmental Science Magnet °
Thousand Oaks Elementary °
Washington Elementary (BUSD) °

Oakland Unified
Achieve Academy
Anthony Chabot Elementary
Brookfield Elementary °
Community United Elementary °

Crocker Highlands Elementary

Elmhurst Community Prep °

Franklin Elementary °
Fruitvale Elementary °

Glenview Elementary
Hoover Elementary °
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Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools: 2011-12 School Year

Technical
Assistance
High School
Pilot
Opted Out

Comprehensive
Program

North (Continued)
Oakland Unified (Continued)

International Community °
James Madison Elementary °
Joaquin Miller Elementary °
La Escuelilta °
Laurel Elementary °

Learning Without Limits

Lincoln School

Manzanita Community

Manzanita SEED

Montclair Elementary

Oakland International High School °
Peralta Elementary

Piedmont Avenue Elementary

Reach Academy °

Redwood Heights Elementary °

Sequoia Elementary

Sobrante Park Elementary

Think College Now °
Westlake Middle

World Academy °

Castro Valley Unified
Castro Valley Elementary °
Marshall Elementary
Stanton Elementary

Hayward Unified
Bret Harte Middle
Burbank Elementary

Cherryland Elementary
Eden Gardens Elementary
Longwood Elementary
Palma Ceia Elementary °
Southgate Elementary °

San Leandro Unified
Garfield Elementary
McKinley Elementary
Roosevelt Elementary
San Lorenzo High School °
Washington Elementary (SLUD)
Wilson Elementary
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Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools: 2011-12 School Year

Comprehensive
Program
Technical
Assistance
High School
Pilot
Opted Out

Central (Continued)
San Lorenzo Unified

Bohannon Middle
Dayton Elementary
Edendale Middle
Grant Elementary
Hesperian Elementary
Hillside Elementary
Washington Manor Middle °

Fremont Unified

Brookvale Elementary °
Centerville Junior High °
E. M. Grimmer Elementary °

Glenmoor Elementary
James Leitch Elementary
John G. Mattos Elementary
John Gomes Elementary
Niles Elementary

O. N. Hirsch Elementary
Parkmont Elementary

Walters Junior High °
Warm Springs Elementary °

New Haven Unified (Union City)
Alvarado Elementary
Cesar Chavez Middle
Delaine Eastin Elementary
Guy Jr. Emanuele Elementary
Hillview Crest Elementary °
Logan High School °
Pioneer Elementary
Searles Elementary °
Tom Kitayama Elementary °

Newark Unified

H. A. Snow Elementary °
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Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools: 2011-12 School Year

Comprehensive
Program
Technical
Assistance
High School
Pilot
Opted Out

Dublin Unified

Dougherty Elementary
Dublin Elementary
Kolb Elementary
Murray Elementary
Livermore Valley Joint Unified
Emma C. Smith Elementary °

Junction K-8
Rancho Las Positas Elementary °

Pleasanton Unified
Foothill High School °
Thomas S. Hart Middle °
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Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Policy, Legislation and Public Affairs

Rochelle Wheeler, Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

SUBJECT: Approval of Final Draft Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Elements

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission approve the final draft complete streets elements for
jurisdictions to include in their local complete streets policies to be compliant with both Alameda
CTC and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) One Bay Area Grant (OBAG)
requirements.

Summary

The Alameda CTC Master Program Funding Agreements (MPFASs), adopted by Alameda CTC
in December 2011, require that all local jurisdictions adopt a complete streets policy by June 30,
2013. Five months after Alameda CTC’s adoption of the MPFAs, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, via OBAG, established a requirement for local jurisdictions to
adopt a complete streets policy, by January 31, 2013, five months before the Alameda CTC
requirement. Alameda CTC staff drafted ten policy elements to be required for local jurisdictions
in Alameda County to be compliant with the MPFA requirement. Alameda CTC wrote its policy
elements to incorporate the MTC required elements, so that local jurisdictions may adopt one
resolution that meets both agency requirements. To assist local jurisdictions in adopting a policy
resolution, staff developed a sample resolution which may be used by jurisdictions.

In September 2012, ACTAC, the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
(BPAC), the Planning Policy and Legislation Committee (PPLC) and the Alameda CTC Board
all reviewed the draft policy elements and the sample resolution, and provided input on them, as
described further below. Staff revised both documents to reflect this input, and now requests
approval of the revised policy elements (Attachment A). The revised sample resolution
(Attachment B) is attached, as well as a sample local agency staff report that could be used to
accompany a resolution (Attachment C). These two resources are being provided to support local
jurisdictions in meeting the complete streets requirements, and may be modified by local
agencies, as long as all of the required complete streets elements are addressed.

Background

Complete streets are generally defined as streets that are safe, convenient and inviting for all
users of the roadway, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, persons with disabilities,
movers of commercial goods, users and operators of public transit and emergency services,
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seniors, and children. A complete street is the result of comprehensive planning, programming,
design, construction, operation, and maintenance, and should be appropriate to the function and
context of the street.

Building streets for all users has many benefits, including improving safety for all users,
especially children and seniors; encouraging walking, bicycling and using transit; improving air
quality; reducing greenhouse gas emissions; improving the health of the community by
increasing physical activity; and supporting economic development and public safety.

Overview of Alameda CTC and MTC Complete Streets Requirements

The current Master Program Funding Agreements (MPFAS) between Alameda CTC and all local
jurisdictions in Alameda County, which allows the distribution of local sales tax pass-through
and Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) funding, includes a two-part complete streets requirement,
as follows:

To receive Measure B and VRF funds, local jurisdictions must do both of the
following with respect to Complete Street policies:

1. Have an adopted complete streets policy, or demonstrate that a policy is being
developed and will be adopted by June 30, 2013. This policy should include the
“Elements of an Ideal Complete Streets Policy”” developed by the National
Complete Streets Coalition.

2. Comply with the California Complete Streets Act of 2008. The California
Complete Streets Act (AB1358) requires that local general plans do the following:

a. Commencing January 1, 2011, upon any substantial revision of the
circulation element, the legislative body shall modify the circulation
element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that
meets the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways for safe
and convenient travel in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban,
or urban context of the general plan.

b. For the purposes of this paragraph, “users of streets, roads, and
highways™ means bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists,
movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, users of public transportation,
and seniors.

Adopted five months after the Alameda CTC requirement, MTC instituted a Complete Streets
policy resolution requirement for any jurisdiction that wishes to receive OBAG funding. The
OBAG requirements, like the Alameda CTC requirements, address both the adoption of a policy
and compliance with the state Complete Streets Act. Unlike the Alameda CTC requirement,
OBAG has established a deadline for complying with the state Complete Streets Act by October
31, 2014, as part of Resolution 4035.

To be eligible for OBAG funds, a jurisdiction will need to address complete streets

policies at the local level through the adoption of a complete streets policy resolution
no later than January 31, 2013. A jurisdiction can also meet this requirement through
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a general plan that complies with the Complete Streets Act of 2008. As discussed
below, jurisdictions will be expected to have a general plan that complies within the
Complete Streets Act of 2008 to be eligible for the next round of funding. (page 12 of
Resolution 4035)

...For the OBAG cycle subsequent to FY 2015-16, jurisdictions must adopt housing
elements by October 31, 2014...therefore, jurisdictions will be required to have
General Plans with approved housing elements and that comply with the Complete
Streets Act of 2008 by that time to be eligible for funding. (page 13 of Resolution
4035).

Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Requirement

In September, Alameda CTC brought the draft complete streets policy document to ACTAC,
BPAC, the PPLC and the Board for input, along with a draft sample resolution for adopting a
policy. The original draft policy elements were developed to meet the Alameda CTC requirement
in the MPFAs, and also allow jurisdictions to simultaneously comply with the MTC requirement.
The Alameda CTC required policy elements are modeled on the National Complete Streets
Coalition (NCSC) elements of an ideal complete streets policy, which are referenced in the
MPFAs. The NCSC elements are based on national best practices and a review of the elements
that are most effective at resulting in complete streets implementation.

At its September meeting, ACTAC provided the below input on the draft complete streets policy
elements and the sample resolution:
» Use local plans: Support use of local bicycle and pedestrian master plans to guide
complete streets implementation
* Ensure transit is included in designing streets: Support including transit planning in
local jurisdiction work on streets
» Context Sensitivity: Need clarity on what this means and how it will be implemented
locally
» Cost Implications: Concerns raised over potential cost increases to projects
* Maintenance: Need clarity on how complete streets is applied to street maintenance
* Flexibility: Request for flexibility at how implemented at local level

The PPLC did not add any additional input. Because the ACTAC packet mailout is before the
September 27" Board meeting, staff will report on any input from the Board at the October
ACTAC meeting.

The required policy elements were revised to reflect this input and are attached as a final draft in
Attachment A, including integration of local plans, such as bike, pedestrian and transit plans, as
guidance for complete streets projects, as well as modifying the exceptions process to allow local
jurisdictions to define their own process and modifying the stakeholder engagement process to
allow for a locally defined process. For each policy element, the complimentary NCSC policy
and also the relevant MTC policy are listed for comparison, and notes are provided explaining
any differences. Jurisdictions are encouraged to develop policy language that fits within the
context of their local area.
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Sample Resolution and Staff Report

A revised sample resolution, which reflects ACTAC input from its September meeting, is
attached (Attachment B). It can be used by a jurisdiction as a starting point towards developing
and adopting a complete streets policy. While Alameda CTC does not require that the complete
streets policy be adopted by resolution, MTC does have this requirement, and this sample
resolution is based closely on the sample that MTC developed for use by jurisdictions in
complying with their complete streets requirement.

The sample resolution is being provided to assist local jurisdictions. Neither Alameda CTC nor
MTC requires that this exact language be used, and therefore local jurisdictions may modify the
resolution language, as appropriate to their locality. However, the final policy language
contained in the resolution must still meet the intent of the Alameda CTC complete streets policy
elements requirement.

Alameda CTC staff has also drafted a sample staff report that local jurisdictions can use, modify
and expand upon, to create a staff report to accompany its complete streets policy resolution
(Attachment C). The staff report describes the complete streets concept, the benefits of complete
streets, and the county and regional requirements for complete streets.

Update on Timing for Policy Adoption

The MTC requirement for a complete streets policy adoption is January 31, 2013, while the
Alameda CTC requirement is for June 30, 2013, a five month difference. At the September
ACTAC and PPLC meetings, staff heard that jurisdictions would like more time to develop and
adopt their complete streets policies, if feasible. Since the Alameda CTC MPFAs, with the June
30™ deadline, were executed prior to OBAG adoption, it may be possible for Alameda County
jurisdictions to be granted more time to adopt local complete streets policies.

Alameda CTC staff has submitted a letter to MTC requesting an administrative exception to the
January 31, 2013 deadline to allow local jurisdictions more time to develop their complete streets
resolution and proceed through approval processes. If granted by MTC, all jurisdictions in
Alameda County requesting funding from the Alameda CTC must have their complete streets
policy completed and approved by their local jurisdiction in time for Alameda CTC to make
programming recommendations on the OBAG program. This will require either submission of a
signed resolution or a written statement indicating that the jurisdiction will have its approved
complete streets resolution prior to Alameda CTC final action on OBAG programming which
will take place in June 2013.

Resources

Alameda CTC wants to ensure that local jurisdictions have the resources they need to adopt and
implement successful complete streets policies. As a step towards this goal, Alameda CTC
recently added a complete streets page to its website, listing many key complete streets resources
available for both developing local policies and for implementation. The website can be found
here: http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/8563.
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Jurisdictions are especially encouraged to review the following two NCSC documents which
include links to hundreds of complete streets policies around the country providing specific
language examples, and also provide a step-by-step guide to developing a local policy:
e “Complete Streets Policy Analysis 2011”
o0 http://www.completestreets.org/webdocs/resources/cs-policyanalysis.pdf
o “Complete Streets Local Policy Workbook”
o0 http://www.completestreets.org/webdocs/resources/cs-policyworkbook.pdf

At a regional level, MTC will be offering complete streets workshops throughout the region in
October, including in Alameda County.

Attachments:

Attachment A: Final Draft Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy Elements with
comparison to Other Policy Elements

Attachment B: Sample Complete Streets Policy Resolution

Attachment C: Sample Complete Streets Policy Staff Report
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Attachment B

Sample
Alameda County Transportation Commission

Complete Streets Resolution
for Alameda County Jurisdictions

Resolution No.

A RESOLUTION OF THE [City Council/Board of Supervisors] OF THE [Jurisdiction]
ADOPTING
A COMPLETE STREETS POLICY

WHEREAS, the term “Complete Streets” describes a comprehensive, integrated transportation network
with infrastructure and design that allows safe and convenient travel along and across streets for all users,
including pedestrians, bicyclists, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, users
and operators of public transportation, seniors, children, youth, and families [insert other significant local
users if desired, e.g. drivers of agricultural vehicles, emergency vehicles, or freight];

WHEREAS, [Jurisdiction] recognizes that the planning and coordinated development of Complete
Streets infrastructure provides benefits for local governments in the areas of infrastructure cost savings;
public health; and environmental sustainability;

WHEREAS, [Jurisdiction] acknowledges the benefits and value for the public health and welfare of
reducing vehicle miles traveled and increasing transportation by walking, bicycling, and public
transportation;

WHEREAS, the State of California has emphasized the importance of Complete Streets by enacting the
California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (also known as AB 1358), which requires that when cities or
counties revise general plans, they identify how they will provide for the mobility needs of all users of the
roadways, as well as through Deputy Directive 64, in which the California Department of Transportation
explained that it “views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and
mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral
elements of the transportation system”;

WHEREAS, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (known as AB 32) sets a mandate for
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in California, and the Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act of 2008 (known as SB 375) requires emissions reductions through coordinated regional
planning that integrates transportation, housing, and land-use policy, and achieving the goals of these
laws will require significant increases in travel by public transit, bicycling, and walking;

WHEREAS, numerous California counties, cities, and agencies have adopted Complete Streets policies
and legislation in order to further the health, safety, welfare, economic vitality, and environmental
wellbeing of their communities;

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, through its One Bay Area Grant (OBAG)
program, described in Resolution 4035, requires that all jurisdictions, to be eligible for OBAG funds,
need to address complete streets policies at the local level through the adoption of a complete streets
policy resolution or through a general plan that complies with the California Complete Streets Act of
2008;
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WHEREAS, the Alameda County Transportation Commission, through its Master Program Funding
Agreements with local jurisdictions, requires that all jurisdictions must have an adopted complete streets
policy, which should include the “Elements of an Ideal Complete Streets Policy” developed by the
National Complete Streets Coalition, in order to receive Measure B pass-through and Vehicle Registration
Fund funding;

WHEREAS, [Jurisdiction] therefore, in light of the foregoing benefits and considerations, wishes to
improve its commitment to Complete Streets and desires that its streets form a comprehensive and
integrated transportation network promoting safe and convenient travel for all users while preserving
flexibility, recognizing community context, and using design guidelines and standards that support best
practices;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the [City Council/Board of Supervisors] of
[Jurisdiction], State of California, as follows:

1. That the [Jurisdiction] adopts the Complete Streets Policy attached hereto as Exhibit A, and made part
of this Resolution, and that said exhibit is hereby approved and adopted.

2. That the next substantial revision of the [Jurisdiction] General Plan circulation will incorporate
Complete Streets policies and principles consistent with the California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AB
1358) and with the Complete Streets Policy adopted by this resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the [City Council/Board of Supervisors] of the [Jurisdiction], State of
California, on , 201_, by the following vote:

Attachment: Exhibit A
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Exhibit A
This Complete Streets Policy was adopted by Resolution No. by the [City Council/Board of
Supervisors] of the [Jurisdiction] on , 201 .

COMPLETE STREETS POLICY OF [JURISDICTION]
[Insert VISION statement here.]
A. Complete Streets Principles

1. Complete Streets Serving All Users and Modes. [Jurisdiction] expresses its commitment to creating
and maintaining Complete Streets that provide safe, comfortable, and convenient travel along and across
streets (including streets, roads, highways, bridges, and other portions of the transportation system)
through a comprehensive, integrated transportation network that serves all categories of users, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, users and
operators of public transportation, emergency responders, seniors, children, youth, and families [insert
other significant local users if desired, e.g. drivers of agricultural vehicles, freight, etc.].

2. Context Sensitivity. In planning and implementing street projects, departments and agencies of
[Jurisdiction] will maintain sensitivity to local conditions in both residential and business districts as well
as urban, suburban, and rural areas, and will work with residents, merchants, and other stakeholders to
ensure that a strong sense of place ensues. Improvements that will be considered include sidewalks,
shared use paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes, paved shoulders, street trees and landscaping, planting
strips, accessible curb ramps, crosswalks, refuge islands, pedestrian signals, signs, street furniture, bicycle
parking facilities, public transportation stops and facilities, transit priority signalization, and other features
assisting in the provision of safe travel for all users, such [ insert other accommodations if desired] [, and
those features identified in insert name of Pedestrian/Bicycle Master Plan if it exists].

3. Complete Streets Routinely Addressed by All Departments. All relevant departments and agencies
of [Jurisdiction] will work towards making Complete Streets practices a routine part of everyday
operations, approach every relevant project, program, and practice as an opportunity to improve streets
and the transportation network for all categories of users, and work in coordination with other
departments, agencies, and jurisdictions to maximize opportunities for Complete Streets, connectivity,
and cooperation.

4. All Projects and Phases. Complete Streets infrastructure sufficient to enable reasonably safe travel
along and across the right of way for each category of users will be incorporated into all planning,
funding, design, approval, and implementation processes for any construction, reconstruction, retrofit,
maintenance, operations, alteration, or repair of streets (including streets, roads, highways, bridges, and
other portions of the transportation system), except that specific infrastructure for a given category of
users may be excluded if an exception is approved via the process set forth in section C.1 of this policy.

B. Implementation
1. Design. [Jurisdiction] will generally follow its own accepted or adopted design standards, including
[list names here], and will also evaluate using the latest design standards and innovative design options,

with a goal of balancing user needs.

2. Network/Connectivity. [Jurisdiction] will incorporate Complete Streets infrastructure into existing
streets to improve the safety and convenience of all users, with the particular goal of creating a connected
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network of facilities accommodating each category of users, and increasing connectivity across
jurisdictional boundaries and for anticipated future transportation investments.

3. Implementation Next Steps. [Jurisdiction] will take the following specific next steps to implement
this Complete Streets Policy:

A. Plan Consultation and Consistency: Maintenance, planning, and design of projects affecting
the transportation system will be consistent with local bicycle, pedestrian, transit, multimodal,
and other relevant plans.

B. Stakeholder Consultation: Develop and/or clearly define a process to allow for stakeholder
involvement on projects and plans including, but not limited to, local bicycle and pedestrian
advisory committees (BPACS) and/or other advisory groups, as defined necessary to support
implementation of this Complete Streets policy by [insert jurisdiction] .

C. [Add additional specific next steps here.]

4. Performance Measures. All relevant agencies or departments will perform evaluations of how well
the streets and transportation network of [Jurisdiction] are serving each category of users by collecting
baseline data and collecting follow-up data on a regular basis.

C. Exceptions

1. Exception Approvals. A process will be developed for approving exceptions, including who is
allowed to sign off on exceptions. Written findings for exceptions must be included in a memorandum,
signed off by a high level staff person, such as the Public Works Director, or senior-level designee, and
made publicly available. Exceptions must explain why accommodations for all users and modes were not
included in the plan or project. [Specific exceptions can be listed here. Federal guidance on exceptions
can be found from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian
Travel (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design_guidance/design.cfm).
In addition, the National Complete Streets Coalition’s “Policy Analysis 2011”
(http://www.completestreets.org/webdocs/resources/cs-policyanalysis.pdf) provides direction on
appropriate categories of exceptions.]
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Attachment C

SAMPLE
Complete Streets Staff Report
for Alameda County Jurisdictions

Memorandum
DATE: [date]
TO: [City Council/Board of Supervisors]
FROM: [Jurisdiction staff]

SUBJECT: Adoption of Complete Streets Policy Resolution

Recommendation
That [Jurisdiction] adopt the attached Complete Streets policy resolution.

Summary

Complete Streets are streets that are designed to be safe for all users, and inclusive of all modes
and age groups. Such streets contribute to the health of the community because they are safer by
design and because they encourage physical activity. Complete Streets can also help reduce auto
trips, which improves air quality and decreases greenhouse gas emissions. Over 400
communities in the U.S. have committed to building complete streets, through the adoption of
complete streets policies.

Both the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) now require local jurisdictions to adopt a complete streets
policy in order to receive local transportation sales tax and vehicle registration fee funding and
OneBayArea Grant funds, respectively. The Alameda CTC requires that a policy be adopted by
June 30, 2013, while MTC requires that a policy be adopted locally by January 30, 2013. One
policy may be adopted to meet both requirements.

Staff has developed the attached complete streets policy resolution which meets the Alameda
CTC and MTC requirements, and also [describe how the policy meets local priorities and
conditions].

Background

Complete Streets

Complete streets are generally defined as streets that are safe and convenient for all users of the
roadway, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, persons with disabilities, users and
operators of public transit, seniors, children, and movers of commercial goods. A Complete
Street is the result of comprehensive planning, programming, design, construction, operation,
and maintenance, and should be appropriate to the function and context of the street. Over 400
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communities in the U.S. have supported building complete streets, through the adoption of
complete streets policies.

[If available, insert data on jurisdiction’s growth in bicycling and/or walking.] In Alameda
County, there has been a tremendous growth in the number of people bicycling and walking.
Counts done by Alameda CTC show that since 2002 bicycling has increased by 75 percent and
walking by 47 percent. As more facilities are built, evidence shows that even more people will
likely be attracted to these modes. At the same time, transit ridership has also been increasing,
and this trend is expected to continue; the Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan projects that
there will be a 130 percent increase in all daily transit trips in the county by 2035. [Can replace
or complement this countywide transit data with local data, if available.]

As in the entire country, the older population in [Jurisdiction] is growing dramatically. [Insert
local data on growth of older population, if available, and local plans/policies to support
improved mobility for seniors.] In 2005, ten percent of Alameda County residents were 65 and
older, but by 2035, seniors will make up almost twenty percent of the county’s population. At the
other end of the age spectrum, more and more children are walking and bicycling to school, and
this trend is expected to continue as the countywide Safe Routes to Schools program grows.
[Insert jurisdiction data on local Safe Routes to School efforts, if available; e.g., number of
schools participating or expected to participate, benefits seen from program, or evidence of
great need for participation.]

Complete streets support safe and convenient travel by all of these existing users (walkers,
bicyclists, transit riders, seniors and children), plus the many other users of the roadway.

Regional and County Complete Streets Policy Requirements

Both MTC and Alameda CTC have recently enacted requirements that local jurisdictions must
have an adopted Complete Streets policy in order to receive or be eligible for certain
transportation funding. Both of these requirements take effect in 2013. The MTC and Alameda
CTC requirements are described below:

e MTC Requirements: With Resolution 4035, MTC established the requirement that any
jurisdiction that wishes to receive OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) funding must, by January
31, 2013, either adopt a complete streets policy resolution that is consistent with regional
guidelines, or have a general plan circulation element that is in compliance with the state
Complete Streets Act (explained further below).

e Alameda CTC Requirements: The current Master Program Funding Agreement (MPFA)
between Alameda CTC and [Jurisdiction], which was signed in [Month], 2012, and
allows the distribution of Measure B and Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) pass-through
funding, includes a complete streets policy requirement. Local jurisdictions adopt a
complete streets policy that includes ten required elements, by June 30, 2013. Alameda
CTC developed its required policy elements to be complementary to the MTC
requirement, so that jurisdictions only need to adopt one policy to be in compliance with
both the Alameda CTC and MTC requirements.
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Development and Description of Complete Streets Policy Resolution

The attached complete streets policy resolution (Attachment A) is based on Alameda CTC’s
resolution template. [Describe here any modifications to the template that were made to meet
local priorities and/or conditions. Describe how the policy was developed, how public input was
solicited, what internal departments/divisions were consulted, the local implications of a policy,
how the policy will be implemented, etc.]

Existing Efforts Supportive of Complete Streets in [Jurisdiction]

[Jurisdiction] already has [insert details about local policies, plans, programs, etc. that are
consistent with a complete streets approach, such as local bicycle and/or pedestrian master
plans, Climate Action Plans, ADA Transition Plans, policies supporting transit, etc].

Future Complete Streets Policy Requirements

The California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (Assembly Bill 1358), which took effect in January
2011, requires cities and counties to include complete streets policies as part of their general
plans. This must be done at the time that any substantive revisions of the circulation element in
the general plan are made. The state Office of Planning and Research has developed guidance for
locals to comply with the law.

To be eligible for future transportation funding cycles, MTC’s Resolution 4035 requires that
local jurisdictions must have updated their general plan to comply with the state’s Complete
Streets Act by October 31, 2014. [Jurisdiction’s] MPFA with Alameda CTC also requires that it
comply with the state act, but there is no deadline for this action.

[Insert jurisdiction data on whether GP already meets requirement, and if not, how the
jurisdiction intends to comply with the law, e.g., projected update schedule, etc.]

Attachments:
Attachment A: Complete Streets Policy Resolution

[For additional resources, including examples of complete streets policy language and sample
PowerPoint presentations on Complete Streets, visit the National Complete Streets Coalition
website: http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/complete-streets and the Alameda CTC Complete
Streets resource page: http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/8564]
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 7B

Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of Planning

Cathleen Sullivan, Planning Support
Matt Bomberg, Assistant Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Approval of Priority Development Area (PDA) Readiness Criteria

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission approve the proposed PDA readiness criteria to be used
in the development of the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy/Strategic Plan. These criteria
will be used to group Alameda County’s 43 PDAs into three readiness categories: active,
borderline active, and in need of planning support. ACTAC is scheduled to consider this item on
October 2, 2012.

Summary

Resolution 4035, approved by MTC and ABAG on May 17, 2012, provides guidance for the
allocation of the Cycle 2 Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds for the next four fiscal years (FY 2012-13 through
FY 2015-16). It includes specific policy objectives and implementation requirements that Bay
Area congestion management agencies must meet as a condition for the receipt of OBAG funds.
In large counties, such as Alameda County, 70 percent of the OBAG funding must be
programmed to transportation projects that support PDAs and 30 percent of the OBAG funds
may be programmed for transportation projects elsewhere in the county. Currently, there are 43
PDAs in Alameda County approved by ABAG.

To ensure that CMASs have a transportation project priority setting process for OBAG funding
that supports and encourages development in the region’s PDAs, MTC requires that Alameda
CTC work with Alameda County jurisdictions to develop a PDA Investment and Growth
Strategy. The PDA Investment and Growth Strategy must be adopted by the Alameda CTC and
submitted to MTC/ABAG by May 1, 2013.

Alameda CTC has been working with local jurisdictions to understand the parameters and status
of development in the County’s PDAs. This effort has resulted in the development of a PDA
inventory that will be used to develop Alameda County’s PDA Investment and Growth Strategy,
which will include a PDA Strategic Plan. This memo proposes criteria for defining PDA
“readiness” to receive funding for transportation projects based on the type of planning that has
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been done, the status of housing and commercial development and the housing and development
policies in place. The results of the inventory are being evaluated currently. The PDA Strategic
Plan, which classifies Alameda County’s 43 PDAs by readiness status using the criteria
presented in this memo, will be presented to the committees in November. The Strategic Plan is
one component of the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy which will be presented to the
Committee in February and March 2013. Other OBAG requirements, including Complete
Streets and Programming Guidelines, are discussed under separate agenda items.

Discussion

PDAs are envisioned to be vibrant places with adequate housing for all income levels, a mix of
uses, access to jobs and multi-modal transportation infrastructure. However, development and
implementation of a PDA is a complex long-term process; it can easily take 10, 20 or 30 years
for market support, city support, and community support to align to enable this vision to come to
fruition. There are many factors that make development of a PDA complex.

PDA success hinges on general plan and zoning updates, public process, environmental review,
and upgrades to infrastructure to provide basic public services such as police, fire, schools, sewer
and water. Perhaps most importantly, however, market demand for housing and/or commercial
space in a PDA must be strong for development to take place; this market demand may take time
to mature.

Development of a PDA is planned by the public sector, but is really driven by the private sector.
Before proposing a real estate development project, a developer will evaluate the factors
mentioned above, such as if zoning is in place, if there is sufficient water and sewer capacity, and
how difficult entitlements are to get. But they will look most closely at the strength of the market
for their proposed use (e.g. housing, commercial, retail) which determines whether their financial
return is going to be sufficient to balance the risk and cost of the project. Market analysis takes
into consideration factors such as demographics (e.g., basic demand trends, current and projected
population and age, employment levels), median household income, number and type of jobs,
new housing values/home re-sale values, apartment rental rates, and permit activity. Market
strength can be impacted by public sector actions, but is also impacted by many factors outside a
city’s control.

In addition, PDA development relies primarily on infill development opportunities, which can be
uniquely complex. Although every land-use development project can be risky, infill development
often has its own set of challenges including:

More expensive product type

Need for higher than currently zoned height limits

Small and/or narrow parcels

Difficulty redeveloping existing uses

Lack of community support, particularly in existing neighborhoods that are primarily
composed of single-family homes

e Expensive infrastructure upgrades (due to the economic downturn in 2008 and the loss of
redevelopment funds, local jurisdictions are facing challenges in providing this basic
infrastructure to support PDA development)
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As a result of these challenges, it can sometimes be more difficult to attract financing for infill
development. In summary, PDA development is a long and complex process and Alameda
County’s PDAs may take decades to be fully “built out.”

The PDA Investment and Growth Strategy Development Process

Currently, Alameda County’s 43 PDAs vary greatly in terms of progress in the development
process. See Attachment A for a preliminary evaluation of the PDA Inventory information.
Some PDAs have relatively strong markets and significant development activity, while others are
far less active. As part of the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy, the Alameda CTC is
developing a long term strategy to support PDA development called the “PDA Strategic Plan.”
This Plan aims to identify specific investment strategies and other actions to support the
development of active PDAs; to strengthen the development markets in less-active PDAS in
order to move them towards becoming “active”; and to provide a road map for creating new
PDAs from Growth Opportunity Areas (GOASs). See Figure 1 for a summary of the PDA
Investment and Growth Strategy process and how it informs the programming process. See
Attachment B for the outline of the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy document.
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Focus this month

Figure 1: PDA Investment and Growth Strategy Process

In the short term, in order to meet OBAG requirements, it is recommended that this OBAG cycle
focus on those PDAs that are active and can begin constructing transportation projects by
January 2017, with the Strategic Plan specifying how OBAG and other potential funding can be
used to support less active PDAs.

PDA Readiness Criteria
It is recommended that PDAs be divided into three groups: active, borderline active, and in need
of planning support defined as follows:

e Active PDAs have a higher level of planning completed, a strong history of development
activity as well as development activity currently underway; OBAG funds will play a
pivotal role in continuing the development momentum in these PDAs.

e Borderline Active PDAs have completed most planning milestones and are ready for
development, but have seen less development activity to date than active PDAs.
Borderline active PDAs could use OBAG funds used as a catalyst to spur developer
interest. A public investment in one of these PDAs could signal to the private market that
the area is ready for development. In these cases, use of public funds must be carefully
evaluated to ensure that these public funds are leveraging new private investments not
merely replacing already committed private funds.
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e PDAs in need of planning support would be identified to receive additional resources
for planning and preparation while the development market matures, especially if these
PDAs play an important role in supporting regional goals for infill development or are
otherwise high priority in the County.

The specific criteria or “screens” that are recommended to determine which PDAs are “active”
are described below in Table 1. These “screens” are simple, measurable, and provide the best
indication of market strength of any information available in the PDA inventory. They are: past
residential and commercial development activity, residential and commercial development
activity currently underway, and achievement of key planning milestones. The 43 PDAs in
Alameda County will each be evaluated by whether they meet these screens. The evaluation will
take into account the following:

e Constructed units will be weighted more heavily than units currently moving through the
development process as these demonstrate that the PDA can overcome the numerous
barriers to infill development.

e PDAs with past development activity will be checked for current development activity to
ensure ongoing strength of the development market.

e Housing production will be the primary factor considered, but significant commercial
activity will also be used to determine PDA readiness. The development of both housing
and commercial development indicates a mix of uses which is a goal for PDA
development.

e Natural breakpoints in the PDA Inventory data will determine the cut-off for *“active”
PDAs. This allows our definition of “active” PDAs to be tailored to Alameda County as
it will be based on the actual levels of planning and development activity in the county
today.

This process sets the stage for future rounds of funding. In 2014, additional information
gathered over coming years can be used to better assess how cities are progressing towards PDA
build out and at that time the criteria can be adjusted to better reward those jurisdictions taking
on the bulk of the growth.
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Table 1 : PDA Readiness Criteria

PDA
Readiness Description Planning and Development Screen
Category
Active PDA has a higher level of planning | Has at least 3 of 5 planning screens
complete with a history of development | completed or in progress (1)
and ~development activity  currently Meets at least 3 of 4 development screens
underway
)
Borderline | PDA has some planning complete and | Has at least 2 of 5 planning screens
Active moderate market strength. Although the | completed or in progress*
PDA 'Is reac!y for development in Meets at least 2 of 4 development screens
terms of planning, it has not seen much 2
development activity. In these PDAs, a
catalyst may be needed for market
demand to mature.
Needing PDA has experienced no construction | Has 1 or less of 5 Planning screens
Planning | activity in recent years and has little to | completed or in progress*
Support no development activity underway.

PDA may still need planning support or
zoning updates to accommodate level of
envisioned growth

Meets at less than 1 of 4 development
screens(2)

Definitions (Based on information available in the PDA Inventory):

(1) Planning screens: Has completed or is making progress on General Plan Update, Specific
Plan/Other Area Plan, Redevelopment Plan, Zoning Code Amendments, and Programmatic EIR

(2) Development screens: Has significant development activity in

a) The number of units constructed since 2007

b) The number of units underway (3)

¢) The amount of commercial square footage constructed since 2007

d) The amount of commercial square footage underway (3)

(3) Underway a.k.a. “in the pipeline” is defined as units or commercial square footage that is
in one of the following stages of the approvals process: building permits, entitlements, CEQA
document completed, under review.

Attachments

Attachment A: Initial Summary of Alameda County’s PDA Inventory
Attachment B: PDA Growth and Investment Strategy Outline
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Attachment A

The PDA Inventory: Understanding Alameda County’s PDAs

Purpose of PDA Inventory

Alameda CTC worked closely with local jurisdictions to develop the Alameda County PDA
inventory. After compiling existing data, Alameda CTC surveyed the jurisdictions to fill in
information gaps in the inventory. This “survey” consisted of distributing the partially completed
inventory to the Planning Director, housing representative (if appropriate) and the ACTAC
(Alameda County Transportation Advisory Committee) representative of every jurisdiction in
Alameda County. These agencies were encouraged to work together to complete the inventory.

This inventory is intended to serve multiple purposes:

e Todevelop a “high level picture” of the 43 Alameda County PDAs

e To compile detailed information on each PDA to determine which are “ready” for
funding and which need planning assistance

e To get a sense for the strength of the development market in each PDA including level of
development activity historically and currently, level of support from elected officials and
the public, and whether there are barriers to development in the PDA. In some cases,
certain parts of a PDA are more ready for development than others. Jurisdictions were
requested to provide as much detail in the comments section as possible.

e To collect basic information on transportation projects associated with each PDA, why
each project is supportive of PDA development and which of these are ready for
implementation in the next 4 years. Eventually, project sponsors will need to provide
additional, more detailed information about any project that receives funding.

e To collect data on citywide housing production since 2007 and about housing policies in
each jurisdiction. Not all policies are necessary or even appropriate in all locations;
jurisdictions were encouraged to provide detail about their housing policies in the
comments section.

Surveys were received from all jurisdictions in Alameda County and the data is being finalized
and compiled. Data received by September 14 has been compiled and an initial summary of
what was received is found below. The data is still being reviewed and refined for use in the
PDA Strategic Plan.

Preliminary Draft Overview of Alameda County’s PDAs
Basic Description

Alameda County has 43 PDAs which vary significantly across the county. Different PDAs have
different urban characters, will attract different types of development and will require different
types of infrastructure investments. Many PDAs are smaller than 100 acres while several exceed
5,000 acres in size. Similarly, some PDAs currently contain no housing or jobs, while others are
relatively built out, with thousands of residents and workers. PDAs also vary in terms of level of
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current development activity, market strength and “readiness” for development. Supporting
development in these diverse areas will require different strategies in different places.

Table 1 below provides a table showing basic characteristics of Alameda County’s PDAs. This
table is populated based on the PDA inventory data received from city and county staff.

Figure 1 shows a map of Alameda County’s PDAs. Figures 2 and 3 provide a breakdown of
these PDAs by place type and transit service, and Figure 4 provides a summary of the place type
categorization.

Alameda County’s PDAs span a range of place types; these place types correspond to different
levels of density, land use types and mixing, regional/local orientation, and transit service. North
and Central County PDASs span the widest wide range of place types including Regional and City
centers and Mixed Use Corridors, while East County has only Suburban Centers and Transit
Town Centers and the diversity of South County falls somewhere in between.

All of Alameda County’s PDAs are accessible by bus, and more than two-thirds are or will be
accessible by BART. A few PDAs are accessible by other forms of transit.

Figures 5 and 6 summarize the level of planning completed and in progres in Alameda County
PDAs as well as stated community receptiveness to growth in PDAs (as judged by city planning
staff). Encouragingly, nearly all PDAs have completed general plan Updates and/or specific area
plans, and between half and two-thirds have completed zoning code updates and/or certified a
programmatic environmental impact report (EIR). Overall, community receptiveness to growth
in PDAs is strong, though there is important variation across planning areas.

Page 78



vAd Ul SJUapISal Jus1Ind ou S81edIpUl ( JO Jagquinu uoneindod ‘Asains ul ajqe|reAe Jou se pauoday = /N ‘Asains ul paliodal 10N = /N :810N

e79

I8
ey Joplio *IC ‘Bul ._M>>: uiue 9NUBA a
'SaINoJ pIepue)s 0TH'T 099'T VIN VIN vS P09 psuueld | UuON € Dubl Jouin 1 UBIEA v e1 0
9SN-PaxIN 0] 198.1S pIg wouy Aisianiun
pue pidel usuel] OV
anuaAy AlisIaAiun
199.11S A9S|00M\
snq pidey usuelL OV | 0EL'T oTT'T VIN VIN vz J9PHIOD | equsioq | yuoN | 01198nS sevied woy anusy 2T
asN-paxIN ydeibsja L
anuaAy ydelbaja]
lopLuo) 1884
usuell OV ovT'T ove VIN V/IN 0T 9S1-DAXIN pauue|d UYuoN psepn 01 Aepn ybBima Yonneys yinos 1T
; WwioJ} 8NUBAY Yonneys
S8IN0J prepuels 10pLII0D Aueq|y 01 puepreo anuany Astiag o Ao
pue pidey usuel] DOV o6eC 0e9'T VIN VIN vL omD-.umx__z PauLEld HHON wolj aAy o|gqed ues o|qed ues ot
Repn "Ic SN
amnys pue ‘Aep ybima
INGT ‘8mnys oN 00Z'ST 069'Z V/IN V/IN 0.1 18we0 Ao pauueld UHON 1S Uo)N4/pIojx0 umolumoq 6
‘Usuell OV ‘LHvd ‘any 1siesH
Aq papunoq ealy
10pLUI0D 19pi0q
usuel| OV ‘1dvd 056 069 VIN V/N ve 9SM-PAXIN [enualod UYuoN puepeQO 01 anusAyY 19245 aullvpY 8
) Yonpeys wold
pooyioqybiaN ANy ale|n] pue waﬁonwsxm___\mz
sng 016'T 018'T 29 00S 18 [1oplioD [enuslod YuoN slapioq Asjaxiag pue oAy o:w_om. Jony Aueqy jo Ao L
asN-paxIN oD |3 Ag papunog ojged ues
. . pooyioqybiaN abpuq aAY deAINIS JuoIBe M\
/N 0EV'e 0/0'T VIN V/IN 816 JISUB) [enusiod UHON 0} puels| pfen 9
| 1 ulsyuoN
1se0) wolj ealy
seale BuISNoOH YUON epawely jo AuD
usuel] Qv ‘Aued 02z'T 00L S0 00S 096 191199 pauueld UHON ‘buipuen epawely uonels Iy [eneN S
: umo] lisuel] ‘yodAeg ‘uiod : :
epawe|y sapnjou|
14dvd ‘ . ‘ UOO:._OQsm_wZ 0Zual07 ues Ul eale 10pLUIoD
‘Hsuel] JV Menwy 006 oor'T v'se S8l s91 lsuel] PauLEld [eusy [elIsnpuy/elosswwo) BAY puepiasiN v
10puI0D plemAe pue 10puI0D
ISUelL OV ‘ L4V 0eL'Z 06T'L 08T 58071 011 OSNPOXIN | houyelq | jenusd | ospueaT ues usamIag 9N PAXIN c
! /pooyloquybiaN areyybnolou; Jofe PAIG UOISSIN
ysuelL JuonoIoL Jole puels ywt 3 | Aunoo epawely
premAeH pue
. . . ) . pooyloqybieN
usuel| OV ‘1dvd 098'T 098'2 G'9G 0S9'S 00T nsuelL pauue|d [enusd | olpueaTues usamidq | pAlg uenadseH 4
: 10p1I0I [elJawwo)
. . . ) . pooyioqybisN 10| Bupyred soepns 1dve
usuel| OV ‘1dvd 0202 08¥'T v've €88'Y 002 ysuel| pauue|d [enusd LV AS|leA onses Aa|ep onses T
s1un (a10e/1dd)
nsuell Bunsixa SUOC | Buisnop | Ausueq | UOMBINGOd | (S3108) | a0 ogp iy S B3IV | ondioseq uoieso | vad o suwen uonalpsune
jualing WaLINY ‘dod ualng azIS vad Buluue|q Buliosuods

Auno) epaswe|y ul (syad) sesdy 1uswdojansq Allaolad Jo uondiiassq [T s|qeL




*
Vdd Ul Sluaplisal 1Ualind ou saledlpul 0 Jo Jaqunu uone|ndod ‘Asains ul ajgejreAe Jou se pauioday = /N ‘AaAINns Ul paliodal 10N = /N 910N 810N a
‘"MOY 1dvd 10pUI0D (1]
. . Jopliod a1 pue 1S uoslayar : D.
lisuel] OV 1dv4d 0ce 08T 6L ocr S asn-paxIN pauueld [enuad “DAIg UOISSIA ‘PY 9SN PaxXIN 1dvd 17—
JapreH Ag papunoq premeH yinos
Ajjelauab ealy
. . . ) . e NV IOZEHE premAeH jo Ao
lisuel] DV 14dvd 0s€L 06¢Z¢ A X4 ey 961 J2ueD Ao pauue|d [enusd 1S Uiy 1S uosxaer 1s umolumoq €c
99l AQ papunoq ealy
"8102 UMOJUMOP
_ _ _ . _ 10p1I0D) o buipnjoxs “sywi 10p11I0D)
usuell OV ‘l¥vd | 069'T 08¥'T STT vSL'C ore SM-PaXIN [eUSIod | [eAusd | AW B 01 PY UBPIBH | e oissiy [24
: WwoJ) PA|g UOISSIN o
Buole syjuswbas om |
e oue 50515 ‘048 sbuuds
lsuel] OV 088'CT oge'e d/N /N 009'T ueqnans [enualod ymnos -1 ‘089-1 Aq papunog wrepnuowalH 1¢
Ajrelauab ealy tinos
py poofso
SN pue py mode|g
lisuel] OV 09¥' S 08¢ L 9N 9N 00ET uMo L suell pauueld yinos oo_MMM %Mﬂuwﬁwh_m 1011SIQ UOIBUIAL| (014
JaWWL9 Jo 1ses ealy
DA JUOLIBIT juowal4 Jo AuD
VIA 0] PA|g UOSUBAIS pue (1os1g
suell oy Lavg | 05487 0T, N N 00T'T 1@ueD Ao pauue|d ymnos any AIMOW usamiaq | ssaulsng [enuaD) 6T
uonels 1 dvd juowsaid Jmus) Ao
31 JO 1SaMYIN0S ealy
S9[INYS JaINWIWOD mwﬂu_m%w_\,_ anuaAy KMol pue
_ :mcw._._. o) 0cov 0S8 0T 9N 9N 00LT \_oooc\_ogcm_mz pauueld yinos Um_ow_ 01028 usamiaq 9[|IAIBIUBD 8T
Melawy ‘urell 30V Jsuel ._.. 088-I 40 1sea ealy
Yenwy 9AY O|qed
‘UsuesL OV 092'TT 0ST'y 07T 002'0T 009 1@ueD AID pauue|d UuoN ues pue 0g-| usamiaq | @i0D asn PaxiIN | s|nAlswI o KD | LT
‘punoy-09 Alswg a|InMIaw3 Jo 1SON
peoy pjouly
Buissoid
. . . IE I} pue |ied] 3SI0H uol| :
V1AV Luve 0 029 99 028'T Lz UBQINGNS pauueld 1583 aU1 UDBASN 1S 1S :__Qmmc\%w_mo 9T
JO S ‘0851 JO0 N ealy ’
ue|d oy1ads
‘ : ‘ 181usd suue se uiqna uleises 181U8D UMO
VIAV] ote 0ET v G'GT 8L 0T 769 ueqinans p Id 1seq U} Jo BalY NS 11VCle) 1 uigna Jo AuD ST
Buiuue|d J181U8D UMO L
pAIg A8j[eA Jopewy
40 S ‘'08G-140 N ‘Amdid
\ . . 191U ealy ue|d oyoad
VLAV ‘Leve bty vee R 206 092 cgwéw < pauue|d 1se3 | ebejiA pue py uowey ,ﬂ;o_m;wa S VT
ues usamiaq ‘ealy
1dvg uligng 1ssm\
s1un (a10e/1dd)
sqor uone|ndod (sa10e) sniels ealy uonaipsune
Jisuel] Bunsix3 Juaing m“%w%o: E._MMMQ JUaLING aziS adA] aoe|d — BuluLe|d uondiiosag uonesoT vdad Jo aweN BuLIOSUOdS




Vad Ul S)uspIsaJ 1Ua14nd ou sa1ealpul g Jo Jaquinu uonejndod ‘Aaains ul ajgejreAe 1ou se palioday = /N ‘AaAins Ul paliodal 10N = ¥/N 910N :810N

‘PAIG [eUORUIBIU|
0] 'pA|g INYUYIRN
WoJ} "BAY pIEL

Page 81

. . . . pooyJoqybiaN Buipnjoul pue ‘'any JEIIE e}
lisuel] OV oS € 0S89 6°EY 6G€ G¢ 8.9 ueqin pauueld UUON Areuiwas o1 Japiog UMo | JuoWwISeS 14
puepieQ uiayinos ayx
woJj "pA|g Inyuy e
Buoje JopLiod
“uUMOTeUIYD JO yonw puepieQ jo AD
Nenwy ‘smnys Buipnjoxa ‘nIBN axeT arenbs
umoumoq ‘Auso 08188 0T6'TT ISWA) 266'CT 0S. 181u8) [euoibiay pauueld UUON pue ‘086-| ‘Arenisa uopuoT xoer €€
‘Usuell JV ‘1LUvd puepieQ syl “1s pue umojumod
U6z Aq papunog ealy
'088-1 pue
Nenwy . . . . . IE I} “ANY YiLL “OAY UYlrS eale uonels
‘Nsuel] OV ‘1dvd 0sTS 0s8€ ¢6 €ces viot umo_ wsuel] pauUeld HHON “pAig [euoneusalul A | 1HVd Wnssiiod ce
papunog Ajybnos ealy
pooyioqybiaN alowrdAs ealy asN
usuel] OV 00T 00T /N /N St ysuel| [enusiod yinos pUB LOLOY | DOXII UMOL PIO 1€
saniioey
uononpoud jjes pue SeMaN 40 AID
: 19ue) ‘BAY ULlIad 1S MOJIM | dOL ealv usuel]
lisuel] OV [01% 0 00 0 1541 UMOL JISUBIL [enuslod yinos pue ‘1q asudiaug uowequIng 015
‘any uojuloy |
AqQ papunoq ealy
‘pPAG Remuly
pue ‘Arepunog ymoio ealy
VLAV 062'€ 0€S V/IN V/IN ZeT'T 191U89 psuueld 1se3 uegin sAuD a8yl ‘py buluue|g uokels 62
ueqingns . Lyva/enusay
uejooq ‘any ejouod
Aq papunoq ealy 1oges|
Unos 0} SjuaIxa
SIPOUM., _ _ _ JTT _E>>Qm Bunsixa _vcm ealy
VIAV] ‘Urel] 3oV 09€9T 00T 70 o1 6EEC ueqIngns pauue|d lseq owwmﬂw/:_wmm_ow_%%w% b_ﬂ%hﬁgwoﬁ_%m\,wmn_mm 2J0WIaAIT JO A1D 8¢
085-1 J0 yinos ealy
IS N03S
pue ‘pAlg ensLNi
sng punoykaio . . IE I} uaamiag Alybno.
‘uren 3oV VAV 0/.8¢ 020'T VIN VIN cle UMOL JISUel | psuueld 1seq PAIG AB|UBIS/ OAY umolumod lc
peoljrey/1s
15114 Buoe eary
Nenuwy . pooyJoqybiaN Med _m_ccwu___wo pue
“USUBLL DV LV oS’ T ove A 8 an nsuel ._.. pauue|d fenuad _HM>M Mmum_m@c _”w%w_,\_w%,q Alauue) ay | 9z
MOY 1dvd premAeH 10 A0
_ _ . _ POOLIOGUBIAN w.E pue1s comm_vtmn pooyJoqybiaN
nsuell JV ‘14vd (VA% 008'T 6'TT T.TC €8T ueqin ’ pauueld [enuad PAIG UOISSIN P uegin Lyvd S¢
JapreH Ag papunoq premAeH yinos
Alresauab ealy
suun (e10e/1dd)
sqor uolre|ndod (sa40e) sniels ealy uonaipsung
Jisuel] Bunsix3 JuAInS mu%w%w_ b._ww_wn_ Juasng a2IS adA] aoe|d — BuuLeld uondiiosag uonesoT vdad jo aweN Bullosuods




vad Ul S1UapISal JUsLINd ou S81edIpul ( JO Jaquinu uonejndod ‘AsAIns ul ajgejieAe Jou se pauodsy = /N ‘Aaains Ui pariodal 10N = H/N :810N

I

wwm\_me_ uouequing
‘Usuell DV ‘Usuel|
Auo uoun ‘1uvg

ove

090°T

d/N

d/N

S0T

Jawa)d Ao

pauue|d

yinos

(eus uonelpawal
uonelodio)
|1931S sare1s aloed
$apnjoul) pAlg UOISSIA
pue pY S8|IN-OpeleAly
usamiag ‘py
01029 Jo 3JS ealy

uwsia
uonelS [epowLalu|

Ao uown jo Auo

1dvg Usueil OV

0006

026'y

d/N

d/N

ove

10pII0D
asN-PaXIN

pauueld

fenuad

0Jpuea ues
Ulyim 18a11S YT 1se3

1934S Uiyt 1seq

SHUNIT
‘1dvd ‘usuell OV

06L'C

012y

d/N

d/N

¢0g

Ju8) AD

pauueld

fenuad

SEETIS
Sine@ pue YT
1Se3 Jo uoiasIaul
ay) punose
snipel ajiw-jeH

QoL umoumoq

oJlpueaT]
ues jo Auo

1dvg Usueil OV

o't

099

d/N

d/N

S5

191U8)
umo] usuel]

[enuslod

fenuad

"1q lrejfeg
pue “pA|g ueuadsaH
‘uonels 1 yvg ays pue
1d Alreuloy L 1S uwt
1se3 Ag papunog ealy

abejA usuel |
18v4g Jred Aeg

ov

elwy ‘eleq
-l ‘1HVINS XVYIN
‘uonosuuo)d Aunod
‘STIIHM ‘Ldvd

0T6'6

0TE'T

9'T8

69¢'TL

€.8

J21u8D
ueqingns

fenua)od

ise3q

peoy pJeAdoH jo
1sea pue 085 AemybiH
JO yinos ealy

epusioeH

uojueseald Jo A1D

6€

usuell JV ‘1¥vd

0EY'L

0€8'0T

T'ST

9/5've

0€9'T

191U8)
UMO] Nsuel|

pauue|d

UYLON

088-1 pue ‘085
-1 ‘086-1 Aq papunoqg
‘puepieQ 18

puepfeQ 1ssm

enuy
Ysuel] OV ‘1Hvd

067'€€

0.€'29

€€T

G28'06T

SPEYT

10puI0D
asN-PaxIN

fenua)od

UYLON

s[euaue Jofew
uo sainoJ Jsuel]
OV pue s3dell 14vd
Buore pue ul sI0pLIOD
uoneuodsuel) Jofew
ay1 jo ajw Jayenb e
ulluim pue puepeQ ul
suonels 1 ¥yg punole
shipel 3jiw-jleH

SI0pII0D AOL

s9NyYs [endsoH
‘punoy-09 Alawg
‘Usuell IV ‘1¥vd

08s'0T

028’8

00T

08€'6

ov6

pooyioqybiaN
uegin

pauue|d

UYLON

"yinos ay1
01 anuany ydeibaja |
Buipunouns uonoas
BIX3 Ue yim ‘089
-] pue “"any Juowpaid
1S Yig 1S aulspy
AqQ papunoq ealy

abeyjIn
JiIsuel] INnyuyoen

puepeo Jo Ao

usuell JV ‘1Lyvd

0€T'8

01Z'vT

(414

890'8¢

TI6'T

pooyioqybiaN
ueqin

pauueld

ULION

‘any Aleulwas
0] "9y PIEZ WOy
"PAIG [euoneualu|
0] "aAY 3[eAlnlH
Buore ‘pAlg INnyuyoeN
pue ‘aAy ajeAlni
Je 10u1sip puowi@ ay.L

seale puowiqg
pue s[ealn.

8¢

LE

9€

<1

usues] bunsixg

sqor
jus1In)

s1un
BuisnoH
uaaInd

(a10e/|dd)
Asuag
‘dod

uone|ndod
us1In)

(sai1oe)
azIs

adA) ade|d

snjels
vdad

ealy
Buluue|d

uondiuasaq uoieaoT

vdd J0 sweN

uonaIpsune
Buniosuods




SV ad Alunod epswely jo dey :T aanbi4

SpIg 1503 33
umojumog 93
Dary BuLup|d UOHDIS | Yve/anuaay |agos| 153

ppuaPBY 73
uonsnald

19U umoy g3
sBuisseuy uqng /aepue]) suoy :z3
Daly up|d Jypedg umoumog 1|3

Ajuno?) Jsp3

S

JUCIIDIDAN WIBYLION 3£ LN
UOHDIS Ay [DADRN Q| N

Rty UOLRIS 13Vg WNesioD :G LN

JSJUIT) UMD UOWED] TP LN

SDEJY PUowWi(] pun apAlinig ¢ N

SI0pLIOT) uswdojaasq PIIUSLO HSURI] 37 LN
aJonbg uopuo] ypor g umolumoqg : L LN
PURPRQO i53M, OLN pooyioquBis 35 PaxIW

BBD|IA HSUDI| JIYIDW SEN

PURpPRO

juswdojsaaq paluaL() HISUB] UOLIDGWNG 3/S
D3JY 350 PAXIW UMOL PIO 95

sBupdg Winp 165
1s1q uoiBulal) pg
aauany AnD g5
3iir1aua) TG

| Juowsaig

' 12151 UOHDIG [DPOWIBI] 3(§

= (A vomn
Auno?) yinog

2103 351)-PIXIW BN
3||Iakiawg

19345 SUBpY (4N
JoNHBYS Yinog 9N
anuary ydoiba|s| g
UMOIUMOJ S
SNUBAY ASISAIN (EN
8nuany ojqDd Upg :ZN
W

oupjog g 0|qRd UDS |
Aupgy

Ajunod) yLioN

DLW ‘DL0Y :saaunos ejeqg

Ll m— ]
< 3 1]

\ S

1¥¥8 PIOMADH Yinog iz 1D
1¥Yg PaomADH Yinog 1| |D
J0PLIOT) PIDASINOG UOISSIW (01D
Adauuo? 8y 6>

umoumad g0

RRRH
JOPLIDY SAUSAY PUDPBBW /D
pioaz|nog uouadsay 9

L3V A3)IPA ©415PD 6D
PIDAS|NOgG UOISSIVY PUD 1994IS Yifr | 1503 5D

Awno) ppawRy

SBp|IA HsunaL 13V] 1P ARg €D
199G W | 1503 57D
wswdojaaag PAIUSLIC) HEUDI| umouMOQ F| D

eipuna] ueg.
Aluno?) |pausd)

Page 83



Number of PDAs
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Figure 2: Alameda County PDAs by Place Type and Planning Area
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Figure 3: Existing and Planned Transit Access in Alameda County PDASs
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Figure 5: Status of Key Planning Milestones
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Figure 6: Community Receptiveness of Growth in PDAs by Planning Area
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Housing and Job Growth Projections

By 2040, Alameda County is projected to have a population of approximately 1.9 million people
and is expected to increase from approximately 580,000 housing units in 2010 to approximately
730,000 housing units in 2040 (a 25-30 percent increase) and from approximately 695,000 jobs
in 2010 to 950,000 jobs in 2040 (a 36 percent increase).

According to the regional Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, these 43 PDASs are expected to
accommodate approximately 75-80 percent of the growth in housing units and 65-70 percent of
the jobs. Over two-thirds of the PDAs are located in the north and central areas of the county,
which together are expected to accommodate just under half the growth in housing units and in
jobs (approximately 45 percent). The south and east areas of the county are projected to
accommodate approximately 30 percent of the growth in housing and 20 percent of the growth in
jobs. The remaining housing growth (approximately 26 percent) and growth in jobs
(approximately 34 percent) is projected to occur in non-PDA areas.

Figures 7 and 8 present both job and housing projections from ABAG/MTC and from the
Alameda CTC Locally Preferred Land Use Scenario Concept for informational purposes. The
Alameda CTC projections were developed as part of the Countywide Transportation Plan. They
were prepared through an iterative process that used input from local governments and residents
to adjust regional projections to be more reflective of conditions in Alameda County.
Ultimately, the Alameda CTC is required by statue to comply with ABAG/MTC land use
projections, but both versions are presented for this initial summary for informational purposes.

All of the PDAs in Alameda County are projected to experience significant housing and
employment growth, but there is wide variation across the county in absolute numbers of
dwelling units and jobs added as well as how much of a change this growth represents over
existing development.

Figures 9 and 10 present job and housing projections by city according to ABAG/MTC forecasts.
As these figures illustrate, some cities” PDAs are projected to add many more units and jobs than
others in absolute numbers (e.g. Oakland and Fremont for housing and jobs), while other cities’
PDAs are projected to have more moderate growth in housing and jobs but this growth
represents a major change over existing development levels (e.g. Livermore and Newark for
housing and Newark and Union City for employment).
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Figure 7: Growth in Housing Units within PDAs by Planning Area
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Figure 8: Growth in Jobs within PDAs by Planning Area
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Figure 9: Projected Growth in Housing Units within PDAs by City (ABAG/MTC Forecasts)
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Figure 10: Projected Growth in Jobs within PDAs by City (ABAG/MTC Forecasts)
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Table 2 presents ABAG/MTC housing and job projections Dby city; it shows growth within
PDAs and outside PDAs. In most cities, the percent of housing and employment growth that is
projected to be added within PDAs is near or above the county average (80% of dwelling units
and 69% of jobs in PDAS). In some cities where the level of projected housing within PDASs is
lower than the county average, the level of jobs expected to be added within PDAs exceeds the
county average (e.g. Dublin and Fremont). In only a handful of cities are both the projected level
of projected housing and employment within PDAs below average (Albany, Berkeley, Newark
and Pleasanton); this may be partially explained by the size or number of designated PDAs in
these jurisdictions. Some of these cities may be interested in establishing new PDAs to
accommodate more growth which they are currently prevented from doing due to an ABAG-
imposed moratorium on new PDA designations.

Table 2: Housing and Employment Allocations by City

ABAG/MTC Projections
Housing (DUs) Jobs
Overall PDA Non PDA % in PDAs | Overall PDA Non PDA % in PDAs
Alameda 5,890 4,770 1,120 81% 9,150 8,200 950 90%
Albany 1,170 240 930 21% 1,400 520 880 37%
Berkeley 9,280 6,390 2,890 69% 22,210 9,700 12,510 44%
Dublin 8,530 5,950 2,580 70% 12,540 11,280 1,260 90%
Emeryville 5,470 5,470 0 100% 7,540 7,160 380 95%
Fremont 17,620 11,370 6,250 65% 29,970 22,590 7,380 75%
Hayward 12,290 9,680 2,610 79% 20,800 6,970 13,830 34%
Livermore 9,670 9,420 250 97% 13,250 12,580 670 95%
Newark 3,670 2,770 900 75% 5,210 1,450 3,760 28%
Oakland 51,490 48,080 3,410 93% 85,240 74,140 11,100 87%
Piedmont 90 0 90 0% 480 0 480 0%
Pleasanton 7,150 3,590 3,560 50% 15,300 5,410 9,890 35%
San Leandro 7,210 5,900 1,310 82% 12,930 7,980 4,950 62%
Union City 3,010 800 2,210 27% 5,100 2,460 2,640 48%
Unincorporated 5,430 3,750 1,680 69% 12,080 3,620 8,460 30%
County Total 147,970 118,180 29,790 80% 253,200 174,060 79,140 69%

Finally, Table 3 presents projected housing and jobs by PDA according to the ABAG/MTC Jobs-
Housing Connection Strategy. This table also presents development activity — both construction
since 2007 and development “in the pipeline” — as reported by planning staff completing the
PDA survey.

Page 90



ul uawdojanag

paloaloid O1LN/OV AV

€ZVr'660'vT  1.89C 0£0°0vY'C /0T'0T 090'V.LT 08T'8TT 0€.°20¢€ ovy'202 [erol Alunod
00.°ct 0ST'T 000°6 ¥59 092 008 ove 090°T 10L1SIQ UOITE]S [epoWIalu| A1 uoiun Jo A11D
0 0 0 61T 0.9'9 0TE'T 000'6 026't 19941S UpT 1se3
0 002 0 0 05 069‘S 06.'C oTZ'y wawdojaAa@ paluslO NSUel] UMOUMOQ  oJpueaT ues Jo A1
0 0 0 0 092'1T 006 0SV'T 099 abe|IA usuel] 1 HVg lre Aeg
022'S2T 118 085'089 0 oTY'S 065‘€ 0T6'6 OTE'T epuaioeH uojueses|d jo A11D
005'8€€ 6€S'C Z1S'79 66 0L¥'L 0.89 0EY'L 0€8'0T puepeo 1SeM
05.'G82 TES'Y 000'95 T1S 082'8 002'0T 067'€E 0L£'29 siopuioD swdojaAsg pajuaLQ Hsuel |
00S'G2.'T 8ET'T 000°S9T ve 082'¢ 060'S 08S'0T 028'8 abe|IA usuel | InyuyoeN
000'TY 8vZ'T GIT'0Z 8¢ ovs'.L 0.£'Y 0€T'8 0TZ'vT sealy puowiq ® s[eAln puepeQ jo A1
00022 0 0 0 098'T (0]87 0St'e 0589 18)U8D UMO Juowises
G88‘/00'C G6E'T 000'8TZ 90T'Z Ov¥'6E 062'tT 08T1'88 0T6'TT alenbs uopuo xoer ® umoumoq
000'6ET 826 0 GGe 0.2'L 0589 0ST'S 0.8'€ BOlY UONEIS 1¥vd Wnasijod
0 r4 0 0 0) ¥4 0LE 08T 009 B3Iy 9SN PAXIN UMOL P|O
_ , _ yreman Jo A1
0 990'T 0 0 ove'T 002 098 ovT JuswdolaAaQ pausLQ Usuel | uolequing
000'06T 995 G¥0'6.E 901 018'c 0L¥'€ 062'€ 0€S eoaly Buluue|d uonels 14vg/enusAy [ages|
TOY'L€9 0TS 0 0 080'8 0.2'v 09€'9T 00T apIS 1seq alowlanlq Jo K110
0S€'€e 50T T90't veT 069 089'T 0.8 020'T umoumoq
000t ove 0 12y 0€6 052 0SP'T ove Aisuued ay
¥81'8. /S8 0 0 09T'T 00,2 oLy 008'T (NN) LYvg premAeH yinos
16T 0 0 0 06t 0LT'T 0zZe 08T (ONIN) LYvg premAeH yinos premAeH Jo A11D
8GT'6E ey 112'8L 09 ove's 0z2'c 0S€‘L 0622 umoumoQ
0GE'GL 0 0 0 0ST'T ov8'T 069'T 08Y'T lopuioD uoissI
0 0 0 0 060'9T 086'C 088'ZT 0€e'e sbuuds wrepauowai4 yinos
0 092 008'S Ly 08T 086'C 09r's 082'. 101S1g UoIBUIAI| £
000'T6 628 000'ST 0 068'G 0062 052'8T 0TE'L 1980 Ao IR S )
000'S2 vee 000'T9 80¢ (0[5 0TS'C 020't 0S8'0T 3||IAIBIUBD
059'¥e 8.6 08.'22S 6. 09T‘Z 0LY'S 092'TT 0ST'V 210D asN-paxIN a||InL1awg Jo AND
000°0S8'T 92,2 000'GT v.9 0.£'9 0ST'S 0 0.9 18)u8) usuel |
000'G9S‘T 199'T 0 €56 0T0'T 098'T 0TE 0ST'V 13]U8D UMO L ulgna 4o A1
¥8/'650'C 00g'T 085'tZ 0 006'€ 096 ovy'y 0€8 BalY UB|d 24199dS umoumoq
000'S 0TT 00002 00t 085 059 oTY'T 099'T anuany AlsIaniun
000't 8¢ 0 0 0Z8 09¢ 0€L'T 0TT'T anuaAy ydeibsja L
000°€Z 0ST 0 0 00€ 01T ovT'T ove Yonieys yinos £
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ alexiag jo A1
00S‘€E 8ee 000''T 18 o6 0.8 06£'C 0£9'T 3NUaAY o|ged ues
002'2E LEY 000‘09 ove 08£'9 0ST'v 002'ST 0692 umoumoQ
006'T A% 0 0 089 0S¢ 056 069 19a.1S aullapy
000'S8 G/T 0 14 0zs (0] 44 0T6'T 0T8'T 8NUBAY 0UR|0S 7 8NUBAY O|ged ues Aueqy jo A1o
0 /9 000'GZ St 000‘T 09/ 0sY'2 0L0'T JUOJpIBI_ M UISULION
‘ ‘ _ ‘ ‘ epawe|y Jo Ao
000‘0%T 00€ 0 002 002'L 0T0'v 022'1 09%'T uoness Iy [eneN
0 0 0 0 (0]57% 09% 006 007'T 10pLI0D 8NUBAY pueas|n
00002 0 0 GET ov. 069 098'T 0982 prens|nog uensdssH parelodioourun
002'9T 0 0 €T 00S‘T 0£6'T 0£L'2 06T‘L 19811S UOISSI pue 18a1S YIyyT 1se3 Aunod epawe|y
000'S2 oY 082'2 6T 056 0.9 0202 08Y'T 14vd AsjjeA onsed
bs wwos  SNA | ooy SNA sqor sna sqor sna
auladid 0¥02-0T0Z YImoio vad Honatpstnt
: : /00¢ °3JUuls paldniisuod mc_uw_xm_

vad Aq A1Anoy 1uswdojansg pue suondsfoad BuisnoH pue qor :§ ajgel

Page 91



Overview of Transportation Projects

The PDA inventory survey also included a call for example transportation projects within or
providing proximate access to a PDA. Projects were received from all jurisdictions and the data
is still be evaluated for eligibility. The total request submitted was $4.3 billion. Further
information on the inventory results for transportation projects will be presented in November.

Growth Opportunity Areas (GOAS)

Growth Opportunity Areas (GOAs) were identified by local jurisdictions at ABAG’s request
during the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. These are non-PDA areas that
may also be able to accommodate growth.

Alameda CTC built on the regional GOA process in our development of the Alameda County
Preferred Land Use Scenario Concept. In addition to refining the GOAs in Alameda County, the
Alameda CTC also designated new GOAs in Alameda County that will be focused on job
growth.

Job development is a critical element in the success of PDA development. Commute mode
choice depends on both ends of the trip: home location and job location. Originally, PDAs and
GOA s focused on housing production, but increasingly the region is recognizing the importance
of job development in the regional planning process. Figure 12 shows a map of the GOAs in
Alameda County.
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Attachment B

PDA Investment and Growth Strategy DRAFT OUTLINE

1. Introduction/Overview
a. Introduction to OBAG
b. What are PDAs?

SIDEBAR: FOCUS Program
SIDEBAR: SB 375 and Sustainable Communities Strategy
c. Overview of PDA Growth and Investment Strategy

2. The PDA Inventory: Understanding Alameda County’s PDAs

a. PDAs: A complex, long-term process

i. PDA Development Factors/Challenges
b. Overview of PDA Inventory & survey
c. Describe Alameda County’s PDAs
i. Description of PDAs (projected housing units and jobs, map of PDAs in
Alameda County, summary charts describing PDAs in Alameda County,
etc.)
d. Growth Opportunity Areas (GOAs)
1. What are GOAs?
il. Describe GOAs in Alameda County

3. PDA Strategic Plan

a. Introduction

b. Evaluation criteria/factors provided by MTC in Resolution 4035

c. PDA Readiness Criteria

d. Supporting PDA “readiness”

e. Alameda County PDA Evaluation
4. OBAG Investment Strategy

a. List of projects proposed for funding
5. Alameda County Inventory of PCAs

a. What are PCAs?

b. Describe PCAs in Alameda County

c. Criteria for funding

d. Eligible projects for funding in PCAs
6. Monitoring

a. Describe ongoing strategies to monitor PDA development over time
7. Summary/Next Steps
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PPLC Meeting 10/08/12
Agenda Item 7C

N Uj‘pj,/////
= ALAMEDA

County Transportation
Commission

IO
Memorandum
DATE: September 26, 2012
TO: Planning, Policy and Legislation Committee
FROM: Matt Todd, Manager of Programming

Vivek Bhat, Senior Transportation Engineer

SUBJECT: Approval of Draft One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Program Guidelines
Elements

Recommendation
It is recommended the Commission approve the Initial Draft One Bay Area Grant (OBAG)
Program Guidelines. ACTAC is scheduled to consider this item on October 2, 2012.

Summary

Resolution 4035, approved by MTC on May 17, 2012, provides guidance for the programming
and allocation of the Cycle 2 Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds for the next four fiscal years (FY 2012-13 through
FY 2015-16). Resolution 4035 also includes specific policy objectives and implementation
requirements of the OBAG Program that Bay Area congestion management agencies (Alameda
CTC in Alameda County) must meet as a condition for the receipt of OBAG funds.

Alameda County’s estimated share of the OBAG funding is $63 million of STP/CMAQ spread
over four fiscal years (FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16). In large counties, such as Alameda
County, 70 percent of the OBAG funding must be programmed to transportation projects that
support Priority Development Areas (PDAs) and 30 percent of the OBAG funds may be
programmed for transportation projects anywhere else in the county.

OBAG also provides annual funds for Congestion Management Agency (CMA) planning
activities, previously provided by MTC to CMAs through a separate process and agreement. The
ongoing planning and programming functions provided by the Alameda CTC maintains
compliance with MTC mandated requirements (e.g., Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
Congestion Management Program (CMP), countywide travel demand model, Lifeline
programming, fund programming). In addition to these traditional planning tasks there are other
new or significantly expanded planning needs that emerge as a result of OBAG.
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MTC Resolution 4035 also provides funds for a Regional Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S)
program. Similar to Cycle 1 federal funding in the MTC region, the SR2S program remains a
regionally funded program with direct county distributions. MTC has identified about $4.3
million for Alameda County for SR2S efforts for a 4-year period over and above the OBAG
funds. The OBAG program does allow for the option to contribute additional funding to augment
SR2S activities of the Regional SR2S program funding.

The Draft Programming Guideline elements with ACTAC comments will be presented to the
Committees and the Commission later this month. The Draft Programming Guidelines will be
presented to the Committees and Commission at the November meetings

Discussion

MTC has requested the Alameda CTC provide an OBAG program recommendation by June 30,
2013, that meets the OBAG program requirements in the allocation of funding to local
transportation priorities. The Alameda CTC has been provided with a programming target of $63
million in STP and CMAQ funds over the next 4 years.

OBAG Funding and Eligibility

Projects will need to comply with OBAG and federal funding requirements as well as local
criteria that will be used to evaluate projects in Alameda County. The programming of these
federal funds is constrained to a mix of transportation projects that conform to the eligibility
requirements of the approximately $36 million of CMAQ and $27 million of STP (including $4
million of Transportation Enhancement (TE)/Transportation Alternatives under MAP-21)
available to program. The selected projects will be required to meet federal obligation deadlines
no later than FY 15-16 (e.g. be ready to submit request for fund obligation to Caltrans no later
than January 2016). Certain types of transportation projects are eligible under the OBAG and
federal funding requirements. Eligible types of projects include:

Capital pedestrian projects/improvements

Capital bicycle projects/improvements

Safe Routes to Schools education and outreach
Transportation Demand and Traffic Management
Outreach, rideshare, and telecommuting programs
Signal improvements

Transit capital and transit expansion

Experimental pilot programs

Alternative fuel projects

Road rehabilitation (STP only)

Programming Categories

The OBAG funds are proposed to be programmed to the following categories:
Planning/Programming Support, Local Streets and Roads, PDA Supportive Transportation
Investments, and Safe Routes to School (SR2S). The limitations of the eligibility of STP and
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CMAQ and the status of the development of the 43 PDAs in Alameda County will play a
primary role in the amount of funds available for each program category.

Table 1: OBAG Programming Categories

Program / Category Total % Share
Planning 7,106,000 11.3%
Local Streets and Roads 15,228,000 24.1%
PDA Supportive Transportation Investment 38,731,000 61.4%
Augment Regional SR2S 2,000,000 3.2%
Total | 63,065,000 100%

Note : Attachment A provides additional detail on the funding by Program/Category

Planning/Programming:

The ongoing planning and programming functions provided by the Alameda CTC maintains
compliance with MTC mandated requirements (e.g., Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
Congestion Management Program (CMP), countywide travel demand model, Lifeline
programming, fund programming). Other planning needs that emerge from OBAG are new or
significantly expanded. Staff has identified the following tasks that have been required or will
add to the existing planning work load.

Traditional CMA Tasks

>
>

VVVVVY

Developing and updating the Congestion Management Program (CMP)
Developing and updating the Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) including
Arterial Performance Initiative

Travel Model Support

Evaluation of Transportation and Land Use Policies

Developing Countywide Bike and Pedestrian Plans

Lifeline Program / Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP)

Performing ongoing Programming Tasks

Performing ongoing Monitoring Tasks
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Additional OBAG Tasks
» Lifeline Program / Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP)
> Developing and updating the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy
> Preparing the PDA Strategic Plan and/or programs to provide PDA technical
assistance to local agencies

» Enhanced Monitoring due to PDA Growth Strategy and Complete Streets

» Multi-jurisdictional PDA Coordination

» Developing the Capital Improvement Program

» Countywide Bike and Pedestrian Plan related Planning efforts

» Complete Streets Policy Planning efforts (Ensuring local compliance with MTC’s
Complete Streets policy)

» Outreach efforts (Expanding public outreach and communication with

stakeholders)

Priority Conservation Areas related Planning / Programming efforts

Development of a Comprehensive Multi-modal Strategic Plan with Bus, Rail,
Parking, TDM, land use and Bike and Pedestrian elements

Y VY

These efforts will need to be funded with STP funds because they are not eligible for CMAQ
funds. This programming will be split between the 70/30 percent PDA and non-PDA categories
on a similar percentage. It is proposed $7.1 Million of OBAG funds be available for Planning/
Programming related activities. Additional information on planning/programming eligibility is
also included in MTC Resolution 4035.

Alameda CTC Planning and Programming efforts are also anticipated to increase with the
potential passage of Measure B1. Based on the results of the November election, staff would
bring any recommendation revisions to the Committees and Commission.

Local Streets and Roads (LSR):

This programming will support the “fix it first” strategy as well as address the maintenance
shortfall in Alameda County. This category of projects is not eligible for CMAQ funding. The
LSR funding is proposed to be sub-allocated to cities and County based on 50% Population and
50% Lane Miles formula. The target numbers generated as a result of this formula will be the
maximum LSR funds that may be received by a jurisdiction. The minimum LSR funds a
jurisdiction may receive is $100,000 which is consistent with MTC OBAG.

To be eligible for funding of any Local Streets and Roads (LSR) preservation project, the
jurisdiction must have an MTC certified Pavement Management Program (StreetSaver® or
equivalent). Pavement projects will be based on the needs analysis resulting from the established
Pavement Management Program (PMP) for the jurisdiction. PMP certification status can be
found at www.mtcpms.org/ptap/cert.html. Other project specific eligibility requirements for LSR
projects include:
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Pavement Rehabilitation:

Pavement rehabilitation projects including pavement segments with a PCI below 70 should be
consistent with segments recommended for treatment within the programming cycle by the
jurisdiction’s PMP. Preventive Maintenance: Only projects where pavement segments have a
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 70 or above are eligible for preventive maintenance.
Furthermore, the local agency's Pavement Management Program (PMP) must demonstrate that
the preventive maintenance strategy is a cost effective method of extending the service life of the
pavement.

Federal-Aid Eligible Facilities: Federal-aid highways as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(5) are
eligible for local streets and roads preservation funding. A federal-aid highway is a public
road that is not classified as a rural minor collector or local road or lower. Project sponsors
must confirm the eligibility of their roadway through the Highway Performance Monitoring
System (HPMS) prior to the application for funding

Non-Pavement:

Eligible non-pavement activities and projects include rehabilitation or replacement of
existing features on the roadway facility, such as storm drains, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES), curbs, gutters, culverts, medians, guardrails, safety features,
signals, signage, sidewalks, ramps and features that bring the facility to current standards.
The jurisdiction must still have a certified PMP to be eligible for improvements to non-
pavement features.

Activities that are not eligible for funding include: Air quality non-exempt projects (unless
granted an exception by MTC staff), capacity expansion, new roadways, roadway extensions,
right of way acquisition (for future expansion), operations, routine maintenance, spot
application, enhancements that are above and beyond repair or replacement of existing assets
(other than bringing roadway to current standards), and any pavement application not
recommended by the Pavement Management Program unless otherwise allowed above.

Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) Program Set-Aside: While passage of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 dissolved the Federal Aid Secondary (FAS)
program, California statutes provide the continuation of minimum funding to counties,
guaranteeing their prior FAS shares. The first three years of Cycle 2 FAS were programmed
under the Cycle 1 FAS program (covering a total 6-year period from 2008/09 to 2014/15).
Cycle 2 of the OBAG federal funding includes four years of funding through FY 2015/16.
Funding provided to the counties by the CMAs under OBAG will count toward the
continuation of the FAS program requirement.

Under the OBAG program guidelines, LSR projects may be included in the PDA Supportive
category based on the location of the project. Under the OBAG Program, approximately
$15,228,000 will be available to Alameda County for eligible LSR projects. Additional
information on LSR project eligibility is also included in MTC Resolution 4035.
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PDA Supportive Transportation Investment:

PDA supportive projects are anticipated to include bicycle, pedestrian, and Transportation for
Livable Communities (TLC) projects.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian program may fund a wide range of bicycle and pedestrian
improvements including Class I, 1l and 11 bicycle facilities, bicycle education, outreach, sharing
and parking, sidewalks, ramps, pathways and pedestrian bridges, user safety and supporting
facilities, and traffic signal actuation. According to CMAQ eligibility requirements, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities must not be exclusively recreational and must reduce vehicle trips resulting
in air pollution reductions. Also to meet the needs of users, hours of operation need to be
reasonable and support bicycle / pedestrian needs particularly during commute periods. For
example the policy that a trail be closed to users before sunrise or after sunset limits users from
using the facility during the peak commute hours, particularly during times of the year with
shorter days.

The purpose of Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) projects is to support community
based transportation projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas, commercial cores, high
density neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enhancing their amenities and ambiance and
making them places where people want to live, work and visit. The TLC program supports the
RTP/SCS by investing in improvements and facilities that promote alternative transportation
modes rather than the single-occupant automobile. General project categories:

» Station Improvements such as plazas, station access pocket parks, bicycle parking

» Complete streets improvements that encourage bicycle and pedestrian access

» Transportation Demand Management projects including car sharing, vanpooling traveler
coordination and information or Clipper®-related projects

» Connectivity projects connecting high density housing/jobs/mixed use to transit, such as
bicycle/pedestrian paths and bridges and safe routes to transit.

» Streetscape projects focusing on high-impact, multi-modal improvements or associated
with high density housing/mixed use and transit (bulb outs, sidewalk widening , cross
walk enhancements, audible signal modification, mid block crossing and signal, new
striping for bicycle lanes and road diets, pedestrian street lighting, medians, pedestrian
refugees, way finding signage, pedestrian scaled street furniture including bus shelters,
tree grates, benches, bollards, magazine racks, garbage and recycling bins, permanent
bicycle racks, signal modification for bicycle detection, street trees, planters, costs
associated with on- site storm water management, permeable paving)

Based on the level of needs of the Planning/Programming and LSR categories that require STP
funds, it is expected that the projects in the PDA Supportive category will use CMAQ funding.
This category will include projects within the geographic boundaries of a PDA as well as
projects considered in “proximate access” to a PDA. Additional information on PDA Supportive
Transportation Investment project eligibility is also included in MTC Resolution 4035.
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Safe Routes to School (SR2S):

MTC has identified about $4.3 million of Regional SR2S funding over and above the OBAG
funds. If additional resources are required, OBAG funds are eligible to supplement the already
identified funding. The current Alameda Countywide SR2S program has an annual budget of
about $1.2 million. The Regional SR2S program provides about $1.1 million per year. This
proposal includes the augmentation of $500,000 per year ($2 million total) of OBAG funds for
the SR2S program, to augment the Regional SR2S funding to sustain and provide strategic
expansion opportunities. The Regional SR2S program is proposed to be operated under a similar
model to the existing Countywide SR2S program with the Alameda CTC administering the
countywide program. Additional information on SR2S project eligibility is also included in MTC
Resolution 4035.

Role of Exchanges:

In the past, exchanges have been used to fund large projects with a more restrictive funding
source, allowing for the funding of multiple smaller projects with a local fund source. The
OBAG program has characteristics that make it a good fit for an exchange scenario, which is
being considered as part of the programming approach. CMAQ funding makes up the majority of
the OBAG programming capacity. CMAQ also has more restrictive eligibility requirements than
the STP funds that are also available through the OBAG program. If an exchange candidate is
identified that is eligible to expend the federal funds within the required schedule, the final
program of projects could benefit with more flexibility in the types of projects selected for the
OBAG program. This is based on the assumption that OBAG requirements would still need to be
met for the exchanged funds (i.e., 70 percent of the programmed funds supporting PDAs and a
program selected by June 30, 2013). Additional information on exchange scenarios will be
available in November

OBAG Eligibility, Screening and Selection Criteria

Projects will be first screened for eligibility and will then be prioritized based on project
selection criteria for the OBAG program as a whole, as well as for individual OBAG programs
(Local Streets and Roads Preservation and PDA Supportive Transportation Investments). MTC’s
OBAG guidelines dictate multiple screening and evaluation criteria that will be required to be
used.

The project selection criteria for this funding cycle will include traditional criteria that have been

used in past funding cycles as well as new OBAG specific requirements that have not
traditionally been applied to the evaluation of transportation projects.

Page 103



OBAG Eligibility Criteria

Alameda CTC Requirements
The OBAG program requires that by May 1, 2013, the Alameda CTC complete the OBAG
Checklist for Compliance with MTC Resolution No. 4035. The intent of the checklist is to
delineate and ensure compliance with the requirements included in the OBAG program related to
the:

e PDA Investment and Growth Strategy, the

e Performance and Accountability Policies and

e OBAG calls for Projects Guidance.

The checklist also certifies the Alameda CTC engagement with Regional and local agencies
while developing the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy.

Local Agency Eligibility Requirements

A local agency must be an eligible public agency qualified to receive federal funds per MTC’s
OBAG guidelines. In addition, there are two major requirements that must be met for local
jurisdictions to be eligible to receive federal funds through the OBAG Program:

1. Adoption of Complete Streets Resolutions by January 31, 2013 (or compliant General
Plan)

2. Certification of housing element by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development by January 31, 2013

The OBAG Checklist which details the required activities for the Alameda CTC is included as
Attachment B. The Local Jurisdiction OBAG Checklist also includes requirements for local
jurisdictions to be eligible to receive OBAG funds is included as Attachment C.

OBAG Screening Criteria

Projects must meet all screening criteria in order to be considered further for OBAG funding.
The screening criteria will focus on meeting the eligibility requirements for OBAG funds and
include the following factors:

» Project must be eligible for funding from one or more of the fund programs incorporated
into OBAG:
0 Local Streets and Roads Preservation
0 PDA Supportive Transportation Investments
o Safe Routes to School
» The project is in a PDA, or meets the minimum definition of “Proximate Access” to a
PDA *
o If the project is not physically located within the boundaries of a PDA, provide
the benefit of the proposed transportation improvement for travel to or from a
PDA or between the PDA and a job center or other important community services
or areas or between PDAs
o0 Applies to the 70% portion of the funds
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0 The proposed LSR programming target will allow sponsors to submit LSR
projects either inside and/or outside the PDAs. It is anticipated that the 70/30
PDA/Non-PDA split for the over all OBAG program will be met even if a
majority of LSR projects proposed are outside the PDAsS.

> Project sponsor is requesting a minimum of $500,000 in OBAG funds.

0 Requests for less than this amount may be considered on a case by case basis.
Per MTC OBAG policy, grant amount will be no less than $100,000 for any
project and the overall average of all OBAG grants meet the $500,000 minimum
threshold *

» Project is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan and the Alameda
Countywide Transportation Plan.

> Project must have the required 11.47% local match in committed or programmed funds.
* - Indicates OBAG specific requirement

OBAG Selection Criteria

The project selection criteria for this funding cycle will include criteria used in past Alameda
CTC funding cycles as well as new requirements that are mandated by the OBAG program.
Projects that meet all of the OBAG screening criteria will be prioritized for OBAG funding
based on the factors listed below.

e Project Readiness
0 Status / work completed to date
0 Cost estimate and funding plan
0 Schedule

e Proximate Access*
o If the project is not physically located within the boundaries of a PDA, provide
the benefit of the proposed transportation improvement for travel to or from a
PDA or between the PDA and a job center or other important community services
or areas or between PDAs

e Project is well-defined and results in a usable segment
e Sustainability (e.g. maintenance responsibility, life cycle of improvement)

e Transportation project need/benefit/effectiveness:
o Also consider transportation project need/benefit/effectiveness in direct relation to
the PDA(S)
0 Includes safety issues

e Project is located in high impact project areas in regards to PDA development and the
SCS. Factors defining high-impact areas include:*
0 Housing — PDAs taking on significant housing growth in the SCS (total number
of units and percentage change), including RHNA allocations, as well as housing
production

Page 105



0 Jobs in proximity to housing and transit (both current levels and those included in
the SCS)

o Improved transportation choices for all income levels (reduces VMT), proximity
to quality transit access, with an emphasis on connectivity (including safety,
lighting, etc.)

o Consistency with regional TLC design guidelines or design that encourages multi-
modal access

o0 Project areas with parking management and pricing policies

e Project is located in Communities of Concern (COC)*

e Proposed transportation investments in PDAs have affordable housing preservation and
creation strategies.*

e Proposed transportation investments in PDAs overlap with Air District Communities Air
Risk Evaluation (CARE) communities and/or are in proximity to freight transport
infrastructure.*

e Priority of the PDA*

0 Alameda CTC is preparing a PDA Strategic Plan. This plan is proposed to
identify PDAs whose development would benefit from the implementation of the
proposed transportation project. This issue will be discussed in more detail under
agenda item 4B.

* - Indicates OBAG specific requirement

Local Streets and Roads Preservation Additional Selection Criteria

The LSR Program funding is reserved for pavement rehabilitation and preventative maintenance
projects located on the Federal-Aid System. Projects applying for LSR funds will be subject to
additional criteria below listed:

e Projects located on the Federal-Aid System

e ldentify project Functional Classification system

e ldentify Functional Category within the Classification System

o ldentify Preventive Maintenance projects (Eligible preventive maintenance projects must
have a PCI above 70.)

e Sponsoring agency must have a certified Pavement Management System (PMS)

e Proposed project must be based on the analysis results from an established PMS for a
jurisdiction
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Coordinated Programming

Other fund sources can complement the OBAG programming process, by providing funding that
can match federal monies, funding certain project types or phases of a project. It is recommended
that additional fund sources allocated by the Alameda CTC be considered in coordination with
the OBAG programming process, with a focus on the PDA Supportive Transportation
Investment and SR2S Categories. The minimum match required for the federal funds in these
two programs would be approximately $5.4 million.

Staff has identified the following funding to coordinate with the OBAG programming process:
e $1.5 Million of Measure B Bike Ped. Countywide Discretionary funds
e $1.5 Million VRF Bike Ped funds
e $5 million of VRF Transit for Congestion Relief Program

When considering other fund sources in the recommendation for the Coordinated OBAG
programming (including STP/CMAQ, Measure B and VRF funding), factors such as eligibility,
schedule, and best use of each individual fund source for the entire program of projects being
considered will be used.

The project sponsors receiving LSR funds will also need to provide the local match for their
respective LSR projects. Based on Federal funding requirements, a 11.47% local match is
required for OBAG funds. This is an eligible cost for both Measures B LSR pass through funds
and VRF LSR pass through funds.

Other OBAG Programs

PDA Planning Assistance

We are working with MTC on identifying funding for additional resources to provide assistance
to local agencies to further PDA developments. These funds would be from sources above and
beyond the $63 million of OBAG identified for transportation investments. This issue will be
discussed at committee meetings in the upcoming months.

Priority Conservation Areas (PCA) Program

This is a $10 million program that is regionally competitive and Alameda County projects can
compete for up to $5 million ($5 million is dedicated to the North Bay counties). Eligible
projects include planning, land/easement acquisition, open space access projects, and farm-to-
market capital projects. Priority would be given to projects that can partner with state agencies,
regional districts, and private foundations to leverage outside funds, particularly for land
acquisition and open space access. A 3:1 match is required for all projects outside of the North
Bay Counties. Staff recommends that PCA project proposals should partner with agencies such
as the East Bay Regional Park District and other organizations such as the Tri Valley
Conservancy for this regional competitive program.
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Next Steps:

The Draft Programming Guidelines Elements with ACTAC comments will be presented to the
Committees and the Commission later this month. The Final Programming Guidelines will be
presented to the Committees and Commission at the November meetings. A detailed
implementation and outreach schedule is included as Attachment D.

Fiscal Impact
Approximately $63 million will be available for Alameda County through the OBAG program.

Alameda CTC is also eligible for funding from some of the regional programs that are part of the
Cycle 2 programming approved under MTC Resolution 4035.

Attachments:

Attachment A: OBAG Program Category Summary (Table)

Attachment B: OBAG Checklist for Compliance with MTC Resolution No. 4035
Attachment C: Local Jurisdiction OBAG Checklist

Attachment D: OBAG Implementation Schedule

Attachment E: MTC Resolution 4035
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Attachment B

Reporting CMA:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Checklist for
CMA Compliance with MTC Resolution No. 4035

Re: Federal Cycle 2 Program Covering FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16

The intent of this checklist is to delineate the requirements included in the OBAG Grant Program in
MTC Resolution 4035 related to the Priority Development Area (PDA) Investment and Growth
Strategy (Appendix A-6), the Performance and Accountability Policies, and OBAG Call for Projects
Guidance (Appendix A-5). This checklist must be completed by Congestion Management Agencies
and submitted to MTC to certify compliance with the OBAG requirements listed in Resolution No.
4035. This checklist does not cover the programming actions by a CMA for the OBAG grant.

This checklist serves as an instrument for assessing the CMA’s compliance with OBAG requirements
as set forth in Resolution 4035, adopted by MTC on May 17, 2012.

CMA Requirements

PDA Investment and Growth Strategy:
Appendix A-6

=

Engage with Regional and Local Jurisdictions YES NO N/A

a. Hasthe CMA developed a process to regularly engage local [] [] []
planners and public works staff in developing a PDA Investment
and Growth Strategy that supports and encourages development in
the county’s PDAs?

b. Has the CMA encouraged community participation throughout the ] ] ]
planning and establishment of project priorities?

c. Has the CMA’s staff or consultant designee participated in TAC [] [] []
meetings established through the local jurisdiction’s planning
processes funded through the regional PDA planning program?

d. Has the CMA worked with MTC and ABAG staff to confirm that [] [] []
regional policies are addressed in PDA plans?

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement
at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met. Page 1
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Reporting CMA:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

2. Planning Objectives to Inform Project Priorities YES NO N/A

a. Has the CMA kept itself apprised of ongoing transportation and ] ] ]
land-use planning efforts throughout the county?

b. Has the CMA encouraged local agencies to quantify transportation ] ] ]
infrastructure needs and costs as part of their planning processes?

c. Has the CMA encouraged and supported local jurisdictions in
meeting their housing objectives established through their adopted
Housing Elements and RHNA?

1. By May 1, 2013, has the CMA received and reviewed [] [] []
information submitted to the CMA by ABAG on the progress
that local jurisdictions have made in implementing their
housing element objectives and identifying current local
housing policies that encourage affordable housing production
and/or community stabilization?

2. Starting in May 2014 and in all subsequent updates of its PDA [] [] []
Investment & Growth Strategy, has the CMA assessed local
jurisdiction efforts in approving sufficient housing for all
income levels through the RHNA process and, where
appropriate, assisted local jurisdictions in implementing local
policy changes to facilitate achieving these goals?

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement
at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met. Page 2
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Reporting CMA:

For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds

Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

3. Establishing Local Funding Priorities

NO N/A

a. Has the CMA developed funding guidelines for evaluating OBAG

projects that support multi-modal transportation priorities based

on connections to housing, jobs and commercial activity and that
emphasize the following factors?

1. Projects located in high impact project areas, including:

O

a) PDAs taking on significant housing growth in the SCS (total
number of units and percentage change), including RHNA
allocations, as well as housing production;

b) Jobs in proximity to housing and transit (both current levels
and those included in the SCS);

¢) Improved transportation choices for all income levels
(reduces VMT), proximity to quality transit access, with an
emphasis on connectivity (including safety, lighting, etc.);

d) Consistency with regional Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) design guidelines or design that
encourages multi-modal access;

e) Project areas with parking management and pricing
policies.

Projects located in Communities of Concern (COC) as defined
by MTC, which can be found at
http://geocommons/maps/110983

a) CMAs may also include additional COCs beyond those
defined by MTC that are local priorities.

PDAs with affordable housing preservation and creation
strategies.

Local jurisdictions that employ best management practices to
mitigate exposures where PDAs overlap and/or are in
proximity with communities identified in the Air District’s
Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program or freight
transport infrastructure. For information regarding the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District’s CARE program, go to:
http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
Research/CARE-Program.aspx

at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met.

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement

Page 3
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Reporting CMA:

For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

Has the CMA defined the term “proximate access”, including a
policy justification, and how it would be applied to projects
applying for OBAG funds?

Has the CMA designated and mapped projects recommended for
funding that are not geographically within a PDA but provide
“proximate access” to a PDA, along with policy justifications for that
determination?

Has the CMA documented the approach used to select OBAG
projects including outreach, and submitted a board adopted list of
projects with the outreach documentation to MTC (see Call for
Projects Guidance requirements below)?

YES NO N/A

Performance and Accountability Policies

4.

Ensuring Local Compliance

YES NO N/A

a.

Has the CMA received confirmation that local jurisdictions have
met or are making progress in meeting the Performance and
Accountability Policies requirements related to Complete Streets
and local Housing Elements as set forth in pages 12 and 13 of MTC
Resolution 40357 Note: CMAs can use the Local Jurisdiction OBAG
Requirement Checklist to help fulfill this requirement.

Has the CMA affirmed to MTC that a jurisdiction is in compliance
with the requirements of MTC Resolution 4035 prior to
programming OBAG funds to its projects in the TIP?

I

at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met.

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement

Page 4
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Reporting CMA:

For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds

Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

Call for Projects Guidance Appendix A-5

(Public Involvement and Outreach, Agency coordination, and Title VI)

5. Public Involvement and Outreach YES NO N/A

a. Has the CMA conducted countywide outreach to stakeholders and [] [] []
the public to solicit project ideas consistent with Appendix A-5?

b. Has the CMA documented the outreach efforts undertaken for the ] ] ]
local call for projects to show how it is consistent with MTC’s Public
Participation Plan as noted in Appendix A-5, and submitted these
materials to MTC?

c. Has the CMA performed agency coordination consistent with ] ] ]
Appendix A-5?

d. Has the CMA fulfilled Title VI responsibilities consistent with ] ] ]
Appendix A-5?

6. Completion of Checklist YES NO N/A

a. Has the CMA completed all section of this checklist? [] [] []
1. Ifthe CMA has checked “NO” or N/A to any checklist items, [] [] []

please include which item and a description below as to why
the requirement was not met or is considered Not Applicable.

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement

at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met.

Page 5
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Reporting CMA:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 through 2015-16 One Bay Area Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

Review and Approval of Checklist

This checklist was prepared by:

Signature Date

Name & Title (print)

Phone Email

This checklist was approved for submission to MTC by:

Signature Date

CMA Executive Director

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement

at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met.

Page 6
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Attachment C

Reporting Jurisdiction:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 and 2015-16 CMA Block Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Checklist for
Local Compliance with MTC Resolution No. 4035

Re: Federal Cycle 2 Program Covering FY 2012-13 through FY 20115-16

The intent of this checklist is to delineate the requirements included in the OBAG Grant Program
related to the PDA Investment and Growth Strategy (Appendix A-6), the Performance and
Accountability Policies and OBAG Call for Projects Guidance (Appendix A-5). This checklist must be
completed by Local Jurisdictions and submitted to the CMA to certify compliance with the OBAG
requirements listed in MTC Resolution No. 4035.

This checklist serves as an instrument for assessing local compliance with OBAG requirements as
set forth in Resolution 4035, adopted by MTC on May 17, 2012.

1. Compliance with the Complete Streets Act of 2008 YES NO N/A

a. Has thelocal jurisdiction either: [] L] ]

1. Adopted a complete streets policy resolution no later than
January 31, 2013, or

2. Adopted a General Plan Circulation Element that is compliant
with the Complete Streets Act of 2008?

b. Has the jurisdiction submitted a Complete Streets Checklist for any [] [] []
project for which the jurisdiction has applied for OBAG funding?

2. Housing Element Certification YES NO N/A

a. Has thelocal jurisdiction’s fourth-revision housing element been [] [] []
certified by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for 2007-14 RHNA prior to January 31, 2013?

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement
at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met. Page 1
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Reporting Jurisdiction:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 and 2015-16 CMA Block Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

b. Ifthe answer to 2.a is “no”, will the local jurisdiction submit to [] [] []
ABAG/MTC by November 1, 2012, a request for an extension of the
deadline for a certified housing element to January 31, 2014? Note:
OBAG funds cannot be programmed into the TIP until the housing
element certification is complete, and if not achieved, reserved OBAG
funds can be moved by a CMA to another project that meets OBAG
policies and regional delivery deadlines.

In the fifth-revision (2015-2022), jurisdictions will be required to
adopt housing elements by October 31, 2014

YES NO N/A
3. Completion of Checklist

a. Has the Jurisdiction completed all sections of this checklist? [] [] []

1. Ifthe jurisdiction has checked “NO” or N/A to any of the [] [] []
above questions, please provide an explanation below as to
why the requirement was not met or is considered “Not
Applicable.”

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement
at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met. Page 2
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Reporting Jurisdiction:
For Receipt of Fiscal Years 2012-13 and 2015-16 CMA Block Grant Funds
Reporting Period: Calendar Year 2013

Review and Approval of Checklist

This checklist was prepared by:

Signature Date

Name & Title (print)

Phone Email

This checklist was approved for submission to <INSERT NAME>City/County by:

Signature Date

City Manager/Administrator or designee

If “NO” or “N/A -Not Applicable” is marked in any box on the checklist, please include a statement
at the end of the checklist to indicate why the item was not met. Page 3
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Attachment E
Date:  May 17, 2012
W.l.: 1512
Referred by:  Planning

ABSTRACT
Resolution No. 4035

This resolution adopts the Project Selection Policies and Programming for federal Surface
Transportation Authorization Act following the Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient
Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA), and any extensions of SAFETEA in the interim. The
Project Selection Policies contain the project categories that are to be funded with various fund
sources including federal surface transportation act funding available to MTC for its
programming discretion to be included in the federal Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP).

The resolution includes the following attachments:
Attachment A — Project Selection Policies
Attachment B-1 — Regional Program Project List
Attachment B-2 — OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Project List

Further discussion of the Project Selection Criteria and Programming Policies is contained in the
memorandum to the Joint Planning Committee dated May 11, 2012.
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Date:  May 17, 2012
W.l.: 1512
Referred By:  Planning

RE: Federal Cycle 2 Program covering FY 2012-13, FY 2013-14, FY 2014-15 and FY 2015-16:
Project Selection Policies and Programming

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 4035

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code Section 66500

et seq.; and

WHEREAS, MTC is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area region and is required to prepare and endorse a Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) which includes federal funds; and

WHEREAS, MTC is the designated recipient for federal funding administered by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) assigned to the MPO/RTPA of the San Francisco Bay Area for the
programming of projects (regional federal funds); and

WHEREAS, the federal funds assigned to the MPOs/RTPAs for their discretion are subject to
availability and must be used within prescribed funding deadlines regardless of project readiness; and

WHEREAS, MTC, in cooperation with the Association of Bay Area Governments, (ABAG), the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Congestion Management
Agencies (CMAS), transit operators, counties, cities, and interested stakeholders, has developed criteria,
policies and procedures to be used in the selection of projects to be funded with various funding
including regional federal funds as set forth in Attachments A, B-1 and B-2 of this Resolution,
incorporated herein as though set forth at length; and

WHEREAS, using the policies set forth in Attachment A of this Resolution, MTC, in
cooperation with the Bay Area Partnership and interested stakeholders, has or will develop a program of
projects to be funded with these funds for inclusion in the federal Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP), as set forth in Attachments B-1 and B-2 of this Resolution, incorporated herein as though set forth
at length; and
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MTC Resolution 4035
Page 2

WHEREAS the federal TIP and subsequent TIP amendments and updates are subject to public

review and comment; now therefore be it

RESOLVED that MTC approves the “Project Selection Policies and Programming” for projects
to be funded with Cycle 2 Program funds as set forth in Attachments A, B-1 and B-2 of this Resolution;
and be it further

RESOLVED that the federal funding shall be pooled and redistributed on a regional basis for
implementation of Project Selection Criteria, Policies, Procedures and Programming, consistent with the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP); and be it further

RESOLVED that the projects will be included in the federal TIP subject to final federal
approval; and be it further

RESOLVED that the Executive Director or his designee can make technical adjustments and
other non-substantial revisions, including updates to fund distributions to reflect final 2014-2022 FHWA
figures; and be it further

RESOLVED that the Executive Director or designee is authorized to revise Attachments B-1
and B-2 as necessary to reflect the programming of projects as the projects are selected and included in
the federal TIP; and be it further

RESOLVED that the Executive Director shall make available a copy of this resolution, and such
other information as may be required, to the Governor, Caltrans, and to other such agencies as may be

appropriate.

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

l‘u ”[B%

' .
Jissier, Chair

The above resolution was entered into
by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission at the regular meeting
of the Commission held in Oakland,
California, on May 17,2012
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Date: May 17, 2012
W.l.: 1512
Referred by:  Planning

Attachment A
Resolution No. 4035

Cycle 2 Program
Project Selection Criteria and
Programming Policy

For
FY 2012-13, FY 2013-14,
FY 2014-15 and FY 2015-16

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Cycle 2 Program
Project Selection Criteria and Programming Policy
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Attachment A, MTC Resolution No. 4035
May 17, 2012

Cycle 2 Program
Policy and Programming
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May 17, 2012
Attachment A, MTC Resolution No. 4035

BACKGROUND

Anticipating the end of the federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA) on September 30, 2009, MTC approved Cycle 1 commitments (Resolution
3925) along with an overall framework to guide upcoming programming decisions for Cycle 2 to address
the new six-year surface transportation authorization act funding. However, the successor to SAFETEA
has not yet been enacted, and SAFETEA has been extended through continuing resolutions. Without the
new federal surface transportation act, MTC may program funds forward based on reasonable estimates of
revenues. It is estimated that roughly $795 million is available for programming over the upcoming four-
year Cycle 2 period.

Cycle 2 covers the four years from FY 2012-13 to FY 2015-2016 pending the enactment of the new
authorization and/or continuation of SAFETEA.

This attachment outlines how the region will use Cycle 2 funds for transportation needs in the MTC region.
Funding decisions continue to implement the strategies and objectives of the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), Transportation 2035, which is the Bay Area’s comprehensive roadmap to guide transportation
investments in surface transportation including mass transit, highway, local road, bicycle and pedestrian
projects over the long term. The program investments recommended for funding in Cycle 2 are an
outgrowth of the transportation needs identified by the RTP and also take into consideration the preferred
transportation investment strategy of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).

Appendix A-1 provides an overview of the Cycle 2 Program commitments which contain a regional
program component managed by MTC and a county program component to be managed by the
counties.

CYCLE 2 REVENUE ESTIMATES AND FEDERAL PROGRAM ARCHITECTURE

MTC receives federal funding for local programming from the State for local programming in the
MTC region. Among the various transportation programs established by SAFETEA, this includes
regional Surface Transportation Program (STP) Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ) Program and to a lesser extent, Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) and Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds. The STP/CMAQ/RTIP/TE
programming capacity in Cycle 2 amounts to $795 million. The Commission programs the
STP/CMAQ funds while the California Transportation Commission programs the RTIP and TE
Funds. Furthermore, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is contributing
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funding to Cycle 2. Below are issues to be addressed as
the region implements Cycle 2 programming, particularly in light that approval of Cycle 2 will
precede approval of the new federal transportation act.

Revenues: A revenue growth rate of 3% over prior federal apportionments is assumed for the
first year — FY 2012-13. Due to continued uncertainties with federal funding, the estimated
revenues for the later years of the program, FY 2013-14 through FY 2015-16, have not been
escalated, but held steady at the estimated FY 2012-13 apportionment amount. If there are
significant reductions in federal apportionments over the Cycle 2 time period, as in the past,
MTC will reconcile the revenue levels following enactment of the New Act by making
adjustments later if needed, by postponement of projects or adjustments to subsequent
programming cycles.
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Fund Sources: Development of the new federal surface transportation authorization will need
to be closely monitored. New federal programs, their eligibility rules, and how funding is
distributed to the states and regions could potentially impact the implementation of the Cycle 2
Regional and One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Programs. It is anticipated that any changes to the
federal programs would likely overlap to a large extent with projects that are currently eligible
for funding under Title 23 of the United States Code, though the actual fund sources will likely
no longer be referred as STP/CMAQ/TE in the manner we have grown accustomed. Therefore,
reference to specific fund sources in the Cycle 2 programming is a proxy for replacement fund
sources for which MTC has programming authority.

NEW FUNDING APPROACH FOR CYCLE 2—THE ONEBAYAREA GRANT

For Cycle 2, the OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) is a new funding approach that better integrates the
region’s federal transportation program with California’s climate law (Senate Bill 375, Steinberg,
2008) and the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Funding distribution to the counties will
encourage land-use and housing policies that support the production of housing with supportive
transportation investments. This is accomplished through the following policies:

e Using transportation dollars to reward jurisdictions that accept housing allocations through
the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process and produce housing.

e Supporting the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Bay Area by promoting
transportation investments in Priority Development Areas (PDASs) and by initiating a pilot
program in the North Bay counties that will support open space preservation in Priority
Conservation Areas (PCA).

e Providing a higher proportion of funding to local agencies and additional investment
flexibility by eliminating required program targets. A significant amount of funding that was
used for regional programs in Cycle 1 is shifted to local programs (the OneBayArea Grant).
The OBAG program allows investments in transportation categories such as Transportation
for Livable Communities, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, local streets and roads
preservation, and planning and outreach activities, while also providing targeted funding
opportunities for Safe Routes to School (SR2S) and Priority Conservation Areas.

Project List

Attachment B of Resolution 4035 contains the list of projects to be programmed under the Cycle 2
Program. Attachments B-1 and B-2 are listings of projects receiving Cycle 2 funding, and reflects
the programs and projects included in the regional and OBAG programs respectively. The listing is
subject to project selection actions (conducted by MTC for most of the regional programs and by
the CMAs for funds distributed to them). MTC staff will update Attachments B-1 and B-2 as
projects are selected by the Commission and CMAs and are included in the federal TIP.

OneBayArea Grant Fund Distribution Formula

The formula used to distribute OneBayArea Grant funding to the counties takes into consideration
the following factors: population, past housing production, future housing commitments as
determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Regional Housing Needs
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Assessment (RHNA) and added weighting to acknowledge very low and low income housing. The
formula breakdown is as follows with distributions derived from each jurisdiction’s proportionate
share of the regional total for each factor:

OBAG Fund Distribution Factors

Factor Weighting Percentage
Population 50%
RHNA* (total housing units) 12.5%
RHNA (low/very low income housing units) 12.5%
Housing Production** (total housing units) 12.5%
Housing Production (low/very low income housing units) | 12.5%

* RHNA 2014-2022
**Housing Production Report 1999-2006

The objective of this formula is to provide housing incentives to complement the region’s
Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) which together with a Priority Development Area (PDA)
focused investment strategy will lead to transportation investments that support focused
development. The proposed One Bay Area Grant formula also uses actual housing production data
from 1999-2006, which has been capped such that each jurisdiction receives credit for housing up
to its RHNA allocation. Subsequent funding cycles will be based on housing production from
ABAG’s next housing report to be published in 2013. The formula also recognizes jurisdictions’
RHNA and past housing production (uncapped) contributions to very low and low income housing
units. The resulting OBAG fund distribution for each county is presented in Appendix A-4. Funding
guarantees are also incorporated in the fund distribution to ensure that all counties receive as much
funding under the new funding model as compared to what they would have received under the
Cycle 1 framework.

The Commission, working with ABAG, will revisit the funding distribution formula for the next
cycle (post FY2015-16) to further evaluate how to best incentivize housing production across all
income levels and other Plan Bay Area performance objectives.

CYCLE 2 GENERAL PROGRAMMING POLICIES
The following programming policies apply to all projects funded in Cycle 2:

1. Public Involvement. MTC is committed to a public involvement process that is proactive and
provides comprehensive information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions,
and opportunities for continuing involvement. MTC provides many methods to fulfill this
commitment, as outlined in the MTC Public Participation Plan, Resolution No. 3821. The
Commission’s adoption of the Cycle 2 program, including policy and procedures meet the
provisions of the MTC Public Participation Plan. MTC’s advisory committees and the Bay
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Area Partnership have been consulted in the development of funding commitments and policies
for this program; and opportunities to comment have been provided to other stakeholders and
members of the public.

Furthermore, investments made in the Cycle 2 program must be consistent with federal Title VI
requirements. Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, income, and national
origin in programs and activities receiving federal financial assistance. Public outreach to and
involvement of individuals in low income and minority communities covered under Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act and the Executive Order pertaining to Environmental Justice is critical to
both local and regional decisions. Additionally, when CMAs select projects for funding at the
county level, they must consider equitable solicitation and selection of project candidates in
accordance with federal Title VI requirements (as set forth in Appendix A-5).

Commission Approval of Programs and Projects and the Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). Projects approved as part of the Cycle 2 Program must be amended into the
federal TIP. The federally required TIP is a comprehensive listing of all San Francisco Bay
Area surface transportation projects that receive federal funds, and/or are subject to a federally
required action, such as federal environmental clearance, and/or are regionally significant for air
quality conformity or modeling purposes. It is the project sponsor’s responsibility to ensure
their project is properly programmed in the TIP in a timely manner. Where CMAs are
responsible for project selection the Commission will revise the TIP to include the resulting
projects and Attachment B to this Resolution may be amended by MTC staff to reflect these
revisions. Where responsibility for project selection in the framework of a Cycle 2 funding
program is assigned to MTC, TIP amendments and a revision to Attachment B will be reviewed
and approved by the Commission.

Minimum Grant Size. The objective of a grant minimum requirement is to maximize the
efficient use of federal funds and minimize the number of federal-aid projects which place
administrative burdens on project sponsors, CMAs, MTC, Caltrans, and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) staff. Funding grants per project must therefore be a minimum of
$500,000 for counties with a population over 1 million (Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa
Clara counties) and $250,000 for counties with a population under one million (Marin, Napa,
San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano, and Sonoma counties).

To provide flexibility, alternatively an averaging approach may be used. A CMA may program
grant amounts no less than $100,000 for any project, provided that the overall average of all
grant amounts within their OBAG program meets the county minimum grant amount threshold.

Given the typical smaller scale of projects for the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program, a
lower threshold applies to the regional Safe Routes to School Program projects which have a
minimum grant size of $100,000.

. Air Quality Conformity. In the Bay Area, it is the responsibility of MTC to make an air quality
conformity determination for the TIP in accordance with federal Clean Air Act requirements
and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conformity regulations. MTC evaluates the impact
of the TIP on regional air quality during the biennial update of the TIP. Since the 2011 air
quality conformity finding has been completed for the 2011 TIP, no non-exempt projects that
were not incorporated in the finding will be considered for funding in the Cycle 2 Program until
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the development of the 2013 TIP during spring 2013. Additionally, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency has designated the Bay Area as a non-attainment area for PM 2.5.

Therefore, based on consultation with the MTC Air Quality Conformity Task Force, projects
deemed “Projects of Air Quality Concern” must complete a hot-spot analysis required by the
Transportation Conformity Rule. Generally Projects of Air Quality Concern (POAQC) are those
projects that result in significant increases in the number of or emissions from diesel vehicles.

5. Environmental Clearance. Project sponsors are responsible for compliance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seq.), the State Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations Section 15000 et seq.), and the National Environmental Protection Act (42 USC
Section 4-1 et seq.) standards and procedures for all projects with federal funds.

6. Application, Resolution of Local Support. Project sponsors must submit a completed project
application for each project proposed for funding through MTC’s Funding Management System
(FMS). The project application consists of two parts: 1) an application submittal and/or TIP
revision request to MTC staff, and 2) Resolution of Local Support approved by the project
sponsor’s governing board or council. A template for the resolution of local support can be
downloaded from the MTC website using the following link:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/STPCMAQ/STP_CMAQ _LocalSupportReso.doc

7. Project Screening and Compliance with Regional and Federal Requirements. MTC staff
will perform a review of projects proposed for the Cycle 2 Program to ensure 1) eligibility; 2)
consistency with the RTP; and 3) project readiness. In addition, project sponsors must adhere to
directives such as “Complete Streets” (MTC Routine Accommodations for Bicyclists and
Pedestrians); and the Regional Project Funding Delivery Policy as outlined below; and provide
the required matching funds. Project sponsors should note that fund source programs, eligibility
criteria, and regulations may change as a result of the passage of new surface transportation
authorization legislation. In this situation, MTC staff will work to realign new fund sources with
the funding commitments approved by the Commission.

» Federal Project Eligibility: STP has a wide range of projects that are eligible for
consideration in the TIP. Eligible projects include, federal-aid highway and bridge
improvements (construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, resurfacing, restoration, and
operational), mitigation related to an STP project, public transit capital improvements,
pedestrian, and bicycle facilities, and transportation system management, transportation
demand management, transportation control measures, surface transportation planning
activities, and safety. More detailed eligibility requirements can be found in Section 133
of Title 23 of the United States Code.

CMAQ funding applies to new or expanded transportation projects, programs, and
operations that help reduce emissions. Eligible project categories that meet this basic
criteria include: Transportation activities in approved State Implementation Plan (SIP),
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs), alternative fuels, traffic flow improvements,
transit expansion projects, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs, travel demand
management, outreach and rideshare activities, telecommuting programs, intermodal
freight, planning and project development activities, Inspection and maintenance
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programs, magnetic levitation transportation technology deployment program, and
experimental pilot projects. For more detailed guidance see the CMAQ Program
Guidance (FHWA, November 2008).

In the event that the next surface transportation authorization materially alters these
programs, MTC staff will work with project sponsors to match projects with appropriate
federal fund programs. MTC reserves the right to assign specific fund sources based on
availability and eligibility requirements.

»RTP Consistency: Projects included in the Cycle 2 Program must be consistent with the
adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), according to federal planning regulations.
Each project included in the Cycle 2 Program must identify its relationship with meeting
the goals and objectives of the RTP, and where applicable, the RTP ID number or
reference.

» Complete Streets (MTC Routine Accommodations of Pedestrians and Bicyclists) Policy):
Federal, state and regional policies and directives emphasize the accommodation of
bicyclists, pedestrians, and persons with disabilities when designing transportation
facilities. MTC's Complete Streets policy (Resolution No. 3765) created a checklist that
is intended for use on projects to ensure that the accommodation of non-motorized
travelers are considered at the earliest conception or design phase. The county
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAS) ensure that project sponsors complete the
checklist before projects are considered by the county for funds and submitted to MTC.
CMA s are required to make completed checklists available to their Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) for review prior to CMAS’ project selection
actions for Cycle 2.

Other state policies include, Caltrans Complete Streets Policy Deputy Directive 64 R1
which stipulates: pedestrians, bicyclists and persons with disabilities must be considered
in all programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations, and project
development activities and products and SB 1358 California Complete Streets Act, which
requires local agency general plan circulation elements to address all travel modes.

» Project Delivery and Monitoring. Cycle 2 funding is available in the following four
federal fiscal years: FY 2012-13, 2013-14, 2014-15, and FY 2015-16. Funds may be
programmed in any one of these years, conditioned upon the availability of federal
apportionment and obligation authority (OA). This will be determined through the
development of an annual obligation plan, which is developed in coordination with the
Partnership and project sponsors. However, funds MUST be obligated in the fiscal year
programmed in the TIP, with all Cycle 2 funds to be obligated no later than March 31,
2016. Specifically, the funds must be obligated by FHWA or transferred to Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) within the federal fiscal year that the funds are
programmed in the TIP.

All Cycle 2 funding is subject to the Regional Project Funding Delivery Policy and any
subsequent revisions (MTC Resolution No. 3606 at
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/delivery/MTC_Res _3606.pdf) . Obligation deadlines,
project substitutions and redirection of project savings will continue to be governed by
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the MTC Regional Project Funding Delivery Policy. All funds are subject to obligation,
award, invoicing, reimbursement and project close out requirements. The failure to meet
these deadlines may result in the de-programming and redirection to other projects.

To further facilitate project delivery and ensure all federal funds in the region are meeting
federal and state regulations and deadlines, every recipient of Cycle 2 funding will need
to identify a staff position that serves as the single point of contact for the implementation
of all FHWA-administered funds within that agency. The person in this position must
have sufficient knowledge and expertise in the federal-aid delivery process to coordinate
issues and questions that may arise from project inception to project close-out. The
agency is required to identify the contact information for this position at the time of
programming of funds in the federal TIP. This person will be expected to work closely
with FHWA, Caltrans, MTC and the respective CMA on all issues related to federal
funding for all FHWA-funded projects implemented by the recipient.

Project sponsors that continue to miss delivery milestones and funding deadlines for any
federal funds are required to prepare and update a delivery status report on all projects with
FHWA-administered funds they manage, and participate if requested in a consultation
meeting with the county CMA, MTC and Caltrans prior to MTC approving future Cycle
programming or including any funding revisions for the agency in the federal TIP. The
purpose of the status report and consultation is to ensure the local public agency has the
resources and technical capacity to deliver FHWA federal-aid projects, is fully aware of the
required delivery deadlines, and has developed a delivery timeline that takes into
consideration the requirements and lead-time of the federal-aid process within available
resources.

By applying for and accepting Cycle 2 funding, the project sponsor is acknowledging that
it has and will maintain the expertise and staff resources necessary to deliver the federal-
aid project within the funding timeframe.

» Local Match. Projects funded with STP or CMAQ funding requires a non-federal local
match. Based on California’s share of the nation’s federal lands, the local match for STP
and CMAQ is currently 11.47% of the total project cost. The FHWA will reimburse up to
88.53% of the total project cost. Project sponsors are required to provide the required
match, which is subject to change.

» Fixed Program and Specific Project Selection. Projects are chosen for the program based
on eligibility, project merit, and deliverability within established deadlines. The Cycle 2
program is project specific and the funds programmed to projects are for those projects
alone. The Cycle 2 Program funding is fixed at the programmed amount; therefore, any
cost increase may not be covered by additional Cycle 2 funds. Project sponsors are
responsible for securing the necessary match, and for cost increases or additional funding
needed to complete the project including contingencies.
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REGIONAL PROGRAMS

The programs below comprise the Regional Program of Cycle 2, administered by the Commission.
Funding amounts for each program are included in Attachment A-1. Individual projects will be
added to Attachment B as they are selected and included in the federal TIP.

1. Regional Planning Activities

This program provides funding to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the San
Francisco Bay Area Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and MTC to support
regional planning activities. (Note that in the past this funding category included planning funding
for the CMAs. Starting with Cycle 2, CMAs will access their OneBayArea Grant to fund their
planning activities rather than from this regional program category). Appendix A-2 details the fund
distribution.

2. Regional Operations

This program includes projects which are administered at the regional level by MTC, and includes
funding to continue regional operations programs for Clipper®, 511 Traveler information
(including 511 Rideshare, 511 Bicycle, 511 Traffic, 511 Real-Time Transit and 511 transit),
Freeway Service Patrol / SAFE and Incident Management. Information on these programs is
available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/services/.

3. Freeway Performance Initiative

This program builds on the proven success of recent ramp metering projects that have achieved
significant delay reduction on Bay Area freeways and arterials at a fraction of the cost of traditional
highway widening projects. Several corridors are proposed for metering projects, targeting high
congestion corridors. These projects also include Traffic Operations System elements to better
manage the system as well as implementing the express lane network. This category also includes
funding for performance monitoring activities, regional performance initiatives implementation,
Regional Signal Timing Program, Program for Arterial System Synchronization (PASS), freeway
and arterial performance initiative projects and express lanes.

4. Pavement Management Program

This continues the region’s Pavement Management Program (PMP) and related activities including
the Pavement Technical Assistance Program (PTAP). MTC provides grants to local jurisdictions to
perform regular inspections of their local streets and roads networks and to update their pavement
management systems which is a requirement to receive certain funding. MTC also assists local
jurisdictions in conducting associated data collection and analysis efforts including local roads
needs assessments and inventory surveys and asset management analysis that feed into regional
planning efforts. MTC provides, training, research and development of pavement and non-
pavement preservation management techniques, and participates in the state-wide local streets and
roads needs assessment effort.

5. Priority Development Area (PDA) Activities
Funding in this regional program implements the following three regional programs:

Affordable TOD fund: This is a continuation of MTC’s successful Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) fund into Cycle 2 which successfully has leveraged a significant amount of outside funding.
The TOD fund provides financing for the development of affordable housing and other vital
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community services near transit lines throughout the Bay Area. Through the Fund, developers can
access flexible, affordable capital to purchase or improve available property near transit lines for the
development of affordable housing, retail space and other critical services, such as child care
centers, fresh food outlets and health clinics.

PDA Planning Grants: MTC and ABAG’s PDA Planning Grant Program will place an emphasis
on affordable housing production and preservation in funding agreements with grantees. Grants will
be made to jurisdictions to provide support in planning for PDAs in areas such as providing
housing, jobs, intensified land use, promoting alternative modes of travel to the single occupancy
vehicle, and parking management. These studies will place a special focus on selected PDAs with a
greater potential for residential displacement and develop and implement community risk reduction
plans. Also program funds will establish a new local planning assistance program to provide staff
resources directly to jurisdictions to support local land-use planning for PDAs.

MTC will commence work with state and federal government to create private sector economic
incentives to increase housing production.

PDA Planning Assistance: Grants will be made to local jurisdictions to provide planning support
as needed to meet regional housing goals.

6. Climate Change Initiatives

The proposed funding for the Cycle 2 Climate Initiative Program is to support the implementation
of strategies identified in Plan Bay Area to achieve the required CO2 emissions reductions per
SB375 and federal criteria pollutant reductions. Staff will work with the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District to implement this program.

7. Safe Routes to Schools

Within the Safe Routes to School Program (SR2S program) funding is distributed among the nine
Bay Area counties based on K-12 total enrollment for private and public schools as reported by the
California Department of Education for FY 2010-11. Appendix A-3 details the county fund
distribution. Before programming projects into the TIP the CMAs shall provide the SR2S
recommended county program scope, budget, schedule, agency roles, and federal funding recipient.
CMAs may choose to augment this program with their own Cycle 2 OBAG funding.

8. Transit Capital Rehabilitation

The program objective is to assist transit operators to fund major fleet replacements, fixed guideway
rehabilitation and other high-scoring capital needs, consistent with the FTA Transit Capital
Priorities program. This includes a set-aside of $1 million to support the consolidation and transition
of Vallejo and Benicia bus services to Soltrans

9. Transit Performance Initiative: This new pilot program implements transit supportive
investments in major transit corridors that can be carried out within two years. The focus is on
making cost-effective operational improvements on significant trunk lines which carry the largest
number of passengers in the Bay Area including transit signal prioritization, passenger circulation
improvements at major hubs, and boarding/stop improvements. Specific projects are included in
Attachment B.

10. Priority Conservation Area: This $10 million program is regionally competitive. The first $5
million would be dedicated to the North Bay counties of Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma.
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Eligible projects would include planning, land/easement acquisition, open space access projects,
and farm-to-market capital projects. Priority would be given to projects that can partner with state
agencies, regional districts and private foundations to leverage outside funds, particularly for land
acquisition and open space access. An additional $5 million will be available outside of the North
Bay counties for sponsors that can provide a 3:1 match. Program guidelines will be developed over
the next several months. Prior to the call for projects, a meeting will be held with stakeholders to
discuss the program framework and project eligibility. The program guidelines will be approved by
the Commission following those discussions. Note that tribal consultation for Plan Bay Area
highlighted the need for CMAs in Sonoma and Contra Costa counties to involve tribes in PCA
planning and project delivery.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 10
New Federal Surface Transportation Authorization Act, Cycle 2 Program

Project Selection Criteria and Programming Policy

Page 137



May 17, 2012
Attachment A, MTC Resolution No. 4035

ONEBAYAREA GRANT PROGRAMMING POLICIES

The policies below apply to the OneBayArea Grant Program, administered by the county
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAS) or substitute agency:

» Program Eligibility: The congestion management agency may program funds from its One
Bay Area Grant fund distribution to projects that meet the eligibility requirements for any
of the following transportation improvement types:

Local Streets and Roads Preservation
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Transportation for Livable Communities
Safe Routes To School/Transit

Priority Conservation Area

Planning and Outreach Activities

» Fund Source Distribution: OBAG is funded primarily from three federal fund sources:
STP, CMAQ and TE. Although the new federal surface transportation authorization act
now under consideration may alter the actual fund sources available for MTC’s
programming discretion it is anticipated that any new federal programs would overlap to
a large extent with existing programs. The CMAs will be provided a breakdown of
specific OBAG fund sources, with the understanding that actual fund sources may change
as a result of the new federal surface transportation act. In this situation, MTC staff will
work with the CMAs to realign new fund sources with the funding commitments
approved by the Commission. Furthermore, due to strict funding availability and
eligibility requirements, the CMAs must adhere to the fund source limitations provided.
Exceptions may be granted by MTC staff based on actual fund sources available and final
apportionment levels.

In determining the fund source distribution to the counties, each county was first
guaranteed at least what they would otherwise received in Cycle 2 under the original
Cycles 1 & 2 framework as compared to the original July 8, 2011 OBAG proposal. This
resulted in the county of Marin receiving an additional $1.1 million, county of Napa
receiving $1.3 million each, and the county of Solano receiving $1.4 million, for a total of
$3.8 million (in CMAQ funds) off the top to hold these counties harmless. The
Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds were then distributed based on the county TE
shares available for OBAG as approved in the 2012 Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP). STP funds were then assigned to the CMA planning and
outreach activities. The remaining STP funds assigned to OBAG were then distributed to
each county based on the OBAG distribution formula. The remaining funds were
distributed as CMAQ per the OBAG distribution formula. The hold harmless clause
resulted in a slight deviation in the OBAG formula distribution for the overall funding
amounts for each county.

» Priority Development Area (PDA) Policies
e PDA minimum: CMAs in larger counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo,
San Francisco, and Santa Clara) shall direct at least 70% of their OBAG
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investments to the PDAs. For North Bay counties (Marin, Napa, Solano, and
Sonoma) this minimum target is 50% to reflect the more rural nature of these
counties. A project lying outside the limits of a PDA may count towards the
minimum provided that it directly connects to or provides proximate access to a
PDA. Depending on the county, CMA planning costs would partially count
towards PDA targets (70% or 50%) in line with its PDA funding target. At MTC
staff discretion, consideration may be given to counties that provided higher
investments in PDAs in Cycle 1 as part of an overall Cycle 1 and 2 investment
package. Priority Conservation Area (PCA) investments do not count towards
PDA targets and must use “anywhere” funds. The PDA/’anywhere’ funding split
is shown in Appendix A-4.

e PDA Boundary Delineation: Refer to http://geocommons.com/maps/141979
which provides a GIS overlay of the PDAs in the Bay Area to exact map
boundaries including transportation facilities. As ABAG considers and approves
new PDA designations this map will be updated.

e Defining “proximate access to PDAs”: The CMAs make the determination for
projects to count toward the PDA minimum that are not otherwise geographically
located within a PDA. For projects not geographically within a PDA, CMAs are
required to map projects and designate which projects are considered to support a
PDA along with policy justifications. This analysis would be subject to public
review when the CMA board acts on OBAG programming decisions. This should
allow decision makers, stakeholders, and the public to understand how an
investment outside of a PDA is to be considered to support a PDA and to be
credited towards the PDA investment minimum target. MTC staff will evaluate
and report to the Commission on how well this approach achieves the OBAG
objectives prior to the next programming cycle.

e PDA Investment & Growth Strategy: By May 1, 2013, CMAs shall prepare and
adopt a PDA Investment & Growth Strategy to guide transportation investments
that are supportive of PDAs. An existing Investment and Growth Strategy adopted
by the County will be considered as meeting this requirement if it satisfies the
general terms in Appendix A-6. See Appendix A-6 for details.

» Performance and Accountability Policies: Jurisdictions need to comply with the
following policies in order to be eligible recipients of OBAG funds.

e To be eligible for OBAG funds, a jurisdiction will need to address complete
streets policies at the local level through the adoption of a complete streets policy
resolution no later than January 31, 2013. A jurisdiction can also meet this
requirement through a general plan that complies with the Complete Streets Act
of 2008. Staff will provide minimum requirements based on best practices for the
resolution. As discussed below, jurisdictions will be expected to have a general
plan that complies within the Complete Streets Act of 2008 to be eligible for the
next round of funding.
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e A jurisdiction is required to have its general plan housing element adopted and
certified by the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) for 2007-14 RHNA prior to January 31, 2013. If a jurisdiction submits its
housing element to the state on a timely basis for review, but the State's comment
letter identifies deficiencies that the local jurisdictions must address in order to
receive HCD certification, then the local jurisdiction may submit a request to the
Joint MTC Planning / ABAG Administrative Committee for a time extension
to address the deficiencies and resubmit its revised draft housing element to HCD
for re-consideration and certification.

e For the OBAG cycle subsequent to FY 2015-16, jurisdictions must adopt housing
elements by October 31, 2014 (based on an April 2013 SCS adoption date);
therefore, jurisdictions will be required to have General Plans with approved
housing elements and that comply with the Complete Streets Act of 2008 by that
time to be eligible for funding. This schedule allows jurisdictions to meet the
housing and complete streets policies through one general plan amendment.

e OBAG funds may not be programmed to any jurisdiction out of compliance with
OBAG policies and other requirements specified in this attachment. The CMA
will be responsible for tracking progress towards these requirements and
affirming to MTC that a jurisdiction is in compliance prior to MTC programming
OBAG funds to its projects in the TIP.

e For a transit agency project sponsor under a JPA or district (not under the
governance of a local jurisdiction), the jurisdiction where the project (such as
station/stop improvements) is located will need to comply with these policies
before funds may be programmed to the transit agency project sponsor. However,
this is not required if the project is transit/rail agency property such as, track,
rolling stock or transit maintenance facility.

e CMAs will provide documentation for the following prior to programming
projects in the TIP:

0 The approach used to select OBAG projects including outreach and a
board adopted list of projects

o Compliance with MTC’s complete streets policy

0 A map delineating projects selected outside of PDAs indicating those that
are considered to provide proximate access to a PDA including their
justifications as outlined on the previous page. CMA staff is expected to
use this exhibit when it presents its program of projects to explain the how
“proximate access” is defined to their board and the public.

e MTC staff will report on the outcome of the CMA project selection process in late
2013. This information will include, but not be limited to, the following:
0 Mix of project types selected;
o0 Projects funded within PDAs and outside of PDAs and how proximity and
direct connections were used and justified through the county process;
o Complete streets elements that were funded;
o Adherence to the performance and accountability requirements;
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o Amount of funding to various jurisdictions and how this related to the
distribution formula that includes population, RHNA housing allocations
and housing production, as well as low-income housing factors.

o0 Public participation process.

The CMAs will also be required to present their PDA Growth Strategy to the Joint
MTC Planning / ABAG Administrative Committee.

» Project Selection: County congestion management agencies or substitute agencies are

given the responsibility to develop a project selection process along with evaluation
criteria, issue a call for projects, conduct outreach, and select projects

Public Involvement: The decision making authority to select projects for federal
funding accompanies responsibilities to ensure that the process complies with
federal statutes and regulations. In order to ensure that the CMA process for
administering OBAG is in compliance, CMAs are required to lead a public
outreach process as directed by Appendix A-5.

Unified Call for Projects: CMAs are requested to issue one unified call for
projects for their One Bay Area grant, with a final project list due to MTC by June
30, 2013. CMA staff need to ensure that all projects are submitted using the Fund
Management System (FMS) no later than July 30, 2013. The goal of this process
is to reduce staff time, coordinate all programs to respond to larger multi-modal
projects, and provide project sponsors the maximum time to deliver projects.

Project Programming Targets and Delivery Deadlines: CMAs must program their
block grant funds over the four-year period of Cycle 2 (FY 2012-13 through

FY 2015-16). The expectation is that the CMA planning activities \ project would
use capacity of the first year to provide more time for delivery as contrasted to
other programs which tend to have more complex environmental and design
challenges, but this is not a requirement. The funding is subject to the provisions
of the Regional Project Delivery Policy (MTC Resolution 3606 or its successor)
including the Request for Authorization (RFA) submittal deadline and federal
authorization/obligation deadline. Furthermore the following funding deadlines
apply for each county, with earlier delivery strongly encouraged:

o Half of the OBAG funds, including all funds programmed for the PE
phase, must be obligated (federal authorization/E-76) by March 31, 2015.
o All remaining OBAG funds must be obligated by March 31, 2016.

CYCLE 2 COUNTY ONE BAY AREA GRANT PROJECT GUIDANCE

The categories below comprise the Cycle 2 County One Bay Area Grant Program, administered by
the county congestion management agencies. Project selection should ensure that all of the
eligibility requirements below are met. MTC staff will work with CMAs and project sponsors to
resolve any eligibility issues which may arise, including air quality conformity exceptions and
requirements.
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1. CMA Planning and Outreach

This category provides funding to the nine county Congestion Management Agencies (CMAS) to
support regional planning, programming and outreach activities. Such efforts include: county-based
planning efforts for development of the RTP/SCS; development of PDA growth strategies;
development and implementation of a complete streets compliance protocol; establishing land use
and travel forecasting process and procedures consistent with ABAG/MTC; ensuring the efficient
and effective delivery of federal-aid local projects; and undertaking the programming of assigned
funding and solicitation of projects. The base funding level reflects continuing the Transportation
2035 commitment level by escalating at 3% per year from the base amount in FY 2011-12. In
addition, the CMAs may request additional funding from their share of OBAG to enhance or
augment additional activities at their discretion. All funding and activities will be administered
through an interagency agreement between MTC and the respective CMA. Actual amounts for each
CMA as augmented, are shown in Appendix A-2

2. Local Streets and Roads Preservation

This category is for the preservation of local streets and roads on the federally-eligible system. To
be eligible for funding of any Local Streets and Roads (LSR) preservation project, the jurisdiction
must have a certified Pavement Management Program (StreetSaver® or equivalent). The needs
analysis ensures that streets recommended for treatment are cost effective. Pavement projects
should be based on the needs analysis resulting from the established Pavement Management
Program (PMP) for the jurisdiction. MTC is responsible for verifying the certification status. The
certification status can be found at www.mtcpms.org/ptap/cert.html. Specific eligibility
requirements are included below:

Pavement Rehabilitation:

Pavement rehabilitation projects including pavement segments with a PCI below 70 should be
consistent with segments recommended for treatment within the programming cycle by the
jurisdiction’s PMP.

Preventive Maintenance: Only projects where pavement segments have a Pavement Condition
Index (PCI) of 70 or above are eligible for preventive maintenance. Furthermore, the local
agency's Pavement Management Program (PMP) must demonstrate that the preventive
maintenance strategy is a cost effective method of extending the service life of the pavement.

Non-Pavement:

Eligible non-pavement activities and projects include rehabilitation or replacement of existing
features on the roadway facility, such as storm drains, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES), curbs, gutters, culverts, medians, guardrails, safety features, signals, signage,
sidewalks, ramps and features that bring the facility to current standards. The jurisdiction must
still have a certified PMP to be eligible for improvements to non-pavement features.

Activities that are not eligible for funding include: Air quality non-exempt projects (unless granted
an exception by MTC staff), capacity expansion, new roadways, roadway extensions, right of way
acquisition (for future expansion), operations, routine maintenance, spot application, enhancements
that are above and beyond repair or replacement of existing assets (other than bringing roadway to

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 15
New Federal Surface Transportation Authorization Act, Cycle 2 Program

Project Selection Criteria and Programming Policy

Page 142


http://www.mtcpms.org/ptap/cert.html

May 17, 2012
Attachment A, MTC Resolution No. 4035

current standards), and any pavement application not recommended by the Pavement Management
Program unless otherwise allowed above.

Federal-Aid Eligible Facilities: Federal-aid highways as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(5) are eligible
for local streets and roads preservation funding. A federal-aid highway is a public road that is not
classified as a rural minor collector or local road or lower. Project sponsors must confirm the
eligibility of their roadway through the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) prior to
the application for funding.

Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) Program Set-Aside: While passage of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 dissolved the Federal Aid Secondary (FAS)
program, California statutes provide the continuation of minimum funding to counties, guaranteeing
their prior FAS shares. The first three years of Cycle 2 were covered up-front under the Cycle 1
FAS program (covering a total 6-year period). The fourth year of Cycle 2 will be covered under the
OBAG. Funding provided to the counties by the CMAs under OBAG will count toward the
continuation of the FAS program requirement.

3. Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

The Bicycle and Pedestrian program may fund a wide range of bicycle and pedestrian
improvements including Class I, Il and 111 bicycle facilities, bicycle education, outreach, sharing
and parking, sidewalks, ramps, pathways and pedestrian bridges, user safety and supporting
facilities, and traffic signal actuation.

According to CMAQ eligibility requirements, bicycle and pedestrian facilities must not be
exclusively recreational and reduce vehicle trips resulting in air pollution reductions. Also to meet
the needs of users, hours of operation need to be reasonable and support bicycle / pedestrian needs
particularly during commute periods. For example the policy that a trail be closed to users before
sunrise or after sunset limits users from using the facility during the peak commute hours, particularly
during times of the year with shorter days. These user restrictions indicate that the facility is
recreational rather than commute oriented. Also, as contrasted with roadway projects, bicycle and
pedestrian projects may be located on or off the federal-aid highway system.

4. Transportation for Livable Communities

The purpose of Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) projects is to support community-
based transportation projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas, commercial cores, high-
density neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enhancing their amenities and ambiance and making
them places where people want to live, work and visit. The TLC program supports the RTP/SCS by
investing in improvements and facilities that promote alternative transportation modes rather than the
single-occupant automobile.

General project categories include the following:
e Station Improvements such as plazas, station access pocket parks, bicycle parking
e Complete streets improvements that encourage bicycle and pedestrian access
e Transportation Demand Management projects including carsharing, vanpooling traveler
coordination and information or Clipper®-related projects
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e Connectivity projects connecting high density housing/jobs/mixed use to transit, such as
bicycle/pedestrian paths and bridges and safe routes to transit.

e Density Incentives projects and non-transportation infrastructure improvements that include
density bonuses, sewer upgrade, land banking or site assembly (these projects require funding
exchanges to address federal funding eligibility limitations)

e Streetscape projects focusing on high-impact, multi-modal improvements or associated with
high density housing/mixed use and transit (bulb outs, sidewalk widening , cross walk
enhancements, audible signal modification, mid block crossing and signal, new stripping for
bicycle lanes and road diets, pedestrian street lighting, medians, pedestrian refugees, way
finding signage, pedestrian scaled street furniture including bus shelters, tree grates, benches,
bollards, magazine racks, garbage and recycling bins, permanent bicycle racks, signal
modification for bicycle detection, street trees, raised planters, planters, costs associated with
on- site storm water management, permeable paving)

e Funding for TLC projects that incentivize local PDA Transit Oriented Development Housing

5. Safe Routes to School

The county Safe Routes to School Program continues to be a regional program. The funding is
distributed directly to the CMAs by formula through the Cycle 2 regional program (see Appendix
A-3). However, a CMA may use OBAG funding to augment this amount. Eligible projects include
infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects that facilitate reduction in vehicular travel to and from
schools. It is important to note that CMAQ is used to fund this program which is targeted towards
air quality improvement rather than children’s health or safety. Nevertheless CMAQ eligibility
overlaps with Safe Routes to School Program projects that are eligible under the federal and state
programs with few exceptions which are noted below. Refer to the following link for detailed
examples of eligible projects which is followed by CMAQ funding eligibility parameters:
http://mtc.ca.gov/funding/STPCMAQ/7_SR2S_Eligibility Matrix.pdf

Non-Infrastructure Projects

Public Education and Outreach Activities

e Public education and outreach can help communities reduce emissions and congestion by
inducing drivers to change their transportation choices.

e Activities that promote new or existing transportation services, developing messages and
advertising materials (including market research, focus groups, and creative), placing
messages and materials, evaluating message and material dissemination and public
awareness, technical assistance, programs that promote the Tax Code provision related to
commute benefits, and any other activities that help forward less-polluting transportation
options.

e Air quality public education messages: Long-term public education and outreach can be
effective in raising awareness that can lead to changes in travel behavior and ongoing
emissions reductions; therefore, these activities may be funded indefinitely.

e Non-construction outreach related to safe bicycle use

e Travel Demand Management Activities including traveler information services, shuttle
services, carpools, vanpools, parking pricing, etc.

Infrastructure Projects
Bicycle/Pedestrian Use:
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e Constructing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (paths, bike racks, support facilities, etc.) that
are not exclusively recreational and reduce vehicle trips

e Programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle lanes, for
the convenience and protection of bicyclists, in both public and private areas new
construction and major reconstructions of paths, tracks, or areas solely for the use by
pedestrian or other non-motorized means of transportation when economically feasible and
in the public interest

e Traffic calming measures

Exclusions found to be ineligible uses of CMAQ funds:
e Walking audits and other planning activities (STP based on availability will be provided for
these purposes upon CMA’s request)
e Crossing guards and vehicle speed feedback devices, traffic control that is primarily oriented
to vehicular traffic rather than bicyclists and pedestrians
e Material incentives that lack an educational message or exceeding a nominal cost.

6. Priority Conservation Areas

This is an outgrowth of the new regional program pilot for the development of Priority
Conservation Area (PCA) plans and projects to assist counties to ameliorate outward development
expansion and maintain their rural character. A CMA may use OBAG funding to augment grants
received from the regionally competitive program or develop its own county PCA program
Generally, eligible projects will include planning, land / easement acquisition, open space access
projects, and farm-to-market capital projects.

PROGRAM SCHEDULE

Cycle 2 spans apportionments over four fiscal years: FY 20012-13, FY 2013-14, FY 2014-15 and
FY 2015-16. Programming in the first year will generally be for the on-going regional operations
and regional planning activities which can be delivered immediately, allowing the region to meet
the obligation deadlines for use of FY 2012-13 funds. This strategy, at the same time, provides
several months during FY 2012-13 for program managers to select projects and for MTC to
program projects into the TIP to be obligated during the remaining second, third and fourth years of
the Cycle 2 period. If CMAs wish to program any OBAG funds in the first year, MTC will try to
accommaodate requests depending on available federal apportionments and obligation limitations, as
long as the recipient has meet the OBAG requirements.
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Appendix A-1

Cycle 2
Regional and County Programs
FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16

May 2012
Proposed Cycle 2 Funding Commitments
Regional Program
(millions $ - rounded) 4-Year Total
Regional Categories
1 Regional Planning Activities $7
2 Regional Operations $95
3 Freeway Performance Initiative $96
4 Pavement Management Program $7
5 Priority Development Activities $40
6 Climate Initiatives $20
7 Safe Routes To School $20
8 Transit Capital Rehabilitation $150
9 Transit Performance Initiative $30
10 Priority Conservation Area $10
Regional Program Total:* $475
60%0
One Bay Area Grant (OBAG)
(millions $ - rounded) 4-Year Total
Counties
1 Alameda $63
2 Contra Costa $44
3 Marin $10
4 Napa $6
5 San Francisco $38
6 San Mateo $26
7 Santa Clara $87
8 Solano $18
9 Sonoma $23
OBAG Total:* $320
J\SECTIONVALLSTAFF\Resolution\TEMP-RES\MTC\tmp-4035_OBAG\[tmp-4035_Appendices to Att-A.xIsx]A-1 Cycle 2 Funding 40%
Cycle 2 Total Total:* $795

* Amounts may not total due to rounding

* OBAG amounts are draft estimates until final adoption of RHNA, expected July 2012.
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Cycle 2
Planning & Outreach
FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16
May 2012
OBAG - County CMA Planning
Cycle 2 OBAG County CMA Planning STP
County Agency 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total
Alameda ACTC $916,000 $944,000 $973,000 $1,003,000 $3,836,000
Contra Costa CCTA $725,000 $747,000 $770,000 $794,000 $3,036,000
Marin TAM $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
Napa NCTPA $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
San Francisco SFCTA $667,000 $688,000 $709,000 $731,000 $2,795,000
San Mateo SMCCAG $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
Santa Clara VTA $1,014,000 $1,045,000 $1,077,000 $1,110,000 $4,246,000
Solano STA $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
Sonoma SCTA $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
County CMAs Total: $6,512,000 $6,714,000 $6,919,000 $7,133,000 | $27,278,000
J\SECTION\ALLSTAFF\Resolution\TEMP-RES\MTC\tmp-4035_OBAG\[tmp-4035_Appendices to Att-A.xIsx]A-2 Cycle 2 Planning
Regional Agency Planning
Cycle 2 Regional Agency Planning STP
Regional Agency 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total
ABAG ABAG $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
BCDC BCDC $320,000 $330,000 $340,000 $351,000 $1,341,000
MTC MTC $638,000 $658,000 $678,000 $699,000 $2,673,000
Regional Agencies Total: $1,596,000 $1,646,000 $1,696,000 $1,749,000 $6,687,000
$33,965,000
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Safe Routes To School County Distribution
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Page 1 of 1

Public School Private School Total School
Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment
County (K-12) * (K-12) * (K-12) * Percentage Total Funding

$20,000,000
Alameda 214,626 24,537 239,163 21% $4,293,000
Contra Costa 166,956 16,274 183,230 16% $3,289,000
Marin 29,615 5,645 35,260 3% $633,000
Napa 20,370 3,036 23,406 2% $420,000
San Francisco 56,454 23,723 80,177 7% $1,439,000
San Mateo 89,971 16,189 106,160 10% $1,905,000
Santa Clara 261,945 38,119 300,064 27% $5,386,000
Solano 67,117 2,855 69,972 6% $1,256,000
Sonoma 71,049 5,787 76,836 7% $1,379,000
Total: 978,103 136,165 1,114,268 100%0 $20,000,000

J\SECTION\ALLSTAFF\Resolution\TEMP-RES\MTC\tmp-4035_OBAG\[tmp-4035_Appendices to Att-A.xIsx]A-3 REG SR2S

* From California Department of Education for FY 2010-11
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OBAG County Fund Distribution
FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16
May 2012
OBAG Geographic Funding Distribution
PDA/Anywhere
County OBAG Funds Split PDA Anywhere
Alameda $63,732,000 70/30 $44,612,000 $19,120,000
Contra Costa $44,787,000 70/30 $31,351,000 $13,436,000
Marin $10,047,000 50/50 $5,024,000 $5,023,000
Napa $6,653,000 50/50 $3,327,000 $3,326,000
San Francisco $38,837,000 70/30 $27,186,000 $11,651,000
San Mateo $26,246,000 70/30 $18,372,000 $7,874,000
Santa Clara $87,284,000 70/30 $61,099,000 $26,185,000
Solano $18,801,000 50/50 $9,401,000 $9,400,000
Sonoma $23,613,000 50/50 $11,807,000 $11,806,000
Total: $320,000,000 $212,179,000 $107,821,000

J:\SECTION\ALLSTAFF\Resolution\TEMP-RES\MTC\tmp-4035_OBAG\[tmp-4035_Appendices to Att-A.xIsx]A-4 OBAG PDA

OBAG amounts are draft estimates until final adoption of RHNA, expected July 2012.
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Appendix A-5: One Bay Area Grant Call for Projects Guidance

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has delegated OBAG project selection to the
nine Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies (CMAS) as they are best suited for this role because
of their existing relationships with local jurisdictions, elected officials, transit agencies, community
organizations and stakeholders, and members of the public within their respective counties. In order to
meet federal requirements that accompany the decision-making process regarding federal
transportation funding, MTC expects the CMAs to plan and execute an effective public outreach and
local engagement process to solicit candidate projects to be submitted to MTC for consideration for
inclusion in the Cycle 2 One Bay Area Grant Program. CMAs will also serve as the main point of
contact for local sponsoring agencies and members of the public submitting projects for consideration for
inclusion in the 2013 Transportation Improvement Program.

CMAs will conduct a transparent process for the Call for Projects while complying with federal
regulations by carrying out the following activities:

1. Public Involvement and Outreach
e Conduct countywide outreach to stakeholders and the public to solicit project ideas. CMAs
will be expected to implement their public outreach efforts in a manner consistent with MTC’s
Public Participation Plan (MTC Resolution No. 3821), which can be found at
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/participation_plan.htm. CMAs are expected at a minimum
to:

0 Execute effective and meaningful local engagement efforts during the call for projects
by working closely with local jurisdictions, elected officials, transit agencies,
community-based organizations, and the public through the project solicitation process.

o0 Explain the local Call for Projects process, informing stakeholders and the public about
the opportunities for public comments on project ideas and when decisions are to be
made on the list of projects to be submitted to MTC,;

o0 Hold public meetings and/or workshops at times which are conducive to public
participation to solicit public input on project ideas to submit;

o0 Post notices of public meetings and hearing(s) on their agency website; include
information on how to request language translation for individuals with limited English
proficiency. If agency protocol has not been established, please refer to MTC’s Plan for
Assisting Limited English Proficient Populations at
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/lep.htm

o0 Hold public meetings in central locations that are accessible for people with disabilities
and by public transit;

o Offer language translations and accommodations for people with disabilities, if
requested at least three days in advance of the meeting.

e Document the outreach effort undertaken for the local call for projects. CMAs are to provide
MTC with:
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o0 A description of how the public was involved in the process for nominating and/or
commenting on projects selected for OBAG funding. Specify whether public input was
gathered at forums held specifically for the OBAG project solicitation or as part of a
separate planning or programming outreach effort;

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

0 A summary of comments received from the public and a description of how public
comments informed the recommended list of projects submitted by the CMA.

2. Agency Coordination
e Work closely with local jurisdictions, transit agencies, MTC, Caltrans, federally recognized
tribal governments, and stakeholders to identify projects for consideration in the OBAG
Program. CMAs will assist with agency coordination by:
o Communicating this Call for Projects guidance to local jurisdictions, transit agencies,
federally recognized tribal governments, and other stakeholders

3. Title VI Responsibilities
e Ensure the public involvement process provides underserved communities access to the
project submittal process as in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
0 Assist community-based organizations, communities of concern, and any other underserved
community interested in having projects submitted for funding;
0 Remove barriers for persons with limited-English proficiency to have access to the project
submittal process;
o For Title IV outreach strategies, please refer to MTC’s Public Participation Plan found at:
http://www.onebayarea.org/get_involved.htm

0 Additional resources are available at
I. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/civilrights/programs/tvi.htm
ii. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/DBE_CRLC.html#TitleVI
iii.  http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/rights/index.htm
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Appendix A-6: PDA Investment & Growth Strategy

MTC shall consult with the CMAs and amend the scope of activities identified below, as necessary, to minimize
administrative workload and to avoid duplication of effort. This consultation may result in specific work
elements shifting to MTC and/or ABAG. Such changes will be formalized through a future amendment to this
appendix.

The purpose of a PDA Investment & Growth Strategy is to ensure that CMASs have a transportation project
priority-setting process for OBAG funding that supports and encourages development in the region’s PDAS,
recognizing that the diversity of PDAs will require different strategies. Some of the planning activities noted
below may be appropriate for CMAs to consider for jurisdictions or areas not currently designated as PDAs if
those areas are still considering future housing and job growth. Regional agencies will provide support, as
needed, for the PDA Investment & Growth Strategies. The following are activities CMAs need to undertake in
order to develop a project priority-setting process:

(1) Engaging Regional/Local Agencies

o Develop or continue a process to regularly engage local planners and public works staff. Encourage
community participation throughout the planning process and in determining project priorities

e Participate as a TAC member in local jurisdiction planning processes funded through the regional PDA
Planning Program or as requested by jurisdictions. Partner with MTC and ABAG staff to ensure that
regional policies are addressed in PDA plans.

o Help develop protocols with MTC, ABAG and Air District staff to assess toxic-air contaminants and
particulate matter, as well as related mitigation strategies, as part of regional PDA Planning Program.

(2) Planning Objectives — to Inform Project Priorities
o Keep apprised of ongoing transportation and land-use planning efforts throughout the county
e Encourage local agencies to quantify infrastructure needs and costs as part of their planning processes

e Encourage and support local jurisdictions in meeting their housing objectives established through their
adopted Housing Elements and RHNA.

o Short-term: By May 1, 2013, analyze progress of local jurisdictions in implementing their housing
element objectives and identify current local housing policies that encourage affordable housing
production and/or community stabilization.

o Long-term: Starting in May 2014 and for subsequent updates, PDA Investment & Growth Strategies
will assess performance in producing sufficient housing for all income levels through the RHNA
process and, where appropriate, assist local jurisdictions in implementing local policy changes to
facilitate achieving these goalsl. The locally crafted policies should be targeted to the specific
circumstances of each PDA. For example, if the PDA currently does not provide for a mix of income-
levels, any recommend policy changes should be aimed at promoting affordable housing. If the PDA
currently is mostly low-income housing, any needed policy changes should be aimed at community
stabilization. This analysis will be coordinated with related work conducted through the Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) grant awarded to the region in fall 2011.

(3) Establishing Local Funding Priorities - Develop funding guidelines for evaluating OBAG projects that
support multi-modal transportation priorities based on connections to housing, jobs and commercial activity.
Emphasis should be placed on the following factors when developing project evaluation criteria:

! Such as inclusionary housing requirements, city-sponsored land-banking for affordable housing production, “just cause
eviction” policies, policies or investments that preserve existing deed-restricted or “naturally” affordable housing, condo
conversion ordinances that support stability and preserve affordable housing, etc.
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e Projects located in high impact project areas. Key factors defining high impact areas include:

a.

b.
C.

d.

e.

Housing — PDAs taking on significant housing growth in the SCS (total number of units and
percentage change), including RHNA allocations, as well as housing production

Jobs in proximity to housing and transit (both current levels and those included in the SCS),
Improved transportation choices for all income levels (reduces VMT), proximity to quality transit
access, with an emphasis on connectivity (including safety, lighting, etc.)

Consistency with regional TLC design guidelines or design that encourages multi-modal access:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tlc/2009_TLC_Design_Guidelines.pdf

Project areas with parking management and pricing policies

e Projects located in Communities of Concern (COC) — favorably consider projects located in a COC
see: http://geocommons.com/maps/110983

o PDAs with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies — favorably consider projects in
jurisdictions with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies or policies

e PDAs that overlap with Air District CARE Communities and/or are in proximity to freight
transport infrastructure — Favorably consider projects located in PDAs with highest exposure to
particulate matter and toxic air contaminants where jurisdictions employ best management practices to
mitigate exposure.

Process/Timeline

CMAs develop PDA Investment & Growth Strategy June 2012 — May 2013

PDA Investment & Growth Strategy Presentations by CMAs to Joint Summer/Fall 2013
MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee

CMAs amend PDA Investment & Growth Strategy to incorporate May 2014
follow-up to local housing production and policies

CMAs submit annual progress reports related to PDA Growth May 2014, Ongoing
Strategies, including status of jurisdiction progress on
development/adoption of housing elements and complete streets
ordinances.
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MTC Resolution No. 4035, Attachment B-1

Adopted: 05/17/12-C

Revised:

Cycle 2
Regional Programs Project List
FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16
May 2012
Regional Programs Project List

Implementing Total Total Other Total
Project Category and Title County Agency STP/CMAQ RTIP/TE/TFCA Cycle 2
CYCLE 2 PROGRAMMING $435,187,000 $40,000,000 $475,187,000
1. REGIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES (PL)

ABAG Planning Region-Wide ABAG $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000

BCDC Planning Region-Wide BCDC $1,341,000 $0 $1,341,000

MTC Planning Region-Wide MTC $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
1. REGIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES (PL) TOTAL: $6,687,000 $0 $6,687,000
2. REGIONAL OPERATIONS (RO)

Clipper® Fare Media Collection Region-Wide MTC $21,400,000 $0 $21,400,000

511 - Traveler Information Region-Wide MTC $48,770,000 $0 $48,770,000
SUBTOTAL $70,170,000 $0 $70,170,000

FSP/Incident Management Region-Wide MTC/SAFE $25,130,000 $0 $25,130,000
SUBTOTAL $25,130,000 $0 $25,130,000
2. REGIONAL OPERATIONS (RO) TOTAL: $95,300,000 $0 $95,300,000
3. FREEWAY PERFORMANCE INITIATIVE (FPI)

Regional Performance Initiatives Implementation Region-Wide MTC $5,750,000 $0 $5,750,000

Regional Performance Initiatives Corridor Implementation Region-Wide MTC $8,000,000 $0 $8,000,000

Program for Arterial System Synchronization (PASS) Region-Wide MTC $5,000,000 $0 $5,000,000
SUBTOTAL $18,750,000 $0 $18,750,000
Ramp Metering and TOS Elements

FPI - Specific projects TBD by Commission TBD TBD $43,250,000 $34,000,000 $77,250,000
SUBTOTAL $43,250,000 $34,000,000 $77,250,000
3. FREEWAY PERFORMANCE INITIATIVE (FPI) TOTAL: $62,000,000 $34,000,000 $96,000,000
4. PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (PMP)

Pavement Technical Advisory Program (PTAP) Region-Wide MTC $6,000,000 $0 $6,000,000

Pavement Management Program (PMP) Region-Wide MTC $1,200,000 $0 $1,200,000
4. PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (PMP) TOTAL: $7,200,000 $0 $7,200,000
5. PRIORTY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (PDA)

PDA Planning

Specific projects TBD by Commission TBD TBD $25,000,000 $0 $25,000,000

SUBTOTAL $25,000,000 $0 $25,000,000
Transit Oriented Affordable Development (TOD)

Specific projects TBD by Commission Region-Wide MTC $15,000,000 $0 $15,000,000
SUBTOTAL $15,000,000 $0 $15,000,000
5. PRIORTY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (PDA) TOTAL: $40,000,000 $0 $40,000,000
6. CLIMATE CHANGE INITIATIVES (CCI)

Climate Strategies TBD TBD $14,000,000 I $6,000,000 | $20,000,000
6. CLIMATE CHANGE INITIATIVES (CCI) TOTAL: $14,000,000 $6,000,000 $20,000,000
7. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SR2S)

Specific projects TBD by CMAs

SR2S - Alameda Alameda ACTC $4,293,000 $0 $4,293,000

SR2S - Contra Costa Contra Costa CCTA $3,289,000 $0 $3,289,000

SR2S - Marin Marin TAM $633,000 $0 $633,000

SR2S - Napa Napa NCTPA $420,000 $0 $420,000

SR2S - San Francisco San Francisco SFCTA $1,439,000 $0 $1,439,000

SR2S - San Mateo San Mateo SMCCAG $1,905,000 $0 $1,905,000

SR2S - Santa Clara Santa Clara SCVTA $5,386,000 $0 $5,386,000

SR2S - Solano Solano STA $1,256,000 $0 $1,256,000

SR2S - Sonoma Sonoma SCTA $1,379,000 $0 $1,379,000
7. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SR2S) TOTAL: $20,000,000 $0 $20,000,000
8. TRANSIT CAPITAL PROGRAM (TCP)

Specific projects TBD by Transit Operators $149,000,000 $0 $149,000,000

SolTrans - Preventive Maintenance Solano SolTrans $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000
8. TRANSIT CAPITAL PROGRAM (TCP) TOTAL: $150,000,000 $0 $150,000,000
9. TRANSIT PERFORMANCE INITIATIVE (TPI)

AC Transit - Line 51 Corridor Speed Protection and Restoration Alameda AC Transit $10,515,624 $0 $10,515,624

SFMTA - Mission Mobility Maximization San Francisco SFMTA $7,016,395 $0 $7,016,395

SFMTA - N-Judah Mobility Maximization San Francisco SFMTA $3,750,574 $0 $3,750,574

SFMTA - Bus Stop Consolidation and Roadway Modifications San Francisco SFMTA $4,133,031 $0 $4,133,031

SCVTA - Light Rail Transit Signal Priority Santa Clara SCVTA $1,587,176 $0 $1,587,176

SCVTA - Steven Creek - Limited 323 Transit Signal Priority Santa Clara SCVTA $712,888 $0 $712,888

Unprogrammed Transit Performance Initiative Reserve TBD TBD $2,284,312 $0 $2,284,312
9. TRANSIT PERFORMANCE INITIATIVE (TPI) TOTAL: $30,000,000 $0 $30,000,000
10. PRIORITY CONSERVATION AREA (PCA)

Specific projects TBD by Commission TBD TBD $10,000,000 | $0 | $10,000,000
10. PRIORITY CONSERVATION AREA (PCA) TOTAL: $10,000,000 $0 $10,000,000
Cycle 2 Total TOTAL: $435,187,000 $40,000,000 $475,187,000
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MTC Resolution No. 4035, Attachment B-2
Adopted: 05/17/12-C

Attachment B-2

Revised:
Cycle 2
OBAG Project List
FY 2012-13 through FY 2015-16
May 2012
OBAG Program Project List
Implementing Total Total Other Total

Project Category and Title Agency STP/CMAQ RTIP-TE Cycle 2
CYCLE 2 COUNTY OBAG PROGRAMMING $301,964,000 $18,036,000 $320,000,000
ALAMEDA COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Alameda CMA TBD $56,170,000 $3,726,000 $59,896,000

CMA Planning Activities - Alameda ACTC $3,836,000 $0 $3,836,000
ALAMEDA COUNTY TOTAL:] $60,006,000 $3,726,000 $63,732,000
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Contra Costa CMA TBD $39,367,000 $2,384,000 $41,751,000

CMA Planning Activities - Contra Costa CCTA $3,036,000 $0 $3,036,000
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY TOTAL: $42,403,000 $2,384,000 $44,787,000
MARIN COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Marin CMA TBD $6,667,000 $707,000 $7,374,000

CMA Planning Activities - Marin TAM $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
MARIN COUNTY TOTAL: $9,340,000 $707,000 $10,047,000
NAPA COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Napa TBD $3,549,000 $431,000 $3,980,000

CMA Planning Activities - Napa NCTPA $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
NAPA COUNTY TOTAL: $6,222,000 $431,000 $6,653,000
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by San Francisco CMA TBD $34,132,000 $1,910,000 $36,042,000

CMA Planning Activities - San Francisco SFCTA $2,795,000 $0 $2,795,000
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TOTAL:] $36,927,000 $1,910,000 $38,837,000
SAN MATEO COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by San Mateo CMA TBD $21,582,000 $1,991,000 $23,573,000

CMA Planning Activities - San Mateo SMCCAG $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
SAN MATEO COUNTY TOTAL:| $24,255,000 $1,991,000 $26,246,000
SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Santa Clara CMA TBD $78,688,000 $4,350,000 $83,038,000

CMA Planning Activities - Santa Clara SCVTA $4,246,000 $0 $4,246,000
SANTA CLARA COUNTY TOTAL:] $82,934,000 $4,350,000 $87,284,000
SOLANO COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Solano CMA TBD $14,987,000 $1,141,000 $16,128,000

CMA Planning Activities - Solano STA $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
SOLANO COUNTY TOTAL:] $17,660,000 $1,141,000 $18,801,000
SONOMA COUNTY

Specific projects TBD by Sonoma CMA TBD $19,544,000 $1,396,000 $20,940,000

CMA Planning Activities - Sonoma SCTA $2,673,000 $0 $2,673,000
SONOMA COUNTY TOTAL: $22,217,000 $1,396,000 $23,613,000
Cycle 2 Total TOTAL:| $301,964,000 $18,036,000 $320,000,000
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