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Mission Statement

The mission of the Alameda County Transportation Commission
(Alameda CTC) is to plan, fund, and deliver fransportation programs and
projects that expand access and improve mobility to foster a vibrant and
livable Alameda County.

Public Comments

Public comments are limited to 3 minutes. Items not on the agenda are
covered during the Public Comment section of the meeting, and items
specific to an agenda item are covered during that agenda item discussion.
If you wish to make a comment, fill out a speaker card, hand it to the clerk of
the Commission, and wait until the chair calls your name. When you are
summoned, come to the microphone and give your name and comment.

Recording of Public Meetings

The executive director or designee may designate one or more locations from
which members of the public may broadcast, photograph, video record, or
tape record open and public meetings without causing a distraction. If the
Commission or any committee reasonably finds that noise, ilumination, or
obstruction of view related to these activities would persistently disrupt the
proceedings, these activities must be discontinued or restricted as determined
by the Commission or such committee (CA Government Code Sections
54953.5-54953.6).

Reminder

Please turn off your cell phones during the meeting. Please do not wear
scented products so individuals with environmental sensitivities may attend
the meeting.

Glossary of Acronyms

A glossary that includes frequently used acronymis is available on the
Alameda CTC website at www.AlamedaCTC.org/app_pages/view/8081.



http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/8081
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BART

!‘3 Alameda CTC Y Transit
1111 Broadway, Suite 800 i
Oakland, CA 94607

Alameda CTC is accessible by multiple
transportation modes. The office is
conveniently located near the 12th Street/City
Center BART station and many AC Transit bus
lines. Bicycle parking is available on the street
and in the BART station as well as in electronic
lockers at 14th Street and Broadway near
Frank Ogawa Plaza (requires purchase of key
card from bikelink.org).

Garage parking is located beneath City Center, accessible via entrances on 14th Street between
1300 Clay Street and 505 14th Street buildings, or via 11th Street just past Clay Street.
To plan your trip to Alameda CTC visit www.511.0rg.

Accessibility

Public meetings at Alameda CTC are wheelchair accessible under the Americans with Disabilities
Act. Guide and assistance dogs are welcome. Call 510-893-3347 (Voice) or 510-834-6754 (TTD)
five days in advance to request a sign-language interpreter.

& bk & 2

The Alameda CTC meeting calendar lists all public meetings and is available at
www.AlamedaCTC.org/events/upcoming/now.

Meeting Schedule

Paperless Policy

On March 28, 2013, the Alameda CTC Commission approved the implementation of paperless
meeting packet distribution. Hard copies are available by request only. Agendas and all
accompanying staff reports are available electronically on the Alameda CTC website at
www.AlamedaCTC.org/events/month/now.

Connect with Alameda CTC

www.AlamedaCTC.org facebook.com/AlamedaCTC
u @AlamedaCTC

. yvoutube.com/user/AlamedaCTC
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Chair: Mayor Ruth Atkin, City of Emeryville
Vice Chair: Mayor Barbara Halliday, City of Hayward

1. Pledge of Allegiance Commissioners: Laurie Capitelli, Wilma Chan, Scott Haggerty,
John Marchand, Rebecca Salizman
2. Roll Call Ex-Officio Members: Rebecca Kaplan, Bill Harison

Staff Liaison: Tess Lengyel
Executive Director: Arthur L. Dao

3. Public Comment Clerk: Vanessa Lee

4. Consent Calendar Page A/l

4.1. February 8, 2016 PPLC Meeting Minutes: Approval of the February 8, 1 A
2016 meeting minutes.

4.2. Congestion Management Program (CMP): Summary of 5
Alameda CTC's Review and Comments on Environmental
Documents and General Plan Amendments

5. Legislation

5.1. Legislative Update: Receive an update on state and federal legislative 9 A
activities and approve legislative positions

6. Planning and Policy

6.1. Affordable Student Transit Pass Program: Review and approve the 15 A
Student Transit Pass Program site selection and model program
evaluation framework.

7. Committee Member Reports (Verbal)
8. Staff Reports (Verbal)

9. Adjournment

Next Meeting: April 11, 2016

All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Commission.

RA\AIGCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\PPLC_Agenda_20160314.docx (A = Action Item; | = Information ltem)
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1. Pledge of Allegiance

2. Roll Call
A roll call was conducted. All members were present with the exception of Commissioner
Carson and Commissioner Chan.

Subsequent to the roll call:

Commissioner Campbell-Washington arrived as an alternate for Commissioner Chan prior
to the vote on Item 5.1. Commissioner Carson arrived during item 6.1. Commissioner
Haubert was excused prior to the vote on item 6.1.

3. Public Comment
There were no public comments.

4. Consent Calendar

4.1. January 11, 2016 PPLC Meeting Minutes: Approval of the January 11, 2016 meeting
minutes.

4.2. Congestion Management Program: Summary of the Alameda CTC’s Review and
Comments on Environmental Documents and General Plan Amendments
Commissioner Haubert moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Commissioner
Thorne seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote:

Yes: Atkin, Haubert, Marchand, Ortiz, Thorne, Haggerty, Kaplan
No: None

Abstain:  Ortiz (Item 4.1)

Absent: Carson, Chan

5. Legislation

5.1. Legislative Update
Tess Lengyel provided an update on state and federal legislative initiatives and

recommended that the Commission approve recommended bill positions. On the
federal side, Tess provided information on the FAST Act and the president’s budget.
On the state side, Tess update the committee on the governor’s budget, the rainy day
fund, and recommended that the Commission take a support and seek amendment
position on AB 1591 (Frazier).

Commissioner Atkin moved to approve this item. Commissioner Haubert seconded the
motion. The motion passed with the following vote:

Yes: Atkin, Haubert, Marchand, Ortiz, Thorne, Haggerty, Kaplan, Campbell-
Washington
No: None

R:\AIaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\4.1_Minutes\4.1_PPLC_Minutes_20160208.docx
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Abstain: None
Absent: Carson

6. Planning and Policy

6.1. Final Countywide Goods Movement Plan: Approval of the final Countywide Goods
Movement Plan.

Tess recommended that the Commission approve the final Countywide Goods
Movement Plan. She stated that the Commission approved the draft plan on
December 3, 2015. A range of stakeholders reviewed and commented on the Draft
Plan during the month of December and staff is recommending approval of the Final
Countywide Goods Movement Plan which incorporates stakeholder’'s comments. Tess
then infroduced Michael Fischer of Cambridge Systematics, who provided an
overview of development process, the opportunity categories and six major
comments on the plan.

Commissioner Carson applauded staff and the consultant team on the work that was
put into the development of the plan. He also wanted to ensure that the plan
considers and addresses impacted communities and areas throughout the county.

Commissioner Atkin asked how the plan addresses noise impacts and railroad quiet
zones programs. Tess stated that both issues are addressed in opportunity package
number one.

There were public comments on this item by the following:
Matt Davis

Jill Ratner

Joel Ervice

Brian Beveridge

Commissioner Kaplan moved to propose that the committee approve the final plan
with a companion resolution that will go to the full Commission. The resolution will
address public health issues and reference the bullet points outlined in the Ditching
Dirty Diesel handout provided by members of the public to the committee members.
Commissioner Ortiz seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote:

Yes: Atkin, Marchand, Ortiz, Thorne, Haggerty, Kaplan, Campbell-Washington
No: None

Abstain: None

Absent: Carson, Haubert

7. Committee Member Reports
There were no committee member reports.

8. Staff Reports
There were no staff reports.

R:\AIaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\4.1_Minutes\4.1_PPLC_Minutes_20160208.docx
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9. Adjournment/ Next Meeting
The next meeting is:

Date/Time: Monday, March 14, 2016 at10:30 a.m.
Location: Alameda CTC Offices, 1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607

Aftested by: e
L y{%ﬂ/

Va nessé Lee,

Clerk of the Commission
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DATE: March 7, 2016
SUBJECT: Congestion Management Program (CMP): Summary of the Alameda

CTC's Review and Comments on Environmental Documents and
General Plan Amendments

RECOMMENDATION: Receive an update on the Alameda CTC's Review and Comments on
Environmental Documents and General Plan Amendments.

Summary

This item fulfills one of the requirements under the Land Use Analysis Program (LUAP) element
of the Congestion Management Program (CMP). As part of the LUAP, Alameda CTC reviews
Notices of Preparations (NOPs), General Plan Amendments (GPAs), and Environmental
Impact Reports (EIRs) prepared by local jurisdictions and comments on them regarding the
potential impact of proposed land development on the regional transportation system.

Since the last update on February 8, 2016, the Alameda CTC reviewed a Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Comments were submitted on this document and the comment letter is
included as Attachment A.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact.
Attachments:

A. Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Albany’s 2035
General Plan

Staff Contact

Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Planning and Policy

Daniel Wu, Assistant Transportation Planner

R:\AlaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\4.2_EnvDocs\4.2_EnvironmentalDocReview.docx
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January 25 2016

Anne Hersch

Senior Planner

Community Development — Planning Division
1000 San Pablo Avenue

Albany, CA 94706

SUBJECT:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Albany’s 2035 General
Plan

Dear Ms. Hersch,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of
Albany’s 2035 General Plan. The City of Albany’s 2035 Draft General Plan is intended to be the
foundation for future land use and capital improvement decisions and will replace the City’s existing
1992 General Plan. Implementation of Albany’s Draft General Plan is forecast to result in 850
additional jobs and 815 additional housing units by 2035. This implementation would result in a total
population of 20,385 residents and 8,660 housing units, which is roughly consistent with the 2013
ABAG population and household projections of 21,800 residents and 8,510 housing units, respectively.
Consistent with these projections, the proposed 2035 General Plan does not significantly alter existing
or create new land use designations, or result in significant redesignation of land in the City of Albany.

The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) respectfully submits the following
comments:

Comments on the DEIR

e Chapter 4 C (page 83), Section 1c: Study locations should indicate that 10 (7 arterial segments
and 3 highway segments) of the roadway segments listed for traffic impacts analysis are on 2002
MTS network and required by Alameda CTC’s Congestion Management Program (CMP).

e Chapter 4 C (page 95), Section 2a (2): Please correct the report’s language to reflect that:

o The CMP does not establish significance analysis thresholds for designated roadways.
The CMP requires a land use analysis when a project will cause a net increase of over 100
afternoon peak hour trips relative to trips generated by existing General Plan land use.

o The CMP requires studying impacts to roadways on the 2002 Metropolitan
Transportation System, which includes the following roadways in Albany: I-580, I-80,
San Pablo Avenue, Solano Avenue, Marin Avenue, and Buchanan Street. In addition, the
CMP also requires that the report address potential impacts of the projects on MTS
transit operators (BART and AC Transit), Countywide Bicycle Network, and Pedestrian
Areas of Countywide Significance.

e Chapter 4 C (page 96), Section 2a (2): Please note that the Alameda CTC’s former Citizen
Watchdog Committee is now the Independent Watchdog Committee. This committee ensures
that funds are expended in accordance with the voter approved expenditure plans.

Page 7



Anne Hersch
January 25, 2016
Page 2

e Chapter 4 C (page 100), Section 3b (1): Note that Alameda CTC made minor refinements to its
travel demand model in the summer of 2015.

¢ Chapter 4 C (page 110), Section 3b (3): As previously noted, the CMP requires studying the
impacts of the General Plan’s implementation on MTS transit operators. The DEIR should also
address how the Plan’s implementation would impact BART ridership and parking at stations
used to travel to and from the City of Albany.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please contact me at (510) 208-7428 or
Daniel Wu of my staff at (510) 208-7453 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Tess Lengyel )

Deputy Director of Planning and Policy
cc: Daniel Wu, Assistant Transportation Planner

file: CMP/Environmental Review Opinions/2016

Page 8



County Transportation
7,

Memorandum 5.1
- ommission 1111 Broadway, Suite 800, Oakland, CA 94607 510.208.7400 www.AlamedaCTC.org
BANNN\N
DATE: March 7, 2016
SUBJECT: Legislative Update
RECOMMENDATION: Receive an update on state and federal legislative activities and
approve legislative positions
Summary

This memo provides an update on federal, state, and local legislative activities

including an update on the federal budget, federal tfransportation issues,

legislative activities and policies at the state level, as well as an update on local
legislative activities. This is an action item.

Background

The Commission unanimously approved the 2016 Legislative Program in January
2016. The final 2016 Legislative Program is divided into six sections: Transportation

Funding, Project Delivery, Multimodal Transportation and Land Use, Climate Change

Goods Movement, and Partnerships. The program is designed to be broad and
flexible to allow Alameda CTC the opportunity to pursue legislative and

administrative opportunities that may arise during the year, and to respond to

updates to the Commission on legislative issues related to the adopted legislative
State Update

political processes in Sacramento and Washington, DC. Each month, staff brings
program, including recommended positions on bills as well as legislative updates.

The following updates provide information on activities and issues at the state level
and include information from Alameda CTC's state lobbyist, Platinum Advisors.

The following updates provide information on activities and issues at the state level

and include information from Alameda CTC's state lobbyist, Platinum Advisors.
Medical Tax Deal and Transportation: The Senate and the Assembly are set to vote
during the first week of March on a proposal to close a $1 billion shortfall facing the

state’s healthcare program by expanding a tax on managed care organizations —

known as the MCO tax. The complicated proposal includes a combination of tax

RA\AIQCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\5.1_LegislativeUpdate\5.1_LegislativeUpdate_20160226.docx
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increases and tax cuts that will net over $1 billion annually. This plan now has the
support of the insurance providers, and Senate and Assembly leadership have
negotiated additional provision in order to secure 2/3 support of both houses
needed to move this package to the Governor.

In addition to the tax changes, the package includes a budget trailer bill aimed at
addressing some Republican demands regarding fransportation. This includes
having the general fund repay $173 million in loans made from various transportation
accounts. This payment includes providing $148 million for Traffic Congestion Relief
Program projects, $11 million for tfrade corridor improvements, $9 million for Transit
and Intercity Rail Capital Program, and $5 million for SHOPP projects. This budget
trailer bill also appropriates $105 million to assist residents impacted by wildfires last
year, and a $240 million payment toward retiree health care liability.

If the MCO tax can be taken care of, it is assumed the Legislature can then focus on
addressing transportation funding needs.

BOE Reduces Excise Tax: At the Board of Equalizations (BOE) hearing in Culver City,
the Board adopted staff’'s recommendation to reduce the price based excise tax by
2.2 cenfts starting on July 1st. This reduces the total excise tax on gasoline from 30
cents to 27.8 cents per gallon, resulting in a revenue reduction of $328 million for the
2016-17 fiscal year. This reduction matches the rate assumed in the Governor's
proposed 2016-17 budget, and it matches the rate assumed by the CTC when
adopting its revised fund estimate for the 2016 STIP. This also affects local streets and
roads funding for cities and counties.

With respect to diesel fuel the calculation is reversed. The gas tax swap increased
the sales tax on diesel fuel and reduced the excise tax in order to keep it revenue
neutral. Based on BOE staff calculations, the Board adopted the recommendation
to increase the excise tax on diesel fuel by 3 cents, raising the excise tax rate to 16
cents.

Cap & Trade: Numerous hearings were held at the end of February examining the
use of cap & tfrade auction revenue. The first was a joint hearing of the Senate
Environmental Quality Committee and the Select Committee on AB 32
Implementation. This hearing was basically a review of California’s climate change
program successes in comparison to the goals in the Paris Climate Accord.

The Senate Budget Committee held another hearing that examined how the cap &
trade expenditure plan addresses legislative priorities. This lengthy hearing included
testimony from several agency Secretaries, including CalEPA Secretary Matt
Rodriguez, CalSTA Secretary Brian Kelly, Resources Secretary John Laird, Food &
Agriculture Secretary Karen Ross, and Randall Winston, Executive Director of the
Strategic Growth Council.

R:\AlaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\5.1_LegislativeUpdate\5.1_LegislativeUpdate_20160226.docx
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While there was very little discussion about the Legislature not appropriating nearly
40% of the auction revenue in the current fiscal year, there was significant discussion
about the level of emission reductions attained with the funds spent so far. The
focus on cost effectiveness was raised by the Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO), who
has repeatedly questioned the effectiveness of spending auction revenue on
programs within sectors already covered by the cap. The LAO believes that
spending funds within capped sectors may not achieve the expected GHG emission
reduction. The LAO has urged the Legislature to re-adopt the program with a 2/3
vote in order to provide it greater flexibility on spending the funds on programs that
better match legislative priorities. Department of Finance representative countered
that the cost effectiveness is a single factor, but a more holistic approach is needed
that considers cost benefits and co-benefits of a project.

The final hearing of was a joint hearing held by the Assembly Committee on
Transportation and the Senate Committee on Transportation & Housing. This was the
first of what will be several hearings examining all of the emission reduction programs
administered by the Air Resources Board and how they relate to tfransportation. It
was not limited to only cap & trade funded programs. The singular focus of
Assemblyman Frazier was his repeated request for Air Board staff to show how much
has been spent on these programs and the resulting air quality benefit. Air Board
staff was not able to provide data at the hearing due to it either not existing, or
miscommunication between the Air Board and Committee staff. This initial hearing
was wide ranging and at fimes confrontational. The Committees will be scheduling
additional hearings that will focus on specific Air Board programs.

Clean Transit: While Air Board staff continues to work with transit operators and
industry representatives on developing regulations that would transition all transit
vehicles to zero emission vehicles, Air Board staff provided an update on their work
at the Air Board’s meeting last week. Board members were very clear that any new
requirement should not impact current service levels.

Chair Mary Nichols closed the discussion by stating her support for making transit
cleaner, but questioned whether implementing a purchase requirement is the best
path.

State Legislation Recommendation: Alameda CTC sponsored a bill this year to
would facilitate improvements to future financing opportunities for the agency by
making minor changes to our enabling legislation in the PUC 180000 series. The
following provides background information and the rationale for these proposed
changes.

In certain market environments, it is best to issue premium bonds to saftisfy investor
demand. Investors frequently desire premium bonds in a low interest rate
environment, such as todays. If an agency issues par or discount bonds when

R:\AlaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\5.1_LegislativeUpdate\5.1_LegislativeUpdate_20160226.docx
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investors desire premium bonds (in an effort to comply with PUC section 180260 as
currently written), the agency will have trouble selling the bonds at the lowest
interest rates, and it will cost the agency more money in interest costs. PUC Section
180260 does not allow issuers to structure bonds to best meet investor demand, and
that inefficiency costs more taxpayer’s dollars than necessary.

The desire is to ensure the most cost efficient outcome when going to the bond
market; therefore it is recommended that the language in the PUC Sections 180258
and 180260 be modified to allow for the issuance of premium bonds with all
proceeds to be used for the purposes for which the debt is incurred.

The original language in the Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 180260 limits an
issuer’s ability to structure municipal bonds to best meet investor demand and in
doing so promotes structures that lead to higher interest costs. Commonly in
California and nationally, municipal issuers can issue bonds with either a par
structure, discount structure or premium structure. Additionally, all proceeds from
the bond sale, including any premium generated through a premium bond
structure, are eligible to be used for project costs.

The original language in PUC Section 180260 has been interpreted by legal counsels
to mean that proceeds generated through bond sale premium can only be used to
pay debt service (principal and interest) on the bonds, not towards project costs or
other purposes for which the bonds are being issued. This reduces the flexibility of
issuers and limits their ability to offer a premium structure to investors which is often
inconsistent with investor demand. This restriction is inconsistent with current
practice in the municipal bond market and promotes bond structures that have
higher interest costs which, in turn, reduces the amount of money available for
transportation projects.

Ideally a transportation authority should be able to issue bonds consistent with
investor demand in order to minimize borrowing costs and use more taxpayer dollars
for projects. This should include the ability to issue premium bonds to fund eligible
project costs if and when this structure results in the lowest borrowing cost.

The goal for the proposed changes to the PUC is to remove the restrictive language
that currently requires bond premium from the sale of bonds to be used only for the
payment of principal and interest on the bonds.

Under transportation funding to protect and enhance voter approved funding,
Alameda CTC's legislative program states, “Support efforts that streamline financing
and delivery of transportation projects and programs.” AB1919 supports streamlining
and savings on interest costs, therefore, staff recommends a SUPPORT position on AB
1919. The proposed changes per AB1919 have been discussed with and supported
in concept by other Self Help counties in California.

R:\AlaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\5.1_LegislativeUpdate\5.1_LegislativeUpdate_20160226.docx
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AB 1919 The Local Transportation Authority and Improvement Act provides

(Quirk D) for the creation in any county of a local tfransportation authority
Local and authorizes the imposition of a retail transactions and use tax
transportation by ordinance, subject to approval of the ordinance by 2/3 of the
authoritfies: voters. Current law requires the bond proceeds to be placed in the
bonds. treasury of the local transportation authority and to be used for

allowable transportation purposes, except that accrued interest
and premiums received on the sale of the bonds are required to
be placed in a fund to be used for the payment of bond debt
service. This bill would instead provide for accrued interest and
premiums received on the sale of the bonds to be placed in the
treasury of the local transportation authority to be used for
allowable transportation purposes.  (Infroduced: 2/11/2016)

Federal Update

The following update provides information on activities and issues at the federal level
and include information contributed from Alameda CTC's lobbyist team (CJ Lake/
Len Simon).

President Obama’s Final Budget Request: President Obama submitted his eighth and
final annual federal agency budget request to Congress in February, which officially
began the Fiscal Year 2017 Budget and Appropriations process. As previewed in his
State of the Union address in January, the President’s Request reflects the priorities of his
legacy initiatives including climate change and energy sector fransformation,
technology investment, criminal justice reform, substance abuse tfreatment and
prevention, college affordability, cancer research and repairing the country’s aging
infrastructure. Congress will determine whether any of these initiatives survive and/or
receive funding in 2017. To that point, the House and Senate Budget Committee chairs
announced that they do not intend to receive testimony from the Administration on the
Budget Request, highlighting its lack of relevance to their agenda.

Budget and Appropriations Update: Early in the new year, House Speaker Paul Ryan
indicated his intention to adhere to the “regular order” of budget processing, meaning
that both the House and Senate would pass Budget Resolutions in early spring defining
overall funding levels for the various federal agencies and that the Chambers would
also then draft, debate, and pass 12 separate appropriations bills governing program
level funding for all the agencies by the fiscal year deadline of September 30, 2016.
Senate leaders expressed their desire to follow this process as well, but it is a daunting
task, particularly as all funding legislation must originate in the House before
consideration by the Senate. The last time the House considered and passed all 12
agency funding bills was in 2006. The task this year is further complicated by a
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Page 13


http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_1919&sess=1516&house=B
http://asmdc.org/members/a20/

compressed House calendar and an additional challenge by the Republican Study
Committee (RSC) which voted to oppose last year's budget deal in late February.

The RSC is one of the most powerful groups within the House Republican Conference,
including 170 of the 246 Republican House members. Their decision to oppose the deal
is an added pressure on Speaker Paul Ryan along with the hardline conservatives in the
House Freedom Caucus urging to renege on the budget deal and push for steeper
cuts.

Speaker Ryan has said that a lower budget number would make it nearly impossible to
pass any FY17 appropriations bills and will make passing a budget resolution
extraordinarily difficult. If the FY17 budget numbers that were agreed to as part of last
year's two-year budget deal and the appropriations process is not completed by
October as Speaker Ryan has hoped, Congress will be forced to fund the government
with another continuing resolution and/or an omnibus package.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact.

Attachments

A. Alameda CTC 2016 Legislation Program
Staff Contact

Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Planning and Policy
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DATE: March 7, 2016
SUBJECT: Affordable Student Transit Pass Program Site Selection and Model

Program Evaluation Frameworks

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the Affordable Student Transit Pass Pilot Program site selection
and model program evaluation frameworks.

Summary

The cost of transportation to school is often cited as a significant barrier to school
attendance and participation in afterschool activities by middle and high school
students. In recognition of this problem, the Measure BB 2014 Transportation Expenditure
Plan approved by voters in November 2014 incorporated the implementation of a pilot
program to test various ways of designing an affordable student transit pass that would
meet a variety of program goals. Two key elements of this pilot program design are the
methodologies used for selecting model program sites in each of four subareas in the
county and evaluating the effectiveness of each of these model program sites. A
framework for each of these elements is described as follows.

The site selection framework defines the approach for how to identify the middle schools
and high schools that are strongest candidates for model program sites. The framework,
which includes site criteria and the selection process, is an equitable model that takes
into account geographic diversity, socioeconomic need, and public transit capabilities to
guide the identification of the model program sites most likely to showcase the
effectiveness of different concepts for implementing an Affordable Student Transit Pass
program (Affordable STPP).

The model program evaluation framework provides an outline of the indicators that will
be used to assess and compare the performance of the pilots to be implemented
throughout the county.

Background

The Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC) has undertaken the
development, implementation, and evaluation of an Affordable STPP that it intends to
pilot in middle schools and high schools in four communities in Alameda County
beginning in the 2016-2017 school year. This pilot program provides a crucial opportunity
to assess student transportation needs in Alameda County and develop an approach o
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meet those needs through the implementation of a sustainable program to provide
affordable student transit passes that can be used on the various transit providers that
serve schools, afterschool activities, and job locations in Alameda County. This pilot
program is identified in the 2014 Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) and is funded by
Measure BB; the TEP specifies that the funds will be used to implement “successful models
aimed at increasing the use of transit among junior high and high school students,
including a fransit pass program for students in Alameda County!.”

The Affordable STPP aims to do the following:
Reduce barriers to tfransportation access to and from schools

e Improve transportation options for Alameda County's middle and high school
students

e Build support for fransit in Alameda County
e Develop effective three-year pilot programs

To date, the Affordable STPP team has researched national best practices and the
current conditions and needs of Alameda County middle and high school students, as
well as the availability and service provided by existing transit services. This research
informs the recommended framework. The Affordable STPP team will now gather the
necessary information to begin the process of identifying potential model program sites
and developing respective pass program parameters for each selected model program
site based on the recommended framework.

Details of the Affordable STPP parameters will be specific to the model program sites to
be identified and will be brought to the Commission for approval in May, prior to
implementation. As previously directed by the Commission in October 2015, at least one
of the model program sites will include a universally free pass.

Development and implementation of the pilot Affordable STPP programs will be designed
to allow for measurable outcomes that facilitate assessment of progress in meeting the
Affordable STPP goals. Prior to implementation, a number of pass program parameters will
be determined for each selected model program site, such as which students will be
eligible, when and where the pass can be used, the administrative processes, and the
physical attributes of the pass itself.

Site Selection Framework

The framework for site selection addresses geographic and demographic diversity among
the potential model program sites. As previously established by Alameda CTC, there will
be one model program pilot in each of the county’s planning subareas. However, to
allow for adequate comparison, similar school sites will be identified across the planning
areas to test for the effectiveness of different pass program characteristics:

1 TEP, 2014
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School Site Characteristics - Needs-Based Assessment

School Type = Middle, high, mixed
= Charter/non-charter fraditional

School Need = Poverty level as indicated through free and reduced-price meal eligibility

Transit = Bus stop within 1/4 mile of the school

Presence = Number of routes serving schools

Geographic = North, central, south, east subareas

Location = Paired schools (these could be schools within proximity of one another,

middle schools that feed a particular high school, or a high school that
draws from select middle schools)

Existing » Presence of Safe Routes to Schools programs and other unique attributes
Programs of potential model program sites
Other = Percent minority

Characteristics | = Ethnic diversity

= School interest

= School readiness

= Availability of crossing guards

= Potential student and community participation

A detailed description of the site selection methodology is included in Affachment A:
Criteria and Process for Site Selection

Model Program Evaluation Framework

The framework for model program evaluation describes quantitative and qualitative
performance measures that can be used to understand how well each of the model
programs supports the goals of the Affordable STPP.

The evaluation framework consists of two components: 1) Attachment B is a matrix
showing how each of the proposed indicators relates to the overall goals of the
Affordable STPP; and 2) Attachment C presents a list of the performance indicators and
metrics (measurable source of data) that intend to capture relevant changes in
outcomes at each model program site.

Once the site recommendations are approved and the pilot pass program parameters
are determined, the Affordable STPP team will begin collecting relevant data at each
model program site. This will include both pre-implementation data collection, as well as
preparations for other types of data gathering during and after the pilot period. This
information will be compiled in the annual evaluation reports for each of the model
program sites, and will be used to adjust the programs as necessary for the following year.
At the end of the three-year pilot period, these performance measures will be used to
compare progress over time at each site as well as to compare program sites.
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Stakeholder Workshop Overview

In January of 2015, Alameda CTC resumed meetings with stakeholders regarding the
development of the Affordable STPP. These workshops occurred throughout the year and
info 2016. Stakeholders invited to the workshops are from school districts, advocacy
groups, the Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee and more. (Attachment D
includes the invitee list.)

The proposed methodology was brought to the Affordable STPP Workshop on February
18, 2016. Participants provided comments on the proposed methodology, performance
measures, and evaluation approach. Overall, participants were supportive of the
approach. Some had questions and provided suggestions, which were addressed in the
methodology and summarized below.

Summary of comments:

¢ Understanding where students live and how close their residences are to existing
transit stops is important. It was acknowledged that this data is not readily
available due to confidentiality requirements.

e Frequency of transit service should be considered in the selection process.
Participants suggested other data that might be available from transit agencies.
Staff from AC Transit clarified that ridership based on passes cannot be isolated at
the school level, but could potentially be tfracked at a given stop.

e Reach out to school districts to understand how student enrollment is distributed
among the different schools.

e Ensure enough funding is available for administration at school sites.

e Request that funding in the TEP for crossing guards be used from the
bicycle/pedestrian funding.

¢ Include the continuation schools as potential pilot sites, because they have a high
incidence of tfruancy, and a transit pass could be a tool to reverse that. Based on
this feedback, continuation schools that operate during traditional school hours will
also be considered for potential pilot program implementation.

e Track the impact on existing yellow school bus ridership to determine the net effect
of student transit ridership, affording an understanding of students potentially
switching modes.

e Consider impacts on greenhouse gas emissions or vehicle-miles traveled. This will be
considered in the evaluation as a secondary impact.

e There is concern about student perceptions of safety, particularly in East Oakland,
and how safety might be considered in the evaluation.
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e The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s equity measure looks to the
reduction of household transportation expenses by 10 percent, which could be a
useful measure for consistency.

Attendees at the February 18, 2016 workshop are listed in Attachment E.
Fiscal Impact:
There is no fiscal impact.

Attachments

A. Criteria and Process for Site Selection — Preliminary Phase of Looking at Schools
Alignment of Program Goals and Performance Measures

. Performance Measures and Metrics for Model Program Evaluation

Affordable STPP Workshop Invitation List

. Sign in Sheet for the Affordable STPP Workshop on Thursday, February 18, 2016
Staff Contact

m o 0O w

Tess Lengyel, Deputy Director of Planning and Policy

Laurel Poeton, Program Analyst
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6.1A

Criteria and Process for Site Selection - Preliminary Phase of Looking at Schools

Site selection represents the first phase (Phase 1) of the pilot program development process.
The selection process includes definition of the site selection framework—described in this
attachment—followed by an assessment of potential sites and subsequent
recommendation of model program sites that will come before the Commission in May 2016.

Phase Il of the development process is to design the program for the model sites, including
program parameters, tailoring program characteristics to each model program site, and
finalizing the implementation process.

Phase lll represents the implementation of the pilot program at a minimum of four model
program sites.

Methodology

The proposed approach deploys seven different steps using a mix of tools to assess
characteristics of the student body, fransit availability, and readiness of a school to
administer the program. Starting with data collection and analysis, the steps are described
as follows:

1. Identify paired schools within each subarea.

Approach

In this step, the Affordable STPP team will identify paired schools within each of
Alomeda County’s four planning subareas. Paired schools are those in close proximity
to one another that have access to the same fransit system. They may have similar
demographic characteristics and likely include middle schools that feed a common
high school, or possibly a high school and the middle schools from which it draws
students. Any of these combinations could represent a single model program site.
Rationale

A program site does not need to be a single school. By identifying two or more
schools that can represent a model program site (“paired” or “linked” schools),
Alomeda CTC can:

1) Broaden the reach of the pilot to serve a greater number of students;

2) Build support for the program by serving more communities;

3) Allow for cohort analysis to assess how transit use with an affordable student
transit pass might change over time (i.e., if middle and high schools are paired,
the Affordable STPP team can frack how pass use changes for students
transitioning from middle school to high school);

4) Allow for evaluation of different outcomes in different schools within the same
geographic area; and

5) Allow for evaluation of potentially different administrative approaches at
schools participating in the “same” pilot program.
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2. Tally enroliment to understand registration implications.
Approach

In this step, enrollment will be tallied by grade level to understand the implications in
terms of the number of possible registrants for the program.

Rationale

Given funding constraints, it will be essential to understand cost implications and
the number of students who can reasonably be accommodated as part of the
pilot program.

3. Update demographic data.
Approach

In the third step, demographic data that was collected as part of the existing
conditions analysis will be updated. Several schools are missing information about
minority enrollment, and updated information is needed about ethnic diversity and
the percentage of students who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunches; this
information feeds directly in to critical selection criteria in the next step.

Rationale

It is important to ensure that data from multiple sources is correct, and currently there
are some anomalies. Demographic data will be considered in the model program
site selection process.

4. Conduct initial sort.
Approach

In the fourth step, the Affordable STPP team will conduct an initial sort of the schools,
based on factors deemed to be most important in establishing a baseline of schools
to pilot the Affordable STPP.

These factors include:
1) Whether there is an existing transit stop within 1/4 mile of the school;
2) Whether the school operates during the fraditional school day time;
3) Whether logical pairs were identified in Step #1;

4) Whether the schools are in a geographic location where they might be able to
leverage additional grant funding; and for schools where a free pass might be
infroduced; and

5) Whether the school is considered a high-poverty school, meaning that
75 percent or more of the students are eligible for free and reduced price
lunches (based on a Title | measure of poverty in schools).

Rationale

These criteria are suggested to begin to narrow the number of schools appropriate for
implementation of a pilot program:
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1) Proximity of fransit to school is important. Virtually all Alameda County schools
are within 1/2 mile of a fransit stop. Most studies substantiate the assumption
that 3/4 mile is the distance people are most likely to walk to/from transit.

2) A traditional school program includes any school operating during daytime
“school day” hours, inclusive of charter schools and magnet schools. Evaluating
the program in schools that serve the general population during a fraditional
school day will be essential to establish approaches appropriate for eventual
countywide implementation and for pilot comparative evaluation.

3) Paired/linked schools are more desirable (as noted above) for broadening
participation in the pilot program and gathering information for the
evaluation effort.

4) Schools in some areas may be eligible for state and regional opportunities for
leveraging grants (including Metropolitan Transportation Commission Climate
Initiatives, state cap-and-trade funds, and funds identified for Communities of
Concern). The possibility of schools qualifying for future funding under these
programs will be taken into consideration during the evaluation.

5) Because the pilot program will offer free transit passes for at least one site,
income is an appropriate tool to assess which schools are likely the best
candidates for free passes.

5. Sort for deployment-readiness characteristics and factors.
Approach

The paired schools within each subarea will then be sorted to assess various
characteristics for the model program sites, based on the program goals and
objectives.

Key factors identified include:

1) More than one transit route serving the stops within 1/4 mile of the school (also
sorfing by the frequency of transit routes serving the school during peak school
travel hours);

2) The school district has identified transportation as an important issue in the
school’'s Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) or that transportation
has been indicated by the school in public information, outreach, or advocacy
efforts as an important tool for meeting educational goals;

3) Student population characteristics including minority versus non-minority
enrollment and ethnic diversity;

4) School participation in the Safe Routes to Schools program (although
participation is not a prerequisite and schools that do not participate will also
be considered); and

5) The school participates in or has participated in transit fravel training programs.
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Rationale

These characteristics and factors are useful for selecting schools for onsite
assessments:

1) Transit stops within 1/4 mile of a school suggest a higher propensity for transit
use; higher frequency of fransit service at these stops illustrates more transit
options for students. Understanding the implications of access to transit on
use of an affordable student transit pass will be important for evaluating the
pilot program;

2) Where transportation has been identified as an issue by the district/school in an
LCAP or other document, the school or district has prioritized seeking solutions
and has a stated commitment to work on transportation issues, which will be
essential for a successful pilot;

3) Two student population characteristics are considered for program design
purposes: minority enrollment and ethnic diversity within the enrolled student
body. These factors ensure diverse participation in the pilot program and
ensure that the pilot model program site selection is balanced. Ethnic diversity
factors also allow for the evaluation to consider different implementation
experiences and outcomes in more homogeneous versus more
heterogeneous schools;

4) Safe Routes to Schools participation is not a determining factor of whether the
program should be implemented at a particular site, but it is illustrative of a
school’s experience with other school transportation programs. It may serve as
a possible indicator of readiness and commitment by school administrators,
parents and students; and

5) Similar to Safe Routes to School participation, a school’'s ongoing or past transit
travel training participation is illustrative of experience with other school
transportation programs and serves as a possible indicator of readiness and
commitment by school administrators, parents, and students.

6. Conduct school site screen for highest-ranked model program sites.
Approach

In step six, an onsite assessment will take place at the schools identified based on the
sorting criteria used in the first five steps. The assessment will allow the program team
to assess the top-ranked schools based on administrative readiness to implement the
program, potential staffing and administrative support, active student groups and
their interest, parent involvement, languages spoken, safety/pedestrian incidents
(and the availability of crossing guards or need for crossing guards), student body
educational opportunities, and other factors which will be refined and incorporated
info an assessment form.

Rationale

These onsite assessments will offer a qualitative determination of whether the schools
in the model program site area could provide successful pilot program locations and

R:\AIaCTC_Meetings\Commission\PPLC\20160314\6.1_STPP_Update\é 1_Affordable_STPP_Frameworks_20160303.docx

Page 24



what their specific needs might be in the development of site-specific program
parameters. Successful implementation will require a school to be responsive, collect
and share information, and work closely with the Affordable STPP team.

7. Recommend preferred model program sites.
Based on the previous steps, at least four model program sites (each program site

may include paired school)—one in each planning subarea—wiill be recommended
to the Commission in May.
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6.1B

Alignment of Program Goals and Performance Measures

Proposed goals and objectives are listed in the table below. Proposed metrics that will
be recommended to be used to assess progress in meeting each goal are included in
Attachment C.

Goal 2: Improve
transportation
options for
Alameda County’s
middle and high
school students

Goal 3: Build Goal 4:
support for Develop
transit in effective
Alameda three-year
County pilot programs

Goal 1: Reduce
barriers to
transportation
access to and
from schools

GOALS

INDICATORS

Quantitative

1. Student
perception of
fransit options
and barriers

2. Transportation
costs to
families X X X
(participant
cost)

3. Participant or
student X
attendance

4. Pass
availability X
and use

5. After-school
activity X
participation

6. Student
ridership
(including non-
pass holders)

7. Inclusion of
stfudents,
parents,
community
members,
administrators

8. Diverse
participant X
reach
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GOALS

INDICATORS

Goal 1: Reduce
barriers to
transportation
access to and
from schools

Goal 2: Improve
transportation
options for
Alameda County’s
middle and high
school students

Goal 3: Build
support for
transit in
Alameda
County

Goal 4:
Develop
effective

three-year
pilot programs

9. Program cost
per participant

X

10. Administrative
costs as a
proportion of
total program
costs

Qualitative

11. Effectiveness
of marketing
and oufreach

12. Linkages with
existing fare
payment
option(s)

13. Leverage with
other school-
based
fransportation
programs

14. Leverage with
other funding
and
administration
programs

15. Transit
operator
response(s)

16. Ease of
participation

17. Ease of
administration
(county-wide,
site-level,
operator-level)

18. Cost
performance
against
expectations
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Performance Measures and Metrics for Model Program Evaluation

6.1C

Proposed performance measures and metrics for the evaluation are presented below.

These indicators support the goals listed in Attachment B.

perception of
fransit options
and barriers

how students
understand
tfransportation
options and
perceive barriers
to accessing
those options

extent to which
students
perceive pass
options and
barriers to
accessing
those options,
including cost

groups
conducted by
program team
and school sites

Indicators Rationale Metric Data Source Collection Time
Quantitative
1. Student To understand Number and Surveys or focus | Annual

program design
and attendance

2. Transportation | To determine Amount that Determined as | Before and
costs to the financial families pay for | part of model after
families burden of school program implementation
(parficipant | trgnsportation transportation | parameters;
cost) fo/from school and/or the pass | surveys

3. Participant or | To discern a Average daily Mandated Annual
student relationship attendance school
attendance? | petween pass reporting

2 Secondary metrics associated with this indicator, such as graduation rates and test scores, may be used to evaluate

potential implications for school performance.
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Indicators Rationale Metric Data Source Collection Time
4. Pass To determine Number of School sites, Before
availability the level of eligible transit implementation
and use penetration of students; operators, and | and annually
the pilot Number of Clipper if after
program (i.e. passes applicable implementation
how many distributed:;
students could Number of
use the pass vs. oasses used
actually use the (depending on
pass) choice of
model program
fare mediaq)
5. After-school To discern a Attendance of | Schoolsite and | Monthly
activity relationship students at key | afterschool
participation | petween pass clubs, activities, | programs
program design | and
and after-school | organizations
activity associated with
participation each model
program site
6. Student To determine Number of Transit Annual
ridership the impact of passes operators;
(including the pass provided; Travel diaries
non-pass program on Agency-level and hand tally
holders)® ridership (i.e. net | student surveys from
and gross ridership; program team
change in Yellow bus and school
ridership) ridership (if sites; baseline
applicable) data collection
7. Inclusion of To determine if Attendance of | Sign-in sheets Throughout
students, community these and feedback | program
parents, members are stakeholders at | submissions implementation
community integrated and | meetings;
mempers, informed Amount of
administrators
comments
received

3 Metrics associated with this indicator may be used to evaluate potential implications for greenhouse gas emissions and

traffic congestion.
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Indicators Rationale Metric Data Source Collection Time
8. Diverse To determine Demographic Determined as | Before
participant that geographic | information of part of model implementation
reach diversity and model program | program
equity are sites parameters
addressed
9. Program cost | To understand Overall Model program | Annual
per the overall cost- | program costs parameters;
participant benefit ratio of | per participant, | Financial
the pass beyond what information
program the pass price is | provided by
(if applicable) schools, county
agencies, and
transit
operators
10. Administrative | To understand Costs borne by | Financial Annual
costs as a the overall cost- | the fransit information
proportion of | penefit ratio of operators, provided by
fotal program | the pass schools, etc. schools, county
costs program Including costs | agencies, and
with an onsite transit
administrator operators
Qualitative
1. Effectiveness | To ensure that Extent to which | Student and Annual

of marketing
and outreach

community
members are
integrated and
informed

participants
know about the
program

parent
feedback

12. Linkages with
existing fare

To discern if
linkages with

Key features of
fare payment

Determined as
part of model

Before and after
implementation

payment existing options | options program
opfion(s) affects pilot parameters;

outcomes Clipper if

applicable
13. Leverage To discern if Aspects that Determined as | Before and after

with other coordination benefit related | part of model | implementation
school-based | with existing programs (SR2S, | program
fransportation | nrograms crossing parameters
programs affects pilot guards, etc.)

outcomes
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recurring
and/or
unpredictable
issues

stakeholders

Indicators Rationale Metric Data Source Collection Time
14. Leverage To understand Key findings Program team | Before and after
with other potential for regarding assessment of implementation
funding and | fyture funding funding model program
administration | onnortunities eligibility and design
programs partnerships
15. Transit To understand Perceived Transit operator | Throughout
operator how the pilot impacts of feedback program
response(s) programs are program to implementation
perceived by service delivery
transit operators
16. Ease of To discern how Perceived ease | Participant Annual
participation | students of use of model | surveys
perceive the program
model program
and how to use
it
17. Ease of To discern how Perceived ease | Feedback from | Throughout
administration | program of school sites, program
(county-wide, | gdministrationis | administration | transit implementation
site-level, perceived by by school sites, | operators,
opercifor- different entities | transit other
level) involved at operators, and | stakeholders
different scales county-wide
coordination
18. Cost To understand Degree to Feedback from | Before and after
performance | or anticipate which any cost | school sites, implementation
against any potential overruns transit
expectations | t,ture costs and | represent “one- | operators,
issues time" versus other

4 Metrics associated with this indicator may be used to evaluate potential implications for the level of decentralized

oversight and potential for replication in other schools.
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Student Transit Pass Program Contacts

6.1D

First Name Last Name Affiliation

Email

Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee

Chris Andrichak AC Transit candrichak@actransit.org
Nathan Landau AC Transit Nlandau@actransit.org

Art Carrera Alameda County artc@acpwa.org

Cindy Horvath Alameda County cindy.horvath@acgov.org
Ruben Izon Alameda County rubeni@acpwa.org

Albert Lopez Alomeda County Albert.Lopez@acgov.org
Miriam Chion Association of Bay Area Governments miriamc@abag.ca.gov
Donna Lee BART dlee@bart.gov

Anthony Fournier Bay Area Air Quality Management District afournier@baagmd.gov
Cameron Oakes Caltrans cameron.oakes@dot.ca.gov
Fredrick Schermer Caltrans Fredrick.Schermer@dot.ca.gov
V. Patel City of Alameda vpatel@alamedaca.gov
Gail Payne City of Alameda gpayne@alamedaca.gov
Jeff Bond City of Albany joond@albanyca.org

Aleida Chavez City of Albany achavez@albanyca.org
Farid Javandel City of Berkeley FJavandel@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Hamid Mostowfi City of Berkeley hmostowfi@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Beth Thomas City of Berkeley BAThomas@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Jeff Baker City of Dublin Jeff.Baker@ci.dublin.ca.us
Marnie Delgado City of Dublin marnie.delgado@dublin.ca.gov
Obaid Khan City of Dublin obaid.khan@dublin.ca.gov
Amber Evans City of Emeryville aevans@ci.emeryville.ca.us
Diana Keena City of Emeryville dkeena@emeryville.org
Rene Dalton City of Fremont rdalfon@fremont.gov

Norm Hughes City of Fremont nhughes@fremont.gov

Hans Larsen City of Fremont HLarsen@fremont.gov

Jeff Schwob City of Fremont jschwob@ci.fremont.ca.us
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Student Transit Pass Program Contacts

First Name Last Name Affiliation Email

Noe Veloso City of Fremont nveloso@fremont.gov

Fred Kelley City of Hayward fred.kelley@hayward-ca.gov
Abhishek Parikh City of Hayward abhishek.parikh@hayward-ca.gov
David Rizk City of Hayward David.Rizk@hayward-ca.gov
Debbie Bell City of Livermore dlbell@cityoflivermore.net
Steve Stewart City of Livermore scstewart@cityoflivermore.net
Bob Vinn City of Livermore bgvinn@cityoflivermore.net
Soren Fajeau City of Newark soren.fajeau@newark.org
Terrence Grindall City of Newark Terrence.Grindall@newark.org
Iris Starr City of Oakland IStarr@oaklandnet.com

Bruce Williams City of Oakland bwiliams@oaklandnet.com
Kevin Jackson City of Piedmont kjackson@ci.piedmont.ca.us
Mike Tassano City of Pleasanton mtassano@ci.pleasanton.ca.us
Adam Weinstein City of Pleasanton aweinstein@cityofpleasantonca.gov
Keith Cooke City of San Leandro KCooke@ci.san-leandro.ca.us
Tom Lico City of San Leandro TLico@sanleandro.org

Michael Stella City of San Leandro mstella@sanleandro.org
Carmela Campbell City of Union City CarmelaC@unioncity.org
Thomas Ruark City of Union City ThomasR@ci.union-city.ca.us
Sean Dougan East Bay Parks District sdougan@ebparks.org

Erich Pfuehler East Bay Parks District epfuehler@ebparks.org

Christy Wegener Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority cwegener@lavta.org

Kenneth Kao Metropolitan Transportation Commission kkao@mtc.ca.gov

Matt Maloney Metropolitan Transportation Commission mmaloney@mtc.ca.gov

Ross McKeown Metropolitan Transportation Commission rmckeown@mtc.ca.gov
Matthew Davis Port of Oakland mdavis@portoakland.com
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First Name

Last Name

Affiliation

Email

Staff and Consultants from Transportation Agencies, Commissioners, Cities and County

Beverly Greene AC Transit bgreene@actransit.org
Michele Joseph AC Transit mjoseph@actransit.org
Nathan Landau AC Transit Nlandau@actransit.org

Sue Lee AC Transit slee@actransit.org

Victoria Wake AC Transit vwake@actransit.org

Paul Keener Alomeda County paulk@acpwa.org

Charlotte Barham BART cbarham@bart.gov

Pam Herhold BART pherhol@bart.gov

Donna Lee BART dlee@bart.gov

Val Menotti BART vmenott@bart.gov

Julie Yim BART jyim@bart.gov

Dawn Argula Board of Supervisor Office - District 1 dawn.argula@acgov.org
Christopher Miley Board of Supervisor Office - District 2 Christopher.Miley@acgov.org
Dave Brown Board of Supervisor Office - District 3 dave.brown@acgov.org
Jeanette Dong Board of Supervisor Office - District 3 Jeanette.dong@acgov.org
Steven Jones Board of Supervisor Office - District 3 Steven.jones@acgov.org
Eileen Ng Board of Supervisor Office - District 4 eileen.ng@acgov.org

Paul Sanftner Board of Supervisor Office - District 4 paul.sanftner@acgov.org
Amy Shrago Board of Supervisor Office - District 5 amy.shrago@acgov.org
Roselle Loudon City of Emeryville rlioudon@emeryville.org

lpsita Banerjee City of Fremont IBanerjee@fremont.gov

Juliet Naishorua City of Oakland jnaishorua@horizon.csueastbay.edu
Matthew Nichols City of Oakland MDNichols@oaklandnet.com
Sheng Thao City of Oakland (Office of Vice Mayor Rebecca Kaplan) sthao@oaklandnet.com

Jan Cornish Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority jcornish@lavta.org

Michael Tree Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority miree@lavta.org

Jennifer Largaespada Metropolitan Transportation Commission Jennifer.Largaespada@ch2m.com
Anne Richman Metropolitan Transportation Commission arichman@mtc.ca.gov

Glen Tepke Metropolitan Transportation Commission gtepke@mtc.ca.gov

Darryl Yip Metropolitan Transportation Commission dyip@mtc.ca.gov

Calli Cenizal Nelson Nygaard ccenizal@nelsonnygaard.com
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First Name Last Name Affiliation Email

Joey Goldman Nelson Nygaard jgoldman@nelsonnygaard.com
Richard Weiner Nelson Nygaard rweiner@nelsonnygaard.com
Steve Adams Union City Transit (City of Union City) SAdams@unioncity.org

Wilson Lee Union City Transit (City of Union City) WilsonL@unioncity.org

Community-based and Business Organizatio

ns

Keiva Hummel Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment khummel@calorganize.org

Alia Phelps Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment aphelps@calorganize.org

Breft Hondrop Alta Planning/Alameda County Safe Routes fo Schools bhondorp@altaplanning.com
Kaley Lyons Alta Planning/Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools kaleylyons@altaplanning.com

Lisa Hagerman DBL Investors lisa@dblinvestors.com

Vanessa Hernandez Eden Housing VHernandez@edenhousing.org
John Claassen Genesis jpoclaassen@comcast.net

Michelle Jordan Genesis mjordan823@sbcglobal.net

Mary Lim-Lampe Genesis marylimlampe@gmail.com
Mahasin Abdul-Salaam Genesis centerdlearningbynature@gmail.com
Mim Hawley League of Women Voters mbhawley@earthlink.net

Lana Adlowan Oakland Public Library ladlawan@oaklandlibrary.org
Winifred Walters Oakland Public Library wwalters@oaklandlibrary.org
Wendy Alfsen Sierra Club wendyalfsen@gmail.com

Patrisha Piras Sierra Club patpiras@sonic.net

Matt Williams Sierra Club mwilic@mac.com

Geoffrey Johnson TransForm gjohnson@transformca.org

Joél Ramos TransForm joel@transformca.org

Nora Cody TransForm/Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools nora@transformca.org

Alissa Kronovet TransForm/Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools akronovet@alamedacountysr2s.org
James Martin Perez Work TransForm/Alameda County Safe Routes to Schools jmperezwork@alamedacountysr2s.org
Bob Allen Urban Habitat bob@urbanhabitat.org
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First Name Last Name Affiliation Email

Gayle Eads Volunteer Tutor gayle.s.eads@gmail.com
Sikander lgbal Youth Uprising sigbal@youthuprising.org

Neda Said Youth Uprising nsaid@youthuprising.org

Alice Alvarado dlice.alvarado@rocketmail.com
Kumar Malini kumarmalini@gmail.com

See e-mail address jIf7800@netzero.com

See e-mail address luzy65@att.net

Educational Organizations and Other Schools

Unique S. Holland Alameda County Office of Education uholland@acoe.org

Dan Bellino Alameda County Office of Education dbellino@acoe.org

L Karen Monroe Alameda County Office of Education lkmnonroe@acoe.org

Mark Salinas California State University East Bay mark.salinas@csueastbay.edu
K-12 School Districts

Kerri Lonergan Alameda Unified School District klonergan@alameda.k12.ca.us
Kristen 10z0 Alameda Unified School District kzazo@alaomeda.k12.ca.us
Marsha Brown Albany Unified School District mbrown@ausdk12.org

Susan Craig Berkeley Unified School District susancraig@berkeley.net

Parvin Ahmadi Castro Valley Unified School District pahmadi@cv.k12.ca.us

Rinda Bartley Castro Valley Unified School District rbartley@cv.k12.ca.us

Aimee Cayere Castro Valley Unified School District acayere@cv.k12.ca.us

Dr. Candi Clark Castro Valley Unified School District cclark@cv.k12.ca.us

Stephen Hanke Dublin Unified School District hankestephen@dublin.k12.ca.us
Diane Lang Emeryville Unified School District diane.lang@emeryusd.k12.ca.us
Debbra Lindo Emeryville Unified School District debbra.lindo@emeryusd.org
Greg Bailey Fremont Unified School District gbailey@fremont.k12.ca.us
James Morris Fremont Unified School District jmorris@fremont.k12.ca.us
Katherine Brown Hayward Unified School District klborown@husd.k12.ca.us

Stan Dobbs Hayward Unified School District sdobbs@husd.us

Kelly Bowers Livermore Unified School District kbowers@Ilvjusd.k12.ca.us
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John Mafttos New Haven Unified School District jmattos@nhusd.k12.ca.us
Blanca Snyder New Haven Unified School District bsnyder@nhusd.k12.ca.us

Dan Marken Newark Unified School District dmarken@newarkunified.org
Williom Whitton Newark Unified School District wwhitton@nusd.k12.ca.us
Yusef Carrillo Oakland Unified School District yusef.carrilo@ousd.k12.ca.us
Julia Gordon Oakland Unified School District Julia.Gordon@ousd.k12.ca.us
Clara Henderson Oakland Unified School District carla.henderson@ousd.k12.ca.us
Tom Hughes Oakland Unified School District tom.hughes@ousd.org
Jacqueline P. Minor Oakland Unified School District jacqueline.minor@ousd.org
Carlene Naylor Oakland Unified School District Carlene.Naylor@ousd.k12.ca.us
Randall Booker Piedmont Unified School District rbooker@piedmont.k12.ca.us
Sandy Eggert Piedmont Unified School District seggert@piedmont.k12.ca.us
Kevin Johnson Pleasanton Unified School District kjohnson@pleasantonusd.net
Brenda Montgomery Pleasanton Unified School District bmontgomery@pleasantonusd.net
Lynn Novak Pleasanton Unified School District Inovak@pleasantonusd.net
Roseanne Pryor Pleasanton Unified School District roryor@pleasantonusd.net

Mo Brosnan San Lorenzo Unified School District mbrosnan@slzusd.org

Linda Freccero San Lorenzo Unified School District Ifreccero@slzusd.org

Janette Hernandez San Lorenzo Unified School District jhernandez@slzusd.org

Ammar Saheli San Lorenzo Unified School District asaheli@slzusd.org

Molleen Barnes Sunol Unified School District mbarnes@sunol.k12.ca.us
Lowell Hoxie Sunol Unified School District Ihoxie@sunol.k12.ca.us

High Schools

Tim Sbranti Dublin High School fim@timsbranti.com

Karen Seals Oakland - Oakland High School kseals5@aol.com

Katherine Herrick San Lorenzo - San Lorenzo High School kherrick@slzusd.org

Dana Wickner San Lorenzo - San Lorenzo High School dana.wickner@gmail.com
Abhi Brar Union City - Logan High School abrar@nhusd.k12.ca.us

James Rardin Union City - Logan High School jrardin@nhusd.k12.ca.us
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Middle Schools

Lucy Bryndza Albany - Albany Middle School Ibryndza@ausdk12.org

Peter Parenti Albany - Albany Middle School pparenti@ausdk12.org

Marty Place Albany - Albany Middle School mplace@ausdk12.org

Amber Evans Berkeley - King Middle School amber@thetrollfamily.com
Janet Levenson Berkeley - King Middle School jlevenson@berkeley.k12.ca.us
Charles Patterson Emeryville - Emery Secondary School charles.patterson@emeryusd.org
Louisa Lee Fremont - Centerville Junior High louisalee@fremont.k12.ca.us
Sherry Strausbaugh Fremont - Centerville Junior High sstrausbaugh@fremont.k12.ca.us
Lisa Davies Hayward - Bret Harte Middle School Idavies@husd.k12.ca.us

Scoftt Vernoy Livermore - Junction Avenue K-8 School svernoy@lvjusd.k12.ca.us
Carissa Cooksey Oakland - Eimhurst Middle School crcooksey@yahoo.com

Laura Robell Oakland - Eimhurst Middle School laura.robell@ousd.k12.ca.us
Terry Conde Pleasanton - Hart Middle School tconde@pleasantonusd.net
Patty Reichhorn Pleasanton - Hart Middle School jreichhorn@comcast.net
Elementary Schools

Tess Johnson Dublin - Dublin Elementary johnsontess@dublin.k12.ca.us
Lauren McGovern Dublin - Dublin Elementary mcgovernlauren@dublinusd.org
Lynn Medici Dublin - Kolb Elementary medicilynn@dublinusd.org
Douglas Whipple Fremont - Gomes Elementary dwhipple@fremont.k12.ca.us
Judy Nye Fremont - Grimmer Elementary jnye@fremont k12.ca.us

Julie Asher Fremont - Hirsch Elementary jasher@fremont.k12.ca.us
Jennifer Casey Fremont - Hirsch Elementary jcasey@fremont .k12.ca.us

Mary Liu Lee Fremont - Leitch Elementary mlee@fremont.k12.ca.us
Tammy Eglinton Fremont - Mattos Elementary teglinfon@fremont.k12.ca.us
Jim Hough Fremont - Niles Elementary jhough@fremont.k12.ca.us

Irma Torres-Fitzsimons Hayward - Burbank Elementary itorres-fitzsimons@husd.k12.ca.us
Pete Wilson Hayward - Burbank Elementary pwilson@husd.k12.ca.us

Irene Preciado Hayward - Cherryland Elementary ipreciado@husd.k12.ca.us

Juan Flores Hayward - Eden Gardens Elementary flores@husd.k12.ca.us

Daisy Palacios Hayward - Longwood Elementary dpalacios@husd.k12.ca.us
Fernando Yanez Hayward - Longwood Elementary fyanez@husd.k12.ca.us
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Brian White Hayward - Southgate Elementary bwhite@husd.k12.ca.us
Denise Nathanson Livermore - Emma C Smith Elementary dnathanson@lvjusd.k12.ca.us
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