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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

 
DATE & TIME:  Friday, March 28, 2014, 7:45 – 9:45 a.m. 
       
LOCATION:   City of San Pablo, Council Chambers 

13831 San Pablo Avenue (at Church Lane) 
San Pablo, California (Accessible by AC Transit #72 and #72R) 

 

 
1. Call to Order and Self-Introductions – Chair Janet Abelson 
 

2. Public Comment. The public is welcome to address the Board on any item that is 
not listed on the agenda. Please fill out a speaker card and hand it to staff. 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
3. Minutes of January 31, 2014 Board Meeting.  (Attachment – Recommended 

Action: APPROVE) 
 
4. Monthly Update on WCCTAC Activities (Attachment – Recommended Action: 

RECEIVE) 
  
5. Financial Reports for January and February 2014. The reports show the Agency’s 

revenues and expenses for the January and February periods.  (Attachment – 
Recommended Action: RECEIVE) 

 
6. CCTA Technical Coordinating Committee Representatives.  WCCTAC is allotted 

three representatives on the CCTA’s Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC).  At 
present there are two vacancies.  The WCCTAC-TAC nominated Michele Rodriguez 
(San Pablo) and Chad Smalley (Richmond) to fill those vacancies and Lori Reese-
Brown (Richmond) to serve as an alternate.  If approved by the Board, the new 
representatives would join Yvetteh Ortiz (El Cerrito).  (Recommended Action: 
APPROVE the nominees to the TCC). 
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7. Payment of Invoices over $10,000.  In accordance with the WCCTAC Joint Powers 
Agreement, Section 12, Paragraph (C), notice is hereby provided that the           
Executive Director has authorized a payment to the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) in 
the amount of $34,610 for Richmond BART Station intermodal area improvements, 
out of STMP funds. 

 
8. Fiscal Audits and Memoranda of Internal Control for Fiscal Years 2011, 2012 and 

2013.  The firm of Maze and Associates prepared the fiscal audit for WCCTAC for 
fiscal years 2011, 2012 and 2013. Staff recommends approval of the financial 
statements.  (Attachments provided Under Separate Cover to Board members: a) 
Basic Financial Statements for Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2012 and 2013, b) 
Memorandum on Internal Controls and Required Communications for Years Ended 
June 30, 2011, 2012, and 2013  -  Recommended Action: APPROVE)   
 

DISCUSSION 
 

9. Draft Final West County Action Plan.   At the January 2013 meeting, the Board 
approved the Draft Action Plan for release to CCTA, the WCCTAC-TAC, and the other 
regional transportation planning committees (RTPCs) for review and comment.  
WCCTAC received one comment from the Board and one minor comment from the 
WCCTAC-TAC, which have been incorporated.  The Draft Final West County Action 
Plan is now ready for Board approval and transmittal to CCTA  (Brooke DuBose, Fehr 
& Peers – Attachments – Recommended Action:  APPROVE Draft Final Action Plan) 
 

10. Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan.  CCTA staff and Contra Costa County 
Transit Authority staff (referred to hereafter as County Connection) will present the 
recently released countywide Mobility Management Plan (MMP).   The CCTA Board 
is seeking feedback on the Plan from RTPC’s.   (Peter Engel, CCTA  and Rick 
Ramacier, County Connection - Attachments - Recommended Action: Take a formal 
position and/or provide comments to CCTA) 
 

11. WCCTAC Office Space.  At the December 6, 2013 meeting, the WCCTAC Board 
directed staff with to consider other options for the location of its office space.  
Staff recommends the creation of an ad-hoc subcommittee of the Board that could 
review available options and begin negotiations, if desired.  (John Nemeth – 
Attachments – Recommended Action: APPROVE proposal to create ad-hoc 
subcommittee to assist staff) 

 
12. Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Needs Assessment Report.  CCTA initiated this 

report, produced by Fehr & Peers and presented to the CCTA Planning Committee, 
the Safe Routes to Schools Task Force, and the RTPCs.  The purpose this assessment 
is to better understand current activities and to estimate the amount of funding 
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needed in the future to comprehensively address SR2S needs for public schools.   
(Brooke DuBose, Fehr & Peers – Attachments – Recommended Action:  Provide 
comments to CCTA) 

 
13. Train Horn Noise Resolution.  Addressing train horn noise is an action item in the 

West County Action Plan (Action #19).  On February 4, 2014, the City of Richmond 
unanimously passed a Resolution calling for state and federal assistance on this 
issue, including: funding for quiet zone improvements, clarification in federal 
regulations, greater ability for states to enforce quiet zone rules, and modifications 
to state rules regarding the sounding of horns at private crossing and in rail yards.  A 
similar Resolution is included for WCCTAC Board consideration.   (Tom Butt, Vice-
Chair - Attachments – Recommended Action:  Consider approval of Resolution) 

 
STANDING ITEMS 
 
14. Other Information 

 
a. Summary and Minutes of recent Technical Advisory Committee meetings 
 

 January 9, 2014 TAC Meeting 
 February 13, 2014 TAC Meeting 

 
b. Acronym List  
 

15. Board and Staff Comments 
a. Board Member Comments, Conference/Meeting Reports (AB 1234 

Requirement), and Announcements 
b. Report of CCTA Representatives (Directors Abelson & Butt) 
c. Executive Director’s Report 

 
16. Other Business 

 
17. Adjourn. Next meeting is Friday, April 25 2014 at 7:45 a.m.  

 
 In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you need special assistance to 

participate in the WCCTAC Board meeting, or if you need a copy of the agenda and/or agenda packet 
materials in an alternative format, please contact Valerie Jenkins at 510.215.3217 prior to the meeting. 

 If you have special transportation requirements and would like to attend the meeting, please call the 
phone number above at least 48 hours in advance to make arrangements. 

 Handouts provided at the meeting are available upon request and may also be viewed at WCCTAC’s 
offices. 

 Please refrain from wearing scented products to the meeting, as there may be attendees susceptible to 
environmental illnesses. Please also put cellular phones on silent mode during the meeting. 

 A meeting sign-in sheet will be circulated at the meeting.  Sign-in is optional. 
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 West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee 
Board of Directors Meeting 

DRAFT Meeting Minutes: January 31, 2014 
 

 
Members Present: Janet Abelson, Chair (El Cerrito); Tom Butt (Richmond); Gayle 

McLaughlin (Richmond); Sherry McCoy (Hercules); Aleida Andrino-Chavez 
(WestCAT); John Gioia (County) Cecilia Valdez (San Pablo); Zakhary Mallett (BART); 
Jael Myrick (Richmond); Roy Swearingen (Pinole)  

 
Staff Present: John Nemeth, Jerry Bradshaw, Joanna Pallock, Danelle Carey, Valerie 
Jenkins, Linda Young; Ben Reyes, Legal Counsel;  
 
Location: San Pablo Council Chambers, 13831 San Pablo Avenue, San Pablo, CA 94806 
 

 
1. Call to Order and Self-Introductions – Chair Janet Abelson 
 
2. Public Comment. None 

3. Introduction of John Nemeth - New WCCTAC Executive Director.  The Board 
welcomed Mr. Nemeth who previously served as the Planning Manager for the 
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District, and who also worked for BART, MTC and 
the San Mateo County Transit District.   
 

4. Elections: (a) CCTA Representative (even-year term), (b) CCTA Alternate(s), (c) 
WCCTAC Chair, (d) WCCTAC Vice-Chair.   

 
ACTION: Director Gioia nominated current Chairperson Janet Abelson to be reappointed 
as the CCTA Even-year Representative.  Seconded by Director McCoy.  Passed 
unanimously.   
 
Chair Abelson nominated Director McCoy to be the CCTA Alternate Representative.  
Seconded by Director Valdez.  Passed unanimously.   
 
Vice-Chair Butt nominated Chair Abelson to be re-elected as WCCTAC’s Chair for one 
year.  Seconded by Director  Mallet.  Passed unanimously.   
 
Director Gioia nominated Vice-Chair Butt to be re-elected as WCCTAC’s Vice-Chair.  
Seconded by Director Valdez.  Passed unanimously.    
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
ACTION: Director Mallett moved to ADOPT Items 5-11.  Seconded by Director McCoy.  
Passed unanimously.  Director Gioia asked staff to disclose the salary of the new 
Executive Director.  It was announced that Executive Director John Nemeth was hired at 
an annual salary of $135,000. 
 
5. Minutes of December 6, 2013 Board Meeting.   
6. Monthly Program and Projects Status Report  
7. Final 2014 Board and TAC Meeting Schedule. 
8. Financial Report for November and December 2013.  
9. Payment of Invoices over $10,000. 
10. Appointment of New Executive Director.   
11. Administrative Restructuring Items.     

 Financial Services Agreement.    

 Insurance & Benefits.   

 Deferred Compensation Agreement – ICMA-RC.   

 CalPERS Reallocation Agreement.   
 
DISCUSSION 

 
12. Resolution of Support for a Study of High Capacity Transit Options.  
ACTION: Director Butt motioned to adopt the Resolution and add to the adoption of the 
motion a statement saying “direct staff to work with all West County transit providers to 
develop a scope of work for a study of high occupancy transit.”  Seconded by Director 
Myrick.  Nine votes in favor: Abelson, Butt McLaughlin, McCoy, Gioia, Valdez, Mallett, 
Myrick and Swearingen. One vote opposed: Andrino-Chavez. 
 
DISCUSSION:  Mr. George Parsons, a citizen of Pinole, addressed the Board to express 
his support for high occupancy transit service.  
 
Vice-Chair Butt explained the reason he placed this resolution on the agenda.  He stated 
that there has been a disconnect between the staff item on the agenda and the 
resolution.  He clarified that the resolution includes all transit, and not just BART. 
 
Director Gioia asked if the there is a possible rail extension using the existing right-of-
way.  Director Butt stated that this is a resolution to look at all possible rail options and 
has the broadest intent.   
 
Director Andrino-Chavez stated that she supports a market based study including transit.  
But her sense is this study is premature since the funding has not been identified.   
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Director McLaughlin stated that she fully supports this study.   
 
Director Myrick stated the language in the resolution shows supports for transit and he 
is in favor of the resolution. 
 
Director Butt moved to have the resolution add the phrase “work with all West County 
transit providers.” 
 
Director Andrino-Chavez stated that it is premature to create a study.   
 
Deidre Heitman, BART Planning staff, explained that the resolution helps the process to 
have an expression of support in the form of resolution.  Interim ED Jerry Bradshaw 
stated that the scope has not been designed but the scope and funding may come 
together.  Wording should state “direct staff to work with all transit agencies” in the 
motion.   
 
Vice-Chair Butt agreed to give direction to staff to work with all transit agencies and 
leave the resolution as is.  
 
Director Myrick seconded the motion.   
 
WestCAT General Manager, Charlie Anderson, addressed the Board to say WestCAT 
would prefer to move this item to a future meeting so staff could find out about other 
planning efforts (including BART Metro Study) and develop a draft scope and options.  
Then a study would be an alternatives analysis and a lot of the issues would be clarified.  
 
Vice-Chair Butt responded that WCCTAC has to start somewhere.  He said this study will 
come back to WCCTAC.  First, staff will develop the level of detail and plenty of 
opportunities to weigh before the study moves forward.  He emphasized that it is 
important to move now.    
 
Director Cecilia Valdez asked when WCCTAC decides how much to ask for.  She asked 
what the process entails.  
 
Interim ED Jerry Bradshaw said the scope will determine the level of funding needed 
depending on the depth and resources and grants.  He added that this will come back to 
the Board but would not preclude action to move now. 
 
Director Gioia said this is a policy decision for the Board, not the staff.  The Board 
develops the scope.  The level of analysis will also be determined by whether there is 
new funding source from another half-cent sales tax.  A committee of the Board could 
be set up to define the scope.   
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Deidre Heitman said the resolution is not necessary as a funding tool, but it will help the 
BART Board know that it is consensus from West County to seek a study and this is the 
first step. 
 
Chair Abelson brought up a study done before 2000.  That led to the Rapid Bus project 
on San Pablo.  She referred to the factors that led to the decision to create a Rapid Bus 
service.  There was consideration given to both BART and streetcar-like services.  She 
sees that this is a similar process.  Her understanding of the study is that all factors and 
options would be considered by experts in the field.  She asked if there was some 
funding set aside already under Christina’s era. 
 
Director Swearingen stated that it was studied by a subcommittee of the Board.  Chair 
Abelson said she thinks there were funds secured and asked for staff to research.  
Joanna Pallock mentioned that funds from MTC for $60,000 from MTC’s Community 
Based Transportation Plan for Hercules/Rodeo/Crockett could be applied to this effort, 
depending on the scope.  
 
Director McCoy said she sees this motion as a first step and what might be possible.  
Anything moving forward would come back to the Board.  All the transit agencies would 
assess their needs.  Interim Director Bradshaw concurred that the Board will have many 
opportunities to weigh in.   
 
Director Andrino-Chavez could develop a more detailed resolution if we wait for more 
information and discussion.   
 
Director Swearingen commented that WCCTAC is 10 years behind on addressing issues 
with transit on the I-80 corridor.  The resolution is very generic and now WCCTAC can 
move forward to talk about the issues and he supports the resolution.   
 
AC Transit staff, Nathan Landau, said his agency has been involved in these studies plus 
AC is seeking funding for San Pablo Ave about future service and any effort should work 
with those efforts.   He reiterated what Director McCoy said; that there can be many 
options as part of the solution.  The study needs to be framed openly with 
comprehensive questions and a wide universe of solutions.  
 
13. Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance – 2014 Update.   
ACTION: Director McCoy motioned to release the 2014 Draft Action Plan to CCTA and 
the other RTPCs for review.  Seconded by Director Mallett.  Passed unanimously.  
 
DISCUSSION:  CCTA staff Matt Kelly and consultant, Julie Morgan from Fehr and Peers, 
presented the Draft Action Plan for Board approval to release to the public.   
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Director Mallet asked about population data and made a point that density impacts 
were not part of the analysis.  It is his opinion that El Portal is a Route of Regional 
Significance because at certain times of day it is impacted by the college traffic. 
 
Director McCoy asked about the chart showing job growth and local resident growth.  
She also asked for a copy of the entire document in color.  Julie Morgan stated that 
there is a trend of more jobs available in West County relative to the population but it is 
not a 1:1 relationship.  Director McCoy asked about the data showing that the increase 
in traffic is from Solano County rather than West County and asked where this data 
came from.  Ms. Morgan stated that it came from the MTC and CCTA models. 
 
Director Valdez left at 9:05 a.m. 
 
Director Gioia left at 9:12 a.m. 
 
Director Andrino-Chavez stated that working with Solano County will be important 
 
Vice-Chair Butt asked about the goal of enhancing rail crossings.  He mentioned efforts 
by Richmond and that the city is seeking State and Federal legislation to change the 
codes.  He asked if there were any surveys done on rail crossing.  Ms. Morgan was not 
aware of any inventory.  Director Butt stated he will be contacting local cities to see if 
this can be addressed together. 
 
Director Swearingen looked at the data on Pinole Valley Road and asked why the LOS B 
to a LOS F and what is being planned for this area.  It will be looked into.  
 
STANDING ITEMS 
 
14. Correspondence/Other Information 
 

1. Incoming  
 December 27, 2013, from CCTA, Items Approved by the Authority on 

December 18 
 January 16, 2013, from AC Transit, Reappointment of Joe Wallace as AC 

Transit representative on WCCTAC Board and H. E. Christian Peeples as 
alternate. 

 January 17, 2013, from CCTA, Items Approved by the Authority on 
January 15th. 

 
b. Outgoing  

 December 9, 2013, to CCTA, Meeting summary of the December 6th 
WCCTAC Board meeting. 
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 January 15, 2014, to ABAG, Letter of Support for San Pablo Avenue 
Complete Streets Project award application (cities of San Pablo and 
Richmond). 

 January 15, 2014, to Michele Rodriguez of City of San Pablo, Letter of 
Support for City of San Pablo application for a TDA Article 3 grant 
application for a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.  

 
c. Workshops/Conferences/Events – no upcoming events 
 
d. Summary and Minutes of recent Technical Advisory Committee meetings 

 October 10, 2013 TAC Meeting 
 November 21, 2013 TAC Meeting  

 
e. Acronym List  
 

15. Board and Staff Comments 

 Board Member Comments, Conference/Meeting Reports (AB 1234 
Requirement), and Announcements 

 Report of CCTA Representatives (Directors Abelson & Butt) 
 

Vice-Chair Butt addressed the Board about the item on the Mobility Management 
Plan at the CCTA Board meeting on January 15, 2014.  He noted that even though 
he asked for more time to comment, CCTA passed the Plan.  He asked that the 
WCCTAC Board have a chance to review.   ED Bradshaw stated that it will be 
coming in March.  Chair Abelson also mentioned that AC Transit was not part of 
the study and represents a majority of the paratransit service area in West County 
.   

 Executive Director’s Report – Interim ED Bradshaw gave a summary of his 
efforts at WCCTAC over the past year.   
 

16. Other Business 
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TO: WCCTAC Board DATE: March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: Monthly Update on WCCTAC Activities 

 

Advisory Committee: 
 
Ferry Planning and Intermodal Center Planning  
Staff from the Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA) provided the Executive Director with 
a tour of the proposed ferry sites in Richmond and Hercules, along with a detailed briefing on 
the status of those two projects.   The Contra Costa Ferry Working Group is nearly done with 
the second draft of its feasibility report which will be distributed at the end of March.  The 
release of the updated draft will be followed by another, yet-to-be scheduled, meeting of the 
Ferry Working Group. 
 
Countywide Safe Routes to Schools Needs Assessment 
CCTA recently produced a countywide Draft Safe Routes to Schools Needs Assessment, with the 
goal of estimating the need for future funding for both capital projects and programs.   The 
document was presented to the CCTA Planning committee on March 5th and is now being 
reviewed at RTPC level.  It was discussed by the WCCTAC-TAC at the March 13th meeting.  This 
item is on this month’s WCCTAC Board agenda and the TAC comments are included in the staff 
report. 
 
Countywide Mobility Management Plan 
At the January 15th CCTA Board meeting, the Board adopted the countywide Mobility 
Management Plan “in concept” with Commissioners Abelson and Butt dissenting.  The CCTA 
Board directed staff to work with MTC to consider revising a New Freedom grant to allow funds 
to be used to form a Oversight Committee that would develop a mobility management program 
further.   Given the concerns expressed, the CCTA Board also directed CCTA staff to bring the 
issue to the RTPCs for review.  WCCTAC brought this item to its TAC in both February and 
March where it generated considerable comments.  This item is on this month’s WCCTAC Board 
agenda.  The staff report provides additional background and summarizes the feedback from 
the WCCTAC-TAC.  
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West County Action Plan 
At the January 31st meeting, the WCCTAC Board approved the 2014 Draft West County Action 
Plan for Routes of Regional Significance for release.  Based on a suggestion from the WCCTAC 
Board at the January 31 meeting, one additional action item has been added to the Plan: to 
support and encourage coordination between CCTA and neighboring counties (Alameda, 
Solano, and Marin) to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel along I-80.  In February, staff 
circulated the Draft to the TAC, the RTPCs and other interested parties for comments and 
brought back to the March 13th WCCTAC-TAC meeting for discussion.  The TAC made one minor 
change and recommended that the WCCTAC Board forward the Action Plan to CCTA for 
incorporation into the Countywide Transportation Plan.  This item is on this month’s WCCTAC 
Board agenda. 
 
High Capacity Transit Study 
At the January 31st meeting, the WCCTAC Board approved a Resolution that expressed support 
for a High Capacity Transit Study in the I-80 corridor in West Contra Costa County.  Staff was 
directed to begin working with West County transit operators (BART, AC Transit and WestCAT) 
to develop a scope of work and to identify potential funding sources.   In early March, WCCTAC 
organized a meeting involving all three transit operators to discuss a draft scope outline, 
funding sources, and study management ideas.  WCCTAC staff have also kept Capital Corridor 
staff apprised of this effort and will invite them to the next small group meeting.   This item will 
return to the Board for more direction once the study concept has been fleshed out further. 

Low-Income Student Bus Pass Program  
The sample flyer on the following page was sent out in February to all WCCUSD middle and high 
school students (roughly 16,000 students).   The flyer announced the recent policy change at AC 
Transit to make it easier for youth to access the discounted Youth Clipper Card.  Flyers were 
produced in Spanish and English.  WCCTAC led efforts, with the WCCUSD, to have the photo 
requirement dropped so that students would not all need to make a special trip to Oakland.  
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM): 
 
Active Transportation Program Workshop – Richmond 
On March 6th, WCCTAC co-sponsored ($500) a workshop on the Active Transportation Funding 
(ATP) program, hosted in the Richmond City Council Chambers.   The other sponsor was the 
Local Government Commission, while speakers included the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, the 
Safe Routes to School Partnership, and MTC.  Approximately 55 people attended.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Audience members listen to Laura Cohen from Rails for Trails discuss the newest funding program. 

 
The ATP is a statewide consolidation of existing federal and state programs related to bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure, including Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S), the Bicycle 
Transportation Account (BTA), and the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP).  Three years 
worth of funding ($360) will be made available in 2014, with projects competing at the state 
level and some funds programmed to regions by formula (approx $30M for the Bay Area).  
Applications are due on May 21st.  Although Caltrans will be providing state-wide training in 
April, the Richmond workshop was intended to help ensure awareness in West County and to 
get a jump on this funding program.  Members of the WCCTAC-TAC have already begun to 
consider opportunities for partnering on applications and will meet to discuss this idea further 
in April. 
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Bike to Work Day  
WCCTAC has been coordinating with 511 Contra Costa to prepare for Bike to Work Day 2014 
which will take place on May 8, 2014.  To date, we have 8 energizer stations confirmed in West 
County.  This year marks the 20th anniversary for Bike to Work Day.  
 

   

 
 

 

 

Ohlone Greeway Preparation 
WCCTAC is working closely with staff at the City of El Cerrito to host a weekend Grand Re-
Opening Celebration of the recently re-opened Ohlone Greenway bicycle and pedestrian path.  
This path was under construction along various portions for the past three years as part of a 
BART seismic upgrade on the tracks along the right-of-way.  Along with a variety of vendors and 
service providers, 511 Contra Costa will have a booth at the May 24th event. 
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Sub-regional Transportation Mitigation Development Funds (STMP):  
 
Richmond BART Intermodal 

 

Diagram of Richmond Intermodel area built to accommodate easy flow of transit and drop-off 

 

In March 2014, WCCTAC paid $34,610 in STMP funds to BART for work related to the redesign 
of the Richmond BART Station intermodal area.  This was the first STMP payment for this phase 
of improvements as part of a 2010 cooperative funding agreement with BART (which was 
extended in 2013).  WCCTAC committed up to $186,200 toward the implementation of this 
project.  The STMP funds are being used as a match for a $744,800 in State of California Prop 1B 
grant.  Other funding sources include a $2.9 million OBAG grant, administered by CCTA, which is 
being matched with $500,000 in BART funds. 
 
Bay Trail – Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park  
In March of 2014, WCCTAC paid $1,180 to the East Bay Regional Parks District for work related 
to the design of the Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park segment of the Bay Trail in Pinole.  To date, 
$487,365 in STMP fund from WCCTAC have gone toward this project, which would extend an 
existing Class I non-motorized, paved trail from a hillside bluff across the UPRR tracks via a 
grade separated bridge to connect to an existing path in Bayfront Park.  According to Park 
District staff, STMP funds from WCCTAC have been instrumental in moving this project through 
the design and environmental phase to a point where it is now well position to seek funds for 
construction.   
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A photo of where the East Bay Regional Park District path ends, and where the future development of the Bay Trail 

begins that will connect Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park.   

 

Administration: 
 
Benefits Restructuring 
Over the last two months, WCCTAC staff finally concluded the process of establishing an 
independent relationship with CalPERS for both employee retirement and medical benefits.  
Recently, this has involved collaboration with the City of San Pablo to ensure that their financial 
system is set up to make appropriate payments to CalPERS, along with training on 
administration by CalPERS staff.   
 
In December, 2013 the WCCTAC Board authorized staff to seek new vendors for insurance 
coverage and other benefits.  This followed notification from the City of San Pablo that WCCTAC 
would no longer be able to piggyback onto the City’s program with Municipal Pooling Agency.  
WCCTAC now has new vendor relationships for general liability insurance and worker’s 
compensation, employee short-term and long-term disability, dental benefits, deferred 
compensation, and flexible spending plans.  The new rates for most of the benefits are very 
similar to the previous rates.  However, the change in general liability and workers 
compensation has resulted in a savings of approximately $4,500 per month. This may be due to 
the fact that WCCTAC is no longer part of a municipal pool that may involve higher risk 
activities. 
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Fiscal Audit Completion 
WCCTAC staff and its contracted accountant have recently completed the fiscal audits for Fiscal 
Years 2011, 2012 and 2013.  This item is on this month’s Board agenda and the staff report 
provides further detail.   
 
Office Space 
WCCTAC currently rents office space from the City of San Pablo.  At previous meetings, the 
WCCTAC Board has directed staff to consider other options.  In response, staff has conducted a 
review of appropriate and available office space options in West County.  Staff will seek 
additional guidance from the Board at this month’s Board Meeting.    
 
Website  
WCCTAC staff is currently evaluating our website’s look, organization and content.  Staff will 
likely propose an update as part of next fiscal year’s work plan and budget. 
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TO: 

 

WCCTAC Board 

 

DATE: 

 

March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: Fiscal Audits and Memoranda of Internal Control for Fiscal Years 2011, 2012 and 
2013  

 
REQUESTED ACTION 
Approval of the Fiscal Audits for Fiscal Years 2011, 2012, and 2013 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the fiscal audit is to provide an independent assessment that WCCTAC’s 
financial statements accurately portray financial activities occurring during the year, in 
accord with generally accepted accounting principles.  Generally, audits should be produced 
and brought the WCCTAC Board for review and approval every year.    
 
However, since WCCTAC has recently been behind in this activity, three years worth of 
completed audits are being brought to the Board at once.  The audits for all three years 
were prepared by Maze & Associates.  The attached Memoranda on Internal Control 
documents from Maze, and the management response letters within those documents, 
provide some insight into the reasons for the delay for Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012. 
 
As noted in the management response letters, WCCTAC has not had internal accounting 
staff to frequently review and analyze General Ledger reports, to notice and correct 
accounting errors, and to create timely journal entries.  As a result, these responsibilities 
have typically fallen onto the Executive Director where they may consume a considerable 
amount of time.  
 
It is for this reason that the previous Executive Director recommended that a future hire for 
the Deputy Executive Director position should possess strong financial skills.  The lack of 
internal accounting expertise led the Interim Executive Director to hire a temporary 
accountant to complete the backlogged fiscal audit.  The organization would benefit from 
either new staff with some accounting background, or the periodic and temporary addition 
of professional accounting services.   
   
A contributing factor to these challenges is the interface between WCCTAC’s activities and 
the City of San Pablo’s financial system.  Historically, not all WCCTAC projects have had 
distinct codes that are tracked by the City, which leads to periodic, time-consuming 
reconciliations.   
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In addition, most WCCTAC staff have historically not had access to WCCTAC financial data in 
the City of San Pablo’s accounting system (even in a read-only format) despite being heavily 
involved in invoicing activities.  This prevents staff from being able to easily run reports or 
to frequently check certain accounts for anomalies.   
 
For Fiscal Year 15, City of San Pablo staff will be making changes in the accounts for WCCTAC 
which will provide the required detail, thus eliminating the periodic special report from the 
Finance Department.  In addition, all WCCTAC staff will be given access to view WCCTAC 
financial information in the City’s accounting system.  WCCTAC staff will be trained in running 
reports from the accounting system so they will not be dependent on City of San Pablo staff 
for necessary information and monitoring. 
 
Attachments:  

a) Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2011, 2012 and 2013 
b) Memoranda of Internal Control for Years 2011, 2012 and 2013 
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TO: 

 

WCCTAC Board 

 

DATE: 

 

March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan  

 
REQUESTED ACTION 
Review the attached countywide Mobility Management Plan and take a formal position 
and/or provide comments to the CCTA Board on the plan as presented. 
 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
Mobility Management relates to the management and delivery of transportation services 
for seniors and those with disabilities.   Some mobility management tools can include travel 
training (learning how to use fixed route transit), volunteer driver programs, more 
centralized information, more centralized maintenance or vehicle dispatch, and technical 
assistance.  
 
MTC, the programming agency for the federal New Freedom grants, has made mobility 
management a priority in its criteria for evaluating New Freedom applications.   MTC has 
also identified mobility management as a means to improve coordination and efficiency in 
paratransit service in its recommendations from the Transit Sustainability Plan, adopted in 
May 2012.  
 
Plan Development 
In 2006, a group of transit operators, social service agencies, and RTPC and CCTA staff 
formed a group calling themselves the Transportation Alliance.  This group’s main intent 
was to consider how the needs of senior and disabled clients in Contra Costa could be met 
in light of a growing population unable or not willing to use fixed route transit.   Meetings 
were held at the Contra Costa County Transit Authority (referred to hereafter as County 
Connection) offices and a County Connection staff person (since retired) took the lead on 
applying for Cycle 2 New Freedom funds from MTC. 
 
In FY 2007-08, County Connection was awarded a Cycle 2 New Freedom grant in the 
amount of $80,000 to develop a mobility management plan (MMP) countywide.  The grant 
specified that the MMP would lead to the creation of a mobility management center.    
 
In January 2012, County Connection hired a consultant from a firm called Innovative 
Paradigms to lead the study.  Outreach by the consultant to stakeholders in the County 
included interviews, education on mobility management and three sub-regional public 
summits.  The MMP was also released in draft version to the Paratransit Coordinating 
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Committee (PCC) at CCTA, as well as to groups of stakeholders for comment.  The Plan was 
then brought to the CCTA Board for their adoption in January, 2014. 
 
CCTA Board Action  
According to CCTA minutes, the Board adopted the Plan in concept and directed CCTA staff 
to work with MTC to determine the possibility of redirecting grant funding for mobility 
management plan purposes.  Commissioners Abelson and Butt were dissenting votes.  The 
Board also requested that CCTA staff and partner agencies meet with the RTPCs to obtain 
their comments. 
 
WCCTAC-TAC Review  
CCTA and County Connection staff presented the MMP to the WCCTAC-TAC on February 
13th.   The presentation generated numerous comments and questions and was brought 
back to the TAC for further discussion at the March 13th meeting.  Taken together, the 
feedback at these two meetings included the following:   
  

 There was broad confusion about whether the MMP was a “visioning document” as 
articulated by its presenters, or whether it was supposed to be the planning 
template for Contra Costa County to follow.   

 One recommendation was to re-title the Plan a “Background Report” rather than 
calling it a “Plan” and viewing as a concept for consideration. 

 Some TAC members suggested that the formation of a new Oversight Committee is 
redundant and that its functions can be carried out within the existing Paratransit 
Coordinating Committee.  They also noted that the proposed Oversight Board does 
not include consumers, while the PCC does. 

 Some concerns were raised over the costs of a new governing entity.  One 
suggestion was that it might be preferable for CCTA hire a Mobility Manger. 

 One TAC member noted that mobility management and coordination is already 
occurring but the MMP does not recognize those existing efforts. 

 There was widespread support for the general concept of mobility management and 
for the idea of improving coordination among providers of services for seniors and 
the disabled. 

 Transit agencies noted that they struggle financially to meet the growing demand for 
paratransit services and that rising costs can result in cuts to fixed-route services.   
 

Next Steps 
Today, WCCTAC is receiving a similar presentation to ones that all the other RTPCs have 
already received.  This item is expected to go before the CCTA Planning Committee and the 
Paratransit Coordinating Committee in the Spring.  The CCTA Board is expected to revisit the 
MMP in June 2014.   
 
Attachments:  
 10 a. Mobility Management Plan 
 10 b. Minutes from January 15, 2014 CCTA Board Meeting 
 10 c.  Comment l 
etter from City of San Pablo’s WCCTAC-TAC Representative 

44



45



Draft Final

West County Action Plan for

Routes of Regional Signifi cance

Prepared for:

and

March 2014

WC13-3009.02

46



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.1 The Measure J Transportation and Growth Management Program ................................................................................................................. 1 

1.2 The Action Plan Purpose .................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.3 Definition of Terms .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 3 

2 Routes of Regional Significance ....................................................................................................................................................................... 5 

2.1 Designating Routes of Regional Significance ............................................................................................................................................................ 5 

2.2 List of Routes of Regional Significance ........................................................................................................................................................................ 6 

3 Current Growth Trends and Travel Patterns ................................................................................................................................................... 9 

3.1 Demographic Forecasts ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 9 

3.2 Traffic Forecasts ................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 11 

4 Action Plan Goals and Objectives ................................................................................................................................................................... 13 

4.1 Action Plan Goals .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 13 

4.2 Multi-modal Transportation Service Objectives .................................................................................................................................................... 15 

5 Proposed Regional Actions ............................................................................................................................................................................. 19 

6 Procedures for Notification, Review and Monitoring .................................................................................................................................. 27 

6.1 Circulation of Environmental Documents ................................................................................................................................................................ 27 

6.2 Review of General Plan Amendments ....................................................................................................................................................................... 28 

6.3 Schedule for Action Plan Review ................................................................................................................................................................................. 29 

6.4 Implications for Compliance with the Measure J Growth Management Program (GMP) ..................................................................... 29 

47



APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A: Index to Actions by Route 

Appendix B: MTSO Values 

 

 

  

48



 

1 

Introduction    1 

 

 

 

In November 2004, Contra Costa voters renewed the original 

Measure C Transportation Improvement and Growth Management 

Program, a ½-percent sales tax to fund transportation projects and 

programs, with a new ballot measure called Measure J. Measure J, 

which started in April 2009, will generate approximately $2 billion (in 

2008 dollars) over a 25-year period.  

Measure J continues Contra Costa’s innovative Growth Management 

Program (GMP). To receive its share of local street maintenance and 

improvement funds and to become eligible for Transportation for 

Livable Communities (TLC) funds, a local jurisdiction must be found 

to be in compliance with the GMP, which requires each jurisdiction to 

 Adopt a Growth Management Element 

 Adopt a local and regional Development Mitigation 

Program 

 Participate In an Ongoing Cooperative, Multi-

Jurisdictional Planning Process 

 Address Housing Options 

 Develop a Five-Year Capital Improvement Program 

 Adopt a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 

Ordinance or Resolution 

 Adopt a Voter-Approved Urban Limit Line 

Among these elements, preparing action plans for routes of regional 

significance is included under the requirement to “Participate in an 

Ongoing Cooperative, Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Process”. The 

specific requirements of this element as defined in Measure J are as 

follows: 

Each jurisdiction shall participate in an ongoing 

process with other jurisdictions and agencies, the 

Regional Transportation Planning Committees and 

the Authority to create a balanced, safe and efficient 

transportation system and to manage the impacts of 
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growth. Jurisdictions shall work with the Regional 

Transportation Planning Committees to: 

1. Identify Routes of Regional Significance, and establish 

Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives for those 

routes and actions for achieving those objectives. 

2. Apply the Authority’s travel demand model and technical 

procedures to the analysis of General Plan Amendments 

(GPAs) and developments exceeding specified thresholds 

for their effect on the regional transportation system, 

including on Action Plan objectives. 

3. Create a development mitigation program. 

4. Help develop other plans, programs and studies to address 

other transportation and growth management issues. 

In consultation with the Regional Transportation 

Planning Committees, each jurisdiction shall use the 

travel demand model to evaluate changes to local 

General Plans and the impacts of major development 

projects for their effects on the local and regional 

transportation system and the ability to achieve the 

Multimodal Transportation Service Objectives 

established in the Action Plans. 

Jurisdictions shall also participate in the Authority’s 

ongoing countywide comprehensive transportation 

planning process. As part of this process, the Authority 

shall support countywide and sub-regional planning 

efforts, including the Action Plans for Routes of 

Regional Significance, and shall maintain a travel 

demand model. Jurisdictions shall help maintain the 

Authority’s travel demand modeling system by 

providing information on proposed improvements to 

the transportation system and planned and approved 

development within the jurisdiction.
1
  

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“the Authority”) is 

responsible for evaluating whether each jurisdiction is fully 

complying with the GMP. With Measure J, the jurisdiction’s eligibility 

to receive Transportation for Livable Community funding may also be 

withheld for non-compliance with the GMP. 
2
  

 

The purpose of the Action Plans is for each Regional Transportation 

Planning Committee (RTPC) to work cooperatively to establish overall 

goals, set performance measures (called Multi-modal Transportation 

Service Objectives, or MTSOs) for designated Routes of Regional 

                                                      
1
 Measure J: Contra Costa’s Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan, 

Contra Costa Transportation Authority, July 21, 2004, pp. 24 & 25. 
2
 The Contra Costa TLC Program funds transportation enhancement 

projects in urban, suburban and rural communities to support a 

balanced transportation system, create affordable housing, and 

make Contra Costa’s communities more pedestrian, bicycle, and 

transit friendly. 
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Significance, and outline a set of projects, programs, measures, and 

actions that will support achievement of the MTSOs.  

Action Plans are required to be prepared by the RTPC for each 

subarea of Contra Costa County (West, Central, East, Lamorinda, and 

the Tri-Valley). The Authority is responsible for funding this effort, 

and for coordinating and knitting together the Action Plans from 

each RTPC into the Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

(CTP). 

The West County Action Plan contains the following components:  

Routes of Regional Significance (Chapter 2) identifies the 

Routes of Regional Significance within West County. 

Current Commuting Patterns and Overall Growth Trends 

(Chapter 3) looks at long-range land use changes and 

anticipated traffic growth. 

Action Plan Goals and Objectives (Chapter 4) describes the 

overall goals of the plan, and identifies the MTSOs that are 

applied to each Regional Route. 

Proposed Regional Actions (Chapter 5) identifies specific 

actions, programs and measures, and assigns responsibility 

for their implementation. 

Procedures for Notification, Review, and Monitoring 

(Chapter 6) includes project notification procedures and the 

process for general plan review. 

 

 

The following terms, which are used repeatedly in this document, are 

defined below:  

Policies. The policies of an Action Plan help guide its overall 

direction. Decisions regarding investments, program 

development, and development approvals are based on 

these policies. 

Goals. A goal is a statement that describes in general terms 

a condition or quality of service desired that is in line with 

the policies. For example, a common goal from past Action 

Plans was to “provide and encourage the use of alternatives 

51



 

4  WCCTAC | West County Action Plan 

El Cerrito | Hercules | Pinole | Richmond | San Pablo 

Bayview-Montalvin | Crockett | East Richmond Heights 

El Sobrante | Hasford Heights | Kensington |North Richmond 

Port Costa | Rodeo | Rollingwood | Tara Hills 

to the single-occupant auto.” This goal would be in line with 

a policy that calls for “an efficient transportation system.” 

Multi-Modal Transportation Service Objectives. MTSOs 

are specific, quantifiable objectives that describe a desired 

level of performance for a component of the transportation 

system. 

Actions. Actions are the specific programs, projects, 

measures, or steps that are recommended for 

implementation to meet the MTSOs set forth in the Action 

Plan. The responsibility of carrying out the actions falls to the 

individual local jurisdiction, or to the Regional Committee as 

a whole. Actions may involve implementing specific projects 

at the local level, or they may call for the RTPC to support 

major projects that have a regional impact. Implementation 

of adopted actions is a required condition of compliance 

with the Measure J GMP. 

Routes of Regional Significance. Routes of Regional 

Significance are roadways that connect two or more 

subareas of Contra Costa, cross County boundaries, carry 

significant through traffic, and/or provide access to a 

regional highway or transit facility. The Authority may 

designate a Regional Route that meets one or more of these 

criteria. 
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Routes of Regional Significance     2 

 

 

The Action Plan designates a system of Routes of Regional Significance, 

as defined in this chapter. 

 

One of the key elements of the Action Plan is the designation of the 

Routes of Regional Significance.  The RTPCs have the authority to 

propose designation of Routes of Regional Significance in their regions.  

In considering what routes to designate, the Measure J GMP guidelines 

recommend four questions that are outlined below.  These are not 

absolute rules (i.e., a transportation facility that answers yes to one or 

more of these questions is not required to be designated as a Route of 

Regional Significance), but are meant to guide the RTPC in identifying the 

routes that are very important transportation corridors in their region. 

1. Does the road connect two or more “regions” of the County? 

2. Does the road cross County boundaries? 

3. Does the road carry a significant amount of through-traffic? 

4. Does the road provide access to a regional highway or 

transit facility (e.g. a BART station or freeway interchange)? 

The RTPC may propose, and the Authority may designate, a Regional 

Route that meets one or more of the above criteria. Alternatively, some 

routes that meet one or more of the criteria can remain undesignated, 

provided that a consensus not to designate such routes is reached 

among affected jurisdictions. Furthermore, routes that enter or leave the 

RTPC require joint discussions among the affected regional committees 

to determine if consensus can be reached regarding designation. 

In this Action Plan, the WCCTAC Board has chosen to remove the Route 

of Regional Significance designation from four previously-designated 

routes, namely: Cutting Boulevard, El Portal Drive, Macdonald Avenue, 

and Willow Avenue. In its discretion, the Board determined that these 

routes primarily or exclusively served travel within a single jurisdiction, 

and that these routes would not receive enough benefit from the inter-

jurisdictional planning process required by this Action Plan to justify their 

inclusion in the Regional Route network. 
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The Routes of Regional Significance are shown in Figure 2-1. A 

description of each route is as follows: 

1. Appian Way. From San Pablo Avenue to San Pablo Dam Road. 

2. Carlson Boulevard. From 23rd Street to San Pablo Avenue. 

3. Central Avenue. From San Pablo Avenue to I-580. 

4. Cummings Skyway. From San Pablo Avenue to SR 4. 

5. Interstate 80.  From the Alameda County line to the Solano County 

line.  I-80 is the primary inter-regional commute corridor through West 

County, and has major regional significance to the Bay Area. 

6. Interstate 580. From I-80 to the Marin County line. I-580 carries inter-

regional traffic between the East Bay and the North Bay. 

7. Richmond Parkway. From I-80 to I-580 (including Garrard Boulevard 

portion). Richmond Parkway is an important connector for traffic 

traveling between I-80 and I-580. 

8. San Pablo Avenue. From the Alameda County line to I-80/Pomona 

Street in Crockett. San Pablo Avenue is the most important corridor for 

inter-city travel in West County: it is the primary transit spine of the 

region, it travels through all of the West County cities (in many cases, 

functioning as “Main Street”), and it is the primary reliever route to I-80 

during periods of severe freeway congestion. 

9. San Pablo Dam Road. From San Pablo Avenue to the boundary with 

the Lamorinda region. San Pablo Dam Road is an important intra-County 

route, connecting travelers from I-80 in West County to SR 24 in Orinda, 

and it also serves as the primary commercial corridor for El Sobrante. 

10. State Route 4. From I-80 to Cummings Skyway. SR 4 carries intra-

County traffic between West County, Central County and East County. 

11. 23
rd

 Street. From San Pablo Avenue to I-580.  
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Figure 2-1 West County Routes of Regional Significance
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Current Growth Trends and Travel Patterns     3 

 

 

Forecasts of future population and employment growth in West County, 

as well as projections of future travel demand on major West County 

transportation facilities, are drawn from the most recent available 

regional travel model maintained by the Authority. The current Authority 

travel model contains land use projections consistent with those 

produced by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) as part of 

their Projections 2011 dataset, and also contains assumptions about 

transportation system improvements that are consistent with the 

financially-constrained Regional Transportation Plan.  

 

Countywide forecasts for population, employed residents, and jobs are 

shown in Figure 3-1. Population and job growth are expected to follow 

fairly similar patterns, with jobs growing at a faster rate (an average 

annual rate of 1.3 percent) than population (at an average annual rate of 

0.8 percent). 

 

Figure 3-1  Contra Costa County Demographic Forecasts 
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Subregional forecasts for population are shown in Figure 3-2. West 

County is represented by the blue line. The West County population is 

projected to grow at a fairly modest rate (24 percent between 2010 and 

2040); by 2040, West County is anticipated to be home to about 325,000 

people, a lower population than Central or East County, but a much 

larger population than the Lamorinda area or the Contra Costa portion of 

the Tri-Valley.  It is projected that about 24,000 new dwelling units would 

be added in West County in order to house the additional population. 

 

Figure 3-2  Subregional Population Growth 

 

Subregional forecasts for jobs are shown in Figure 3-3. Again, West 

County is represented by the blue line. Countywide, jobs are expected to 

grow faster than population, and West County is projected to experience 

significant job growth of 56 percent between 2010 and 2040, second 

only to East County in the rate of new jobs added. While West County 

will add a substantial number of jobs, Central County will continue to 

have the highest number of jobs of any of the subregions.  

 

Figure 3-3 Subregional Job Growth 

 

 

Figure 3-4 presents the ratio of jobs-to-employed residents for West 

County between 2010 and 2040. A ratio of 1.0 means that the number of 

jobs in that subregion equals the number of employed residents; this is a 

measure of the balance between housing and jobs, which affects 

transportation topics such as commuting patterns and travel time. The 
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ratio of jobs-to-employed-residents in West County is expected to 

increase, from 0.59 in 2010 to 0.68 in 2040, indicating that the balance 

between housing and jobs is expected to improve. However, at a ratio of 

0.68, that still means that many West County residents who are employed 

will be commuting to jobs outside of the subregion.  

Figure 3-4 West County Jobs per Employed Resident 

 

 

The regional travel demand model maintained by the Authority was 

applied to generate estimates of the future traffic volumes expected on 

major roadways throughout the County. Figure 3-5 presents a map 

showing the projected growth in daily traffic volumes on several major 

facilities in West County. As is shown in this map, traffic volumes 

throughout West County are anticipated to increase substantially by the 

year 2040, as the local population continues to grow.  (It should be noted 

that the model results shown here are intended to give an idea of the 

order-of-magnitude changes in traffic volumes anticipated across the 

region; much more detailed and refined studies would be undertaken for 

any specific project.) 

 

 

59



Figure 3-5 Average Daily Traffic on Major Routes in West County
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Action Plan Goals and Objectives     4 

 

 

 

This Action Plan contains nine goals for West County.  

Increasing levels of congestion on major highways and arterials in West 

County requires continual investment in transit services that can help to 

address the effects of traffic growth. Enhanced local transit service helps 

to reduce congestion on arterials and provides critical access to existing 

regional transit services such as BART and Amtrak. Bus connections to 

major BART stations such as Richmond and El Cerrito del Norte will 

continue to be important areas for improvement. BART services and 

facilities should also be expanded as needed to serve future demand. 

The existing high-capacity transit in West County is heavily utilized, but 

directly serves only some of the local residents and workplaces. 

Extending high-capacity transit to reach more of the area would increase 

the number of regional travel options for West County and beyond, thus 

spreading the travel demand over multiple modes. 

Walking and biking provide the dual benefit of environmentally friendly 

travel that also achieves public health goals for higher levels of physical 

activity.  Combined with transit, walking and biking can replace longer 

auto trips for additional congestion and environmental benefits.  West 

County is committed to increasing the number of trips taken via active 

transportation modes. 

Regional trails support the use of active transportation for both 

recreation and commute purposes. Regional trails can also attract visitors 

by serving as a destination, potentially stimulating economic activity 

along the trail, and can help to alleviate congestion during weekends and 
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other non-commute periods. West County supports efforts to complete 

planned trail segments and to increase connectivity to existing trails. 

West County jurisdictions have adopted Complete Streets policies into 

their General Plans, codifying the importance of accommodating multiple 

modes on local streets. West County supports this effort and encourages 

its expansion.  

Constraints on highway and roadway capacity require management of 

vehicle demand for those facilities. Transportation demand management 

(TDM) programs include a variety of strategies for increasing travel 

choices, including the emerging use of social media applications; these 

strategies are often more efficient and environmentally friendly than 

travel by single-occupant vehicle. Coupled with providing more travel 

choices, TDM programs also include an education component, thus 

increasing the likelihood of success. TDM strategies should be included 

in a package of options for decreasing the number of single-occupant 

auto trips. 

West County goals include attracting more employment to invigorate 

commercial centers and provide more economic opportunities for local 

residents, and targeting growth around high-capacity transit hubs to 

encourage development within Priority Development Areas (PDAs) for 

more efficient use of local and regional transportation resources.  

Highways and major arterials in West County will continue to serve as key 

connections to major economic centers of the Bay Area. Improving 

connectivity to these facilities will ensure efficient goods movement and 

discourage heavy truck traffic through residential communities. 

Operational improvements will smooth and balance traffic flow over all 

time periods, making optimal use of the existing investments in West 

County facilities.   

West County jurisdictions and transit operators should seek adequate 

funds and systems to properly maintain the multimodal transportation 

system, recognizing that adequate maintenance is an important aspect of 

increasing the design life of capital investments and improving public 

safety.  
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West County hosts several freight rail lines, and many West County 

neighborhoods experience adverse effects of rail transport, such as noise, 

air pollution, and safety at track crossings. West County is committed to 

addressing and reducing these impacts in order to improve the quality of 

life for all residents.  

 

 

 

The CCTA’s Implementation Guide gives the RTPCs significant flexibility in 

choosing MTSOs for their Action Plans. As long as the objective is 

quantifiable, and includes a timeframe for achievement of the objective, 

it can be proposed for inclusion in the Action Plan.  Unless otherwise 

specified, the MTSOs proposed here are to be achieved either on an on-

going basis or concurrent with completion of major projects within the 

specified corridor.  

Selection of the MTSOs outlined below was based in part on whether the 

objective could be easily measured through observation and forecasted 

through use of the Countywide Model.  The MTSOs generally remain the 

same as were used in the 2009 West County Action Plan; new in this plan 

is the definition of special zones around major transit hubs, which are 

subject to different performance measures than the typical MTSOs (see 

the section below on “Route-Specific Multi-Modal Transportation Service 

Objectives” for more details). 

Through the adoption of Measure J, the analysis requirements of MTSOs 

have become more formalized.  These measures will be subject to 

analysis for impacts of various proposed development and transportation 

projects, in accordance with Measure J.  
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Three MTSOs are proposed to be applied in this West County Action Plan 

Update; the MTSOs are defined and described in the table below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Descriptions of MTSOs 

MTSO 

Measure 
Definition Example Sources of Information Application 

Delay Index A measure of delay experienced by motorists on a 

roadway segment during a peak hour in a single 

direction. The Delay Index is calculated by measuring 

the time it takes to travel a segment of road during 

congested conditions, and comparing it to the time it 

takes to travel the same segment during 

uncongested, free-flow conditions. 

It takes 40 minutes to drive from 

Point A to Point B during rush 

hour. The same drive takes 20 

minutes during uncongested 

conditions at midday. 

 

Delay Index = 40 / 20 = 2.0 

Travel speeds on freeways to be 

monitored through Caltrans 

Performance Measurement 

System (PeMS) data, or through 

travel time runs conducted during 

congested periods. 

All freeways and 

expressways in 

West County. 

Signalized 

Intersection 

LOS 

A measure of traffic conditions at a signalized intersection. 

LOS is expressed in ratings from “A” through “F”, with “A” 

meaning that all traffic clears the intersection on every cycle 

and “F” meaning that drivers must wait through multiple 

cycles to clear the intersection. 

Based on the number of seconds 

of delay experienced by drivers 

passing through the intersection. 

This metric should be calculated 

using the methods specified in 

CCTA Technical Procedures. 

Intersection turning movement 

counts are collected every two 

years by CCTA as part of the 

MTSO monitoring program. 

Arterial routes 

(listed on next 

page). 

HOV Lane 

Usage 

A measure of the efficient utilization of the HOV lane. Measured by counting the number 

of vehicles using the HOV lanes at 

the highest HOV volume section. 

HOV volumes to be determined 

based on HOV lane utilization 

report published by Caltrans. 

Freeways with 

HOV lanes. 
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Peak hour LOS at signalized intersections along arterial Routes of 

Regional Significance should be at the level defined below, and 

calculated based on the method of analysis presented in the Authority’s 

Technical Procedures.  Any physical improvement identified as being 

necessary to achieve this standard shall be evaluated for its effects on all 

intersection users, including pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users. 

 

 

For the purposes of this Action Plan, the “PBT zones” are defined as those 

locations within a ½-mile radius of the following major transit hubs: 

1. El Cerrito Plaza BART Station 

2. El Cerrito del Norte BART Station 

3. Richmond BART Station 

Travelers in urban and suburban areas have come to accept peak hour 

congestion, especially along freeways. West County desires to keep 

point-to-point travel time at a tolerable maximum and ensure that HOV 

lanes are well-utilized. West County also recognizes that freeway 

congestion, particularly along I-80, is increasingly occurring during 

traditionally “off-peak” times, such as during weekend days; in the 

evaluation of specific projects, local agencies are encouraged to consider 

applying these freeway MTSOs to whatever time period would be most 

affected by added project traffic. 

 

The following MTSOs are defined by this Action Plan:  

 23
rd

 Street: LOS D 

 Appian Way: LOS D 

 Carlson Blvd: LOS D 

 Central Avenue: LOS D 

 Cummings Skyway: LOS D 

 Richmond Parkway: LOS D 

 San Pablo Avenue: LOS E 

 San Pablo Dam Road: LOS E 

Furthermore, within specific Pedestrian-Bicycle-Transit (PBT) zones, 

the MTSO specified in this document will not be applied; instead, 

the performance standards defined within the relevant 

jurisdiction’s General Plan and/or a Specific Plan covering that area 

will govern.  PBT zones shall be within a Priority Development 

Area, and are typically areas where transit and active 

transportation modes are given priority over passenger vehicles.   

65



 

18  WCCTAC | West County Action Plan 

El Cerrito | Hercules | Pinole | Richmond | San Pablo 

Bayview-Montalvin | Crockett | East Richmond Heights 

El Sobrante | Hasford Heights | Kensington |North Richmond 

Port Costa | Rodeo | Rollingwood | Tara Hills 

 

CCTA is responsible for regular monitoring of the MTSOs for all the 

subregions, as well as for the forecasting of future MTSO values. 

Appendix B contains the results of that monitoring and forecasting 

process for West County. 

 

 

 

The following MTSOs apply to the following facilities within West 

County:  

 I-580: Delay Index of 2.5 or less 

 SR 4: Delay Index of 2.0 or less 

 I-80:  

o Delay Index of 3.0 or less 

o HOV lane usage increased by 10% over 2013 

levels 
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Proposed Regional Actions    5 

 

 

The following table presents all of the actions proposed for this West 

County Action Plan.  Each action is cross-referenced to the Route(s) of 

Regional Significance to which it applies (see the key to the Routes at the 

bottom of each page), as well as to the applicable Action Plan Goal(s).  

The agencies responsible for taking each action are also identified; 

reference to “Local Jurisdictions” is intended to indicate all of the cities as 

well as Contra Costa County.  Note that Appendix A contains a table that 

cross-references the Routes of Regional Significance with the proposed 

actions that apply to each route. 
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ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

1 
Work with local transit providers and regional funding agencies to identify 

funding for and provide bus-oriented improvements along local routes, and 

to improve headways and expand bus service along important corridors in 

West County. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Transit 

providers 

A, I 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 

9, 11 

2 
Implement transit-oriented development in the designated Pedestrian-

Bicycle-Transit (PBT) zones using design principles that support local bus 

services and pedestrian/bicycle access. 

Local jurisdictions, 

transit providers 

A 8, 11 

3 
Encourage development of plans, programs and projects that support 

transit-oriented development within all Priority Development Areas. 

Local jurisdictions, 

BART 

G All 

4 
Encourage development of new or expanded park-n-ride lots along freeway 

corridors and at major activity centers. 

WCCTAC, Caltrans, 

Local jurisdictions, 

Transit providers 

A, I 5, 6, 10 

5 
Partner with the Water Emergency Transportation Authority and MTC to 

plan and fund ferry service in West County. 

WCCTAC, Cities of 

Richmond and 

Hercules 

A  

6 
Participate in studies regarding passenger rail improvements in West 

County, such as expansion of service on the Capital Corridor or San Joaquin 

Corridor. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Capitol 

Corridor JPA, San 

Joaquin JPA, BART 

A, B, J  

7 
Complete the West Contra Costa Transportation Investment Study, including 

evaluation of transit opportunities, roadway improvements, and other 

projects. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Transit 

providers, MTC 

A, B All 
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Proposed Regional Actions    5 

ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

8 
Support projects and programs that improve the passenger experience, 

upgrade systems and expand the capacity of BART stations in West County. 

WCCTAC, BART, 

Cities of El Cerrito 

and Richmond 

A  

9 
Continue to update and implement local and regional bicycle and 

pedestrian plans, and support the preparation of bicycle and pedestrian 

plans in those communities where they do not currently exist. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, CCTA 

C All 

10 
Support the WCCTAC TDM program in promoting commute methods and 

modes that reduce single-occupant vehicle travel at peak times.  

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, 511 

Contra Costa 

F All 

11 
Participate in the countywide Safe Routes to School needs assessment, and 

use the results of that effort to identify and seek funding for bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements in West County school areas. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Transit 

providers, CCTA 

C 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 

9, 11 

12 
Support and participate in the efforts of Contra Costa Health Services in 

providing Safe Routes to School education and encouragement programs in 

area schools. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions 

C 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 

9, 11 

13 
Consider bicycle and pedestrian needs in all neighborhood and roadway 

planning and design efforts, particularly within Priority Development Areas. 

Local jurisdictions, 

BART 

C All 

14 
Require new development projects to provide bike racks, lockers and other 

secure bike parking options at appropriate locations, and seek funding to 

provide bike parking at key activity centers throughout West County. 

Local jurisdictions, 

WCCTAC 

C All 

15 
Support and fund programs, such as the Street Smarts Program, to increase 

the level of public education about bicycle safety and to reduce injuries due 

to pedestrian or bicycle collisions. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions 

C  
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ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

16 
Participate in planning studies for the Bay Trail extension along I-580, from 

Castro Street to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge. 

WCCTAC, City of 

Richmond 

C, D 6 

17 
Improve pedestrian and bicycle access through freeway interchange areas. Local jurisdictions, 

Caltrans 

C 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 

8, 9, 11 

18 
Conduct a bicycle route feasibility study along Richmond Parkway, and work 

to improve the Bay Trail crossing at Wildcat Creek and close other trail gaps 

along the Parkway. 

City of Richmond, 

Contra Costa County 

C, D 7 

19 
Plan and implement enhanced railroad crossings to reduce noise and 

quality-of-life impacts throughout West County; enhancements may involve 

implementing quiet zones, grade separations, train-traffic signal preemption 

systems, or other measures. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, CCTA 

H, J 2, 3, 7, 8, 

11 

20 
Complete the reconstruction of the I-80/San Pablo Dam Road interchange. City of San Pablo, 

CCTA, Caltrans 

E, H 5, 9 

21 
Support implementation, operations and maintenance of the I-80 Integrated 

Corridor Mobility project. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Caltrans 

H 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 

8, 9, 10 

22 
Enhance State Route 4 to a full freeway between I-80 and Cummings 

Skyway, including adding a connection between westbound I-80 and 

eastbound SR 4. 

WCCTAC, CCTA, 

Caltrans, City of 

Hercules, Contra 

Costa County 

H 4, 10 

23 
Implement recommendations of the State Route 4 Integrated Corridor 

Analysis. 

WCCTAC, CCTA H 10 
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Proposed Regional Actions    5 

ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

24 
Explore options to extend the truck climbing lane on Cummings Skyway, 

and to implement a Class II bike lane on Cummings Skyway between San 

Pablo Avenue and Franklin Canyon Road. 

Contra Costa County C, H 4 

25 
Work with WCCTAC, local jurisdictions and CCTA to seek funding to 

implement recommendations of the North Richmond Truck Route Study (or 

other mutually agreed upon implementation measures), to improve 

connectivity to designated truck routes, discourage non-local heavy truck 

traffic on local streets, and improve public health and safety in West County 

communities. 

Contra Costa County, 

Cities of Richmond 

and San Pablo, CCTA, 

WCCTAC 

H 6, 7 

26 
Complete the improvements associated with the I-80/Central Avenue 

interchange. 

Cities of El Cerrito 

and Richmond 

H 3, 5 

27 
Close gaps in the regional trail and bicycle route systems, and develop local 

bike route links to the Bay Trail and Richmond and Ohlone Greenways to 

facilitate longer-distance bicycle travel through West County and to 

neighboring regions. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, CCTA 

C, D 3, 8 

28 
Maintain pavement management systems and schedules, and continue to 

seek additional funding for local roadway maintenance. 

Local jurisdictions I 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 

8, 9, 11 

29 
Complete a West County goods movement study, focused on ensuring 

efficient movement of goods while reducing impacts (environmental, health, 

quality-of-life) on West County residents. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Caltrans, 

CCTA, MTC 

H, I, J 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10 

30 
Comply with the CCTA Growth Management Program through monitoring 

of new development proposals and General Plan amendments, and allowing 

for collaboration and comment from other jurisdictions. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions 

G  
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ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

31 
Explore ways to increase revenue to maintain roads, transit facilities, trails, 

and all associated infrastructure. 

WCCTAC, CCTA, 

Local jurisdictions, 

Transit providers 

I All 

32 
Investigate and support opportunities for using new technologies to reduce 

single-occupant vehicle travel and to use existing system capacity more 

efficiently; examples may include real-time ridesharing programs, online 

traveler information systems, smart highways, connected vehicles, and other 

technologies. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, CCTA, 

Transit providers 

F All 

33 
Support and implement the West County Subregional Transportation 

Mitigation Program, which generates funds to support specific capital 

improvements throughout West County.  

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions 

A, E, G All 

34 
Improve the reliability and efficiency of bus service along San Pablo Avenue. Local jurisdictions, 

Transit providers 

A 8 

35 
Implement the recommendations of the Complete Streets plans that affect 

San Pablo Avenue. 

Cities of El Cerrito, 

Richmond and San 

Pablo 

A, C, E 1, 3, 7, 8, 9 

36 
Implement the San Pablo Avenue Complete Streets/Bay Trail project 

between Rodeo and Crockett. 

Contra Costa County A, C, E 8 

37 
Implement the recommendations of the Appian Way Alternatives Analysis 

and Complete Streets Study. 

Contra Costa County, 

City of Pinole 

A, C, E 1, 8 
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Proposed Regional Actions    5 

ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

38 
Implement the recommendations of the Downtown El Sobrante Study. Contra Costa County A, C, E 1, 9 

39 
Complete the implementation of the Hercules Intermodal Station. City of Hercules, 

Transit providers 

A 5, 8, 10 

40 
Participate in studies and implement the plans related to the Lawrence 

Berkeley National Lab Second Campus. 

Cities of Richmond 

and El Cerrito, 

WCCTAC, Transit 

providers 

A, C, G 2, 6, 11 

41 
Implement the recommendations of the WCCTAC Transit Enhancements and 

Wayfinding Study, which identifies specific local access improvements to the 

West County BART stations and intermodal transfer centers.  

Local jurisdictions, 

Transit providers 

A, C, E 2, 3, 7, 8, 

11 

42 
Support completion of the Wildcat Creek Trail, including the Bay Trail to 

Ridge Trail connector. 

Cities of Richmond 

and San Pablo, 

Contra Costa County 

C, D  

43 
Implement the recommended actions in the I-80 Corridor System 

Management Plan (CSMP). 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, Caltrans, 

CCTA 

H 5 

44 
Implement the recommendations of the specific plans along 23

rd
 Street. Cities of Richmond 

and San Pablo 

A, C, E 11 
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ACTIONS FOR WEST COUNTY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Action # Action Responsible Agency 
Applicable 

Goals 

Affected 

Routes 

45 
Continue to evaluate long-term solutions to congestion around the El 

Cerrito del Norte BART station, with particular attention to methods that 

could improve local and regional transit and auto access to the station, 

along with improving multimodal access and circulation for transit-oriented 

development and businesses in the area. 

City of El Cerrito, 

Transit providers, 

WCCTAC 

A, C, H 8 

46 
Participate in a study of high-occupancy transit options in the I-80 corridor 

in West County. 

WCCTAC, Local 

jurisdictions, CCTA, 

Transit providers 

B 5 

47 
Support and encourage coordination between Contra Costa and 

neighboring counties (including Alameda, Solano, and Marin) to reduce 

single-occupant vehicle travel along the I-80 corridor. 

WCCTAC, CCTA F, H 5, 6 
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Procedures for Notification, Review and Monitoring    6 

 

 

Action Plans are required to include a set of procedures to share 

environmental documents, review general plan amendments, and 

monitor progress in attaining the traffic service objectives. The 

procedures for notification, monitoring, and review are described below. 

 

The Action Plan is required to have a set of procedures to share 

environmental documents. This notification is to occur through the CEQA 

analysis process, at the following two junctures: first, upon issuance of a 

Notice of Preparation (NOP), and second, at the stage of Notice of 

Completion (NOC) of the draft EIR. 

The Action Plan is to set the threshold level at which transportation 

impact studies and/or EIRs are to be circulated to neighboring 

jurisdictions. Any project that generates at least 100 net new peak hour 

vehicle trips triggers the requirement for preparation of a transportation 

impact study and notification of neighboring jurisdictions.  Following are 

examples of projects that could generate in excess of 100 net peak hour 

vehicle trips:  

 A single-family residential development of more than 100 

units 

 A condominium development of more than 180 units 

 A retail center of at least 14,000 square feet 

 A general office building of at least 44,000 square feet 

 

The following procedures are to be followed by the jurisdictions of 

WCCTAC regarding circulation of environmental documentation: 
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1. For any proposed project or general plan amendment that 

generates more than 100 net new vehicle trips during the 

peak hour for which an environmental document (Negative 

Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report or Statement) is 

being prepared, the Lead Agency shall issue a notice of 

intent to issue a Negative Declaration or a Notice of 

Preparation for an EIR to all Regional Transportation 

Planning Committee chairs or designated staff person, and 

to each member jurisdiction of WCCTAC. 

2. WCCTAC shall notify its member jurisdictions of receipt of 

such notices from jurisdictions in other areas. 

3. WCCTAC shall review development projects for compliance 

with the program for evaluating new development proposals 

outlined in Action 30 in Chapter 5.  

 

This Action Plan was developed using land use forecasts that generally 

reflect future land development allowed within the framework of the 

adopted General Plans for jurisdictions within West County. General plan 

amendments enacted after adoption of the Action Plan could therefore 

adversely affect ability to meet the Action Plan goals, policies and 

objectives.  

The CCTA Implementation Guide requires that each Action Plan contain a 

process for notification and review of the impact of proposed general 

plan amendments that exceed a specified threshold size. Accordingly, the 

process outlined below has been adopted by WCCTAC. 

 

In addition to the project review procedures described above, the 

following procedures are to be followed for general plan amendments 

that generate more than 100 net new peak hour vehicle trips: 

1. Through its participation in WCCTAC, the jurisdiction shall 

notify WCCTAC and the WCCTAC jurisdictions of the 

proposed GPA in accordance with the above notification and 

circulation requirements for environmental documents. 

2. Upon request by WCCTAC, the jurisdiction considering the 

amendment shall confer with WCCTAC to discuss the 

impacts of the proposed GPA on the adopted Action Plan. 

During this discussion: 

o The lead agency proposing the GPA should demonstrate 

that the amendment will not adversely affect the 

WCCTAC jurisdiction’s ability to implement the adopted 

Action Plan policies, or the ability to meet Action Plan 

MTSOs through quantitative or qualitative evaluation of 

the applicable MTSOs,. 

o Alternatively, the lead agency proposing the GPA can 

propose modifications to either the West County Action 

Plan or its proposed GPA, or both, for consideration by 

WCCTAC. 
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The lead agency and WCCTAC will participate in these discussions with 

the intent of arriving at a consensus that the proposed GPA will not 

adversely affect the Action Plan policies or MTSOs, either through 

mitigations proposed by the lead agency, or modifications to the Action 

Plan agreed to by WCCTAC, or a combination of the two. If neither of 

these can be done, approval of the general plan amendment by the lead 

jurisdiction may lead to compliance issues with the CCTA growth 

management program. 

 

The Action Plans should be periodically reviewed for effectiveness, and 

updated if there are significant changes in local or regional conditions. 

See Chapter 3 of the CCTA Growth Management Program Implementation 

Guide for guidance on the development and updates of Action Plans. 

In general, the Action Plan review process involves: 

 Regular monitoring of traffic conditions on regional routes 

and reporting to WCCTAC on MTSO performance.  

 If any of the MTSOs have not been met, WCCTAC may 

consider preparing a focused revision to the Action Plan. 

 A complete review of the Action Plan should be made on a 

four- to five-year cycle. 

 Individual corridors may be reviewed as deemed appropriate 

by WCCTAC. 

 

The CCTA Implementation Guide describes the GMP conditions for 

compliance that relate specifically to Routes of Regional Significance and 

the Action Plans as listed below:  

1. Participating in the preparation and adoption of Action 

Plans. 

2. Implementation of actions to attain MTSOs. 

3. Placing conditions on project approvals consistent with the 

Growth Management Strategy. 

4. Circulation of environmental documents as specified in the 

Action Plan and consistent with Authority policy. 

5. Participation in the General Plan Amendment review 

procedure. 

If, however, through CCTA’s monitoring program it is determined that 

the MTSOs are not being met, then this information would be conveyed 

to WCCTAC for consideration in its periodic review of the Action Plan. 

The Implementation Guide states that if satisfactory progress is observed, 

then implementation of the Action Plan will continue. If progress has not 

been satisfactory, a revision to the Action plan may be necessary.  
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From time to time, the MTSOs are monitored to determine whether they 

are being achieved. In addition, the MTSOs are evaluated to determine if 

they can be achieved in the future. For this update to the Action Plan, the 

MTSOs were monitored in 2013, and the traffic forecasts were prepared 

and evaluated for 2040. In both cases, exceedances of the adopted 

MTSOs were observed. 

Under adopted CCTA policy, exceedance of an MTSO does not constitute 

a compliance issue with the Growth Management Program.  

The primary purpose of the MTSOs is to provide WCCTAC with a 

quantitative measure of transportation system performance that can be 

consistently applied as a metric for gauging the impacts of future growth 

and mitigating those impacts. The MTSOs that WCCTAC has adopted for 

its Plan reflect WCCTAC’s broader objective to ensure an acceptable level 

of mobility for its 

residents and 

workers to sustain 

the economy and 

maintain quality 

of life.  

 

 

It is not surprising, 

therefore, given 

the level of 

expected growth 

in West County 

and elsewhere 

throughout 

Contra Costa, 

coupled with the 

constraints on 

adding new 

capacity to the system, that some MTSOs may be exceeded either today 

or in the future.  

When an exceedance has been determined, either through monitoring or 

during the Action Plan update process, the only action required under 

this Plan is that WCCTAC document the condition, and continue to 

monitor and address the MTSOs in future updates to the Plan under the 

timeframe established in this chapter.  

In the case where a proposed development project or General Plan 

Amendment causes an exceedance, or exacerbates a situation where an 

already exceeded MTSO is worsened, then the procedures in this chapter 

regarding development application review and general plan amendments 

shall apply.  
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Appendix A: Index to Actions by Route    A 

 

West County Routes of Regional Significance 

and Applicable Actions 

Route of Regional Significance Applicable Actions* 

1.    Appian Way 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 21, 28, 31, 32, 33, 35, 37, 38 

2.    Carlson Boulevard 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 28, 31, 32, 33, 40, 41 

3.    Central Avenue 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21, 26, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, 35, 41 

4.    Cummings Skyway 3, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 21, 22, 24, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33  

5.    Interstate 80 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 17, 20, 21, 26, 29, 31, 32, 33, 39, 43, 46, 47 

6.    Interstate 580 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 25, 29, 31, 32, 33, 40, 47 

7.    Richmond Parkway 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 21, 25, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 41 

8.    San Pablo Avenue 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 41, 45 

9.    San Pablo Dam Road 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 35, 38 

10.  State Route 4 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 29, 31, 32, 33, 39, 40 

11.  23rd Street 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 28, 31, 32, 33, 40, 41, 44 

* See Chapter 5 for a full list of all Actions. 
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Appendix B: MTSO Values    B 

CCTA regularly monitors the values of the MTSOs defined by all of the subregions in their Action Plans for Routes of Regional Significance.  The most 

recent monitoring effort was conducted in early 2013.  CCTA is also responsible for forecasting the values of the MTSOs at a given horizon year (which for 

the purposes of this plan is the year 2040).  The 2040 forecasts are the result of applying the CCTA regional travel demand model and reporting the future 

traffic volumes generated by that model application.  It should be noted that the model results are intended to give an idea of the order-of-magnitude 

changes in traffic volumes anticipated across the region; much more detailed and refined studies would be undertaken for any specific project.  This 

appendix contains the 2013 values reported for the WCCTAC area as part of the regular monitoring effort and the 2040 forecasts of those values (note that 

the 2040 forecasts are in process for some of the regional routes and will be inserted in this table when available).  Please see the CCTA report titled “2013 

CMP and MTSO Monitoring Report” for further information. 

West County Freeway MTSO Values 

I-580 Freeway Analysis – Delay Index 

Direction 
MTSO 

Delay Index 

2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

Speed (mph) Delay Index Speed (mph) Delay Index 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

EB 2.5 55 51 1.2 1.3 52 41 1.2 1.6 

WB 2.5 58 58 1.1 1.1 52 50 1.2 1.3 
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West County Freeway MTSO Values 

I-80 Freeway Analysis – Delay Index 

Segment Direction 
MTSO Delay 

Index 

2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

Average Speed Delay Index Average Speed Delay Index 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Carquinez Bridge to 

SR-4 

EB 

WB 

3.0 

3.0 

61 

61 

60 

65 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.0 

57 

38 

52 

65 

1.1 

1.7 

1.3 

1.0 

SR-4 to Cutting Blvd EB 

WB 

3.0 

3.0 

62 

31 

33 

62 

1.1 

2.1 

2.0 

1.1 

55 

21 

31 

45 

1.2 

3.2 

2.1 

1.4 

Cutting Blvd to 

County Line 

EB 

WB 

3.0 

3.0 

67 

23 

35 

64 

1.0 

2.9 

1.9 

1.0 

56 

18 

32 

49 

1.2 

3.6 

2.0 

1.3 

 

West County Freeway MTSO Values 

SR 4 Corridor – Delay Index 

Direction 
MTSO 

Delay Index 

2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

Speed (mph) Delay Index Speed (mph) Delay Index 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

EB 2.0 62 61 1.1 1.1 56 61 1.2 1.1 

WB 2.0 60 60 1.1 1.1 59 52 1.1 1.2 
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Appendix B: MTSO Values    B 

 

West County Intersection MTSO Values 

No. Primary Street Secondary Street MTSO 
2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

1 Castro Street I-580 EB Ramps D B D B C 

2 Castro Street I-580 WB Ramps D D C C C 

5 Castro Street Hensley St D C E C C 

6 Castro Street Richmond Lane D C D C C 

7 Richmond Parkway Gertrude Ave D C D F E 

8 Richmond Parkway Pittsburgh Ave. D F F C D 

9 Richmond Parkway Parr Blvd D F C C B 

10 Richmond Parkway Hensley St D C C B B 

11a Richmond Parkway Barrett Ave. D B C B C 

11b San Pablo Avenue Cutting Boulevard E C C C C 

12 Richmond Parkway McDonald D C C C C 

13 Richmond Parkway I-580 WB Ramps D B B B B 

14 Richmond Parkway I-580 EB Ramps D B B A B 

15 Richmond Parkway Cutting Blvd D C C C C 

23 Carlson Boulevard Central Avenue D B A C B 

30 San Pablo Avenue McBryde Road E C C C C 

38 EB I-80 on-off ramps El Portal Avenue D C C C D 

39 Appian Way-La Colina Road San Pablo Dam Road D C C C D 
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West County Intersection MTSO Values 

No. Primary Street Secondary Street MTSO 
2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

59 Pinole Valley Road San Pablo Avenue E B B F E 

70 San Pablo Avenue San Pablo Dam Road E C D E E 

74 
San Pablo Avenue 

El Portal Drive-Broadway 

Avenue 
E C C C C 

81 San Pablo Avenue Hilltop Drive E C D D F 

93 San Pablo Avenue John Muir Parkway E D E F F 

97 
San Pablo Avenue 

EB I-80 on-off ramps-

Roosevelt Avenue 
E C D F E 

125 San Pablo Dam Road El Portal Drive D D C C C 

128 San Pablo Avenue Rumrill Avenue-College Lane E D C D D 

132 23rd Street Macdonald Avenue D A A B B 

143 San Pablo Dam Road WB I-80 on-off ramps D C B D C 

150 Appian Way-Pinnon Avenue San Pablo Avenue E C C C C 

158 Appian Way Tara Hills Drive-Canyon Drive D C C C C 

159 Appian Way EB I-80 on-off-ramps D A B B B 

160 Appian Way Fitzgerald Drive-Sarah Drive D C C C D 

171 San Pablo Avenue Central Avenue E C C C D 

175 Appian Way WB I-80 on-off-ramps D D C E E 

186 Bayview Avenue Carlson Boulevard D D C E D 

231 23rd Street Barrett Avenue D B B B B 

84



 

 

Appendix B: MTSO Values    B 

West County Intersection MTSO Values 

No. Primary Street Secondary Street MTSO 
2013 Observations 2040 Forecasts 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

233 San Pablo Avenue Barrett Avenue E C C D D 

237 23rd Street Rheem Avenue D C C C D 

249 EB I-80 on-off ramps-Amador St San Pablo Dam Road D C D C C 

251 I-80 NB Ramps San Pablo Dam Road D C B B B 

257 Castro Ranch Road San Pablo Dam Road D C C B B 

SOURCE: 

Analysis prepared by Kittelson & Associates for CCTA. 
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TO: 

 

WCCTAC Board 

 

DATE: 

 

March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan  

 
REQUESTED ACTION 
Review the attached countywide Mobility Management Plan and take a formal position 
and/or provide comments to the CCTA Board on the plan as presented. 
 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
Mobility Management relates to the management and delivery of transportation services 
for seniors and those with disabilities.   Some mobility management tools can include travel 
training (learning how to use fixed route transit), volunteer driver programs, more 
centralized information, more centralized maintenance or vehicle dispatch, and technical 
assistance.  
 
MTC, the programming agency for the federal New Freedom grants, has made mobility 
management a priority in its criteria for evaluating New Freedom applications.   MTC has 
also identified mobility management as a means to improve coordination and efficiency in 
paratransit service in its recommendations from the Transit Sustainability Plan, adopted in 
May 2012.  
 
Plan Development 
In 2006, a group of transit operators, social service agencies, and RTPC and CCTA staff 
formed a group calling themselves the Transportation Alliance.  This group’s main intent 
was to consider how the needs of senior and disabled clients in Contra Costa could be met 
in light of a growing population unable or not willing to use fixed route transit.   Meetings 
were held at the Contra Costa County Transit Authority (referred to hereafter as County 
Connection) offices and a County Connection staff person (since retired) took the lead on 
applying for Cycle 2 New Freedom funds from MTC. 
 
In FY 2007-08, County Connection was awarded a Cycle 2 New Freedom grant in the 
amount of $80,000 to develop a mobility management plan (MMP) countywide.  The grant 
specified that the MMP would lead to the creation of a mobility management center.    
 
In January 2012, County Connection hired a consultant from a firm called Innovative 
Paradigms to lead the study.  Outreach by the consultant to stakeholders in the County 
included interviews, education on mobility management and three sub-regional public 
summits.  The MMP was also released in draft version to the Paratransit Coordinating 
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Committee (PCC) at CCTA, as well as to groups of stakeholders for comment.  The Plan was 
then brought to the CCTA Board for their adoption in January, 2014. 
 
CCTA Board Action  
According to CCTA minutes, the Board adopted the Plan in concept and directed CCTA staff 
to work with MTC to determine the possibility of redirecting grant funding for mobility 
management plan purposes.  Commissioners Abelson and Butt were dissenting votes.  The 
Board also requested that CCTA staff and partner agencies meet with the RTPCs to obtain 
their comments. 
 
WCCTAC-TAC Review  
CCTA and County Connection staff presented the MMP to the WCCTAC-TAC on February 
13th.   The presentation generated numerous comments and questions and was brought 
back to the TAC for further discussion at the March 13th meeting.  Taken together, the 
feedback at these two meetings included the following:   
  

 There was broad confusion about whether the MMP was a “visioning document” as 
articulated by its presenters, or whether it was supposed to be the planning 
template for Contra Costa County to follow.   

 One recommendation was to re-title the Plan a “Background Report” rather than 
calling it a “Plan” and viewing as a concept for consideration. 

 Some TAC members suggested that the formation of a new Oversight Committee is 
redundant and that its functions can be carried out within the existing Paratransit 
Coordinating Committee.  They also noted that the proposed Oversight Board does 
not include consumers, while the PCC does. 

 Some concerns were raised over the costs of a new governing entity.  One 
suggestion was that it might be preferable for CCTA hire a Mobility Manger. 

 One TAC member noted that mobility management and coordination is already 
occurring but the MMP does not recognize those existing efforts. 

 There was widespread support for the general concept of mobility management and 
for the idea of improving coordination among providers of services for seniors and 
the disabled. 

 Transit agencies noted that they struggle financially to meet the growing demand for 
paratransit services and that rising costs can result in cuts to fixed-route services.   
 

Next Steps 
Today, WCCTAC is receiving a similar presentation to ones that all the other RTPCs have 
already received.  This item is expected to go before the CCTA Planning Committee and the 
Paratransit Coordinating Committee in the Spring.  The CCTA Board is expected to revisit the 
MMP in June 2014.   
 
Attachments:  
 10 a. Mobility Management Plan 
 10 b. Minutes from January 15, 2014 CCTA Board Meeting 
 10 c.  Comment l 
etter from City of San Pablo’s WCCTAC-TAC Representative 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

The Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (County Connection) has taken the lead in 

managing the planning process for the development of a mobility management plan for 

the entire County.  This Plan resulting from that effort is meant to guide implementation 

of a broad array of services under the mobility management framework.  The starting 

point for the planning process is the definition of the concept.   

 

Mobility Management is the utilization of a broad mix of service delivery 

and support strategies that are directed primarily at the travel needs of 

seniors, persons with disabilities, and low income individuals.  These 

strategies often integrate with and support other public service solutions 

provided to the larger public transit and paratransit rider populations.  

Mobility Management is not one solution but a toolkit of solutions that are 

tailored to the service needs of the special population groups.   

   

This Plan recommends the formation of an organization to take the lead in implementing 

a broad range of mobility management strategies.  Specifically, a Consolidated 

Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) is recommended for Contra Costa County.  A 

CTSA in the County would provide the vehicle through which the list of desired services 

could be deployed.  The creation of a Mobility Management Oversight Committee is 

recommended to undertake the tasks needed to establish the CTSA.  Options for 

funding the program are identified.  A draft startup budget and a draft sample initial 

annual operating budget are included in the Plan.  An initial budget of $325,000 is 

proposed for each of the first two years of full operation following the formation phase. 

 

The Plan acknowledges the contributions and relationships of the existing human 

service agencies in the County.  It recommends careful attention to the roles of these 

organizations relative to the new CTSA and that funding considerations always be 

based upon a thorough analysis of the impacts of coordinating efforts between these 

existing organizations and the new agency.   

 

The Plan suggests a number of service strategies responding to transportation needs 

identified in the planning process.  These gaps were vetted through outreach efforts 

with community stakeholders that work with seniors, persons with disabilities, and 

persons with low-income.  The specific strategies proposed for Contra Costa County are 

listed on the following page: 
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 Travel training:  Create a program to teach bus riding skills on all county transit 

systems.   

 

 Improved ADA Eligibility Process:  Institute a refined countywide ADA eligibility 

process, possibly an in-person assessment approach, to improve the accuracy of 

the eligibility determinations.   

 

 Agency Partnerships:  Work with human service agencies so they can provide 

transportation to their clients who currently use the ADA paratransit service 

operated by the transit agencies.  

 

 Centralized Maintenance:  Evaluate the viability of a centralized maintenance 

program directed at serving the unique needs of the human service community 

who are operating a variety of vehicles in their programs.   

 

 Volunteer Driver Program:  Expand volunteer driver programs throughout the 

County as an inexpensive means of serving difficult medical and other trip needs 

for seniors and persons with disabilities.  

 

 Central Information Program:  Expand information availability by making 

meaningful resource information available through a central referral mechanism. 

 

 Advocacy Role of Mobility Management:  Determine the level of advocacy 

appropriate for a new CTSA in Contra Costa County and include the new agency 

in all transportation planning processes.  

 

 Technical Assistance Program:  Include technical support as one of the services 

of the newly created CTSA to assist the human service community and other 

agencies in planning, grant management, and other technical functions.   

 

 Driver Training Program:  Establish a professional and consistent driver training 

program for human service agencies; offer driver training services relating to 

special needs populations to existing paratransit providers.  
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Chapter 1: METHODOLOGY  

 

Background 

 

The Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan was commissioned by the County 

Connection.  It was derived from a Countywide outreach process, involved agencies 

throughout the entire County, and offers strategies applicable to the entire County.  The 

Plan’s technical basis is derived from input from transportation experts representing 

many agencies and the experience of the consulting team.   

 

The Plan is intended to guide long term development of mobility management projects 

that fill gaps in existing transportation services and are sustainable both on the basis of 

organizational structure and funding.  Traditional transportation services, such as public 

transit, are increasingly challenged to meet the needs of a diverse population.  Public 

transit or “mass transit” is designed to carry large amounts of riders. Public transit 

includes fixed-route bus and rail service for the general public and paratransit bus 

service for disabled individuals in the community as described in the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA).  Although public transit provides an appropriate means of 

transportation for a majority of riders, there is an increasing population that requires 

specialized transportation. The result is increased emphasis on specialized programs 

that enhance transportation services and provide alternatives to fill gaps that seniors, 

persons with disabilities, and persons with low-income face.  These are broadly defined 

as mobility management strategies.  Effective mobility management strategies are those 

that coordinate with existing transportation services including: public transit, community 

based, and human service transportation programs. These strategies fill gaps often lost 

through public transit and will vary based on the demographic group being served. 

Examples of mobility management strategies specific to Contra Costa County are 

detailed in Chapter 3.  

 

The identification and pursuit of these service delivery strategies is not enough to meet 

the need.  Only through institutional commitment and appropriate institutional structures 

can these unique delivery strategies be provided.  A CTSA will provide the framework 

for that process in Contra Costa County. 

 

Methodology and Outreach 

The process used to construct the Plan involved the following steps: 

 

Establish overall project direction and objectives:  This initial planning stage involved 

discussions with the agencies managing the planning process, in particular County 
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Connection and the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA).  The result was the 

broadening of the objective of the project to include consideration of the full range of 

mobility management options and structures for the County as opposed to a “one-stop” 

information referral project. 

 

Identify appropriate mobility management functions and service delivery structures 

through technical analysis and community input:  The analytical portion of the planning 

process was strongly supported by extensive community input.  Activities involved 

meetings with community agencies to identify needs and to present technical options.  

The results of this process became the list of strategies included in the Plan.   

 

Formal advisory input:  The planning process was supported by two levels of advisory 

input.  The first was the formation of an ad hoc Stakeholders Advisory Committee.  This 

group represented varying interests throughout the County and included a cross section 

of agency types and geographic perspectives.  The direction provided by this group was 

invaluable to the direction of the Plan.  Among the most important outcomes of the 

advisory committee was recognition that an institutional framework was necessary to 

deliver the creative service options that are needed.  The Plan defines both the 

structure recommended and the functional programs that were identified by the 

community and Advisory Committee.   

 

The second level of advisory input was in the form of three Summit meetings held 

throughout the County.  These Summits were structured to solicit input and feedback on 

specific mobility management options.  Input from the participants was extremely helpful 

in defining the elements of this Mobility Management Plan.  

  

Throughout the outreach process, stakeholder input was elicited to identify the 

challenges that their target population face when traveling throughout Contra Costa 

County.  These findings were used to design strategies to fill the gaps that are detailed 

in Chapter 3.  Throughout the outreach process the overarching theme was the lack of 

coordination amongst human service agencies, transit operators, and 

private/public/non-profit agencies.  Although there are many providers of transportation, 

there is no central focal point for coordination, implementation, and enhancement of 

transportation options for these special needs populations.  The recommendations in 

this Plan provide a comprehensive approach to address the challenges identified 

through outreach to the community.  
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Chapter 2: MOBILITY MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS  

 

Mobility management is one part of a complex matrix of transportation services in any 

urban area.  The “public transportation system” is made up of a number of elements that 

interact and often overlap.  The major components of a public transportation system 

are:  fixed-route bus service for the general public, paratransit bus service for individuals 

with disabilities as described in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and mobility 

management/human service transportation serving the specialized transportation needs 

of the population.  These three elements have traditionally operated independently of 

each other.   

 

In a coordinated transportation system, the three elements work in a more integrated 

fashion to serve certain targeted populations, specifically individuals with disabilities, the 

elderly, and persons of low income.  This can result in service and cost efficiencies that 

yield benefits for the individual riders, public agencies, and smaller human service 

transportation providers.  Within a coordinated transportation system, public transit, 

community based and human service agencies work with one another to refer riders to 

the service that is most appropriate for their functional abilities.  Presently there are 

agencies in Contra Costa County that refer riders, but throughout the planning process 

there has been an emphasis on expanding and enhancing these efforts in a coordinated 

fashion.  The quantitative and qualitative impacts of integrating a coordinated 

transportation system are captured in this Plan.   

 

Though “mobility management” has often been defined narrowly to focus on one-stop 

call centers, this Plan takes a broader view.  The concept goes far beyond minimal trip 

planning efforts for individuals to much broader strategies capable of improving service 

delivery to much larger numbers of individuals.  No one strategy can serve all of the 

needs of the special needs groups targeted and for this reason the Plan consists of a 

variety of programs each meeting some aspect of the overall demand.  This Plan 

includes strategies that exceed available funding and sets forth a list with recommended 

priorities.  It also suggests approaches to funding intended to create a viable and 

sustainable program.   
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Consolidated Transportation Services Agency  

 

Elements embodied in the concept of mobility management have been a part of the 

transportation service delivery framework for many years.  Only recently have these 

elements been referred to as mobility management.  Federal coordination requirements 

are now placing renewed emphasis on strategies to increase coordination in California 

such as the formation of CTSAs.   

 

When the State passed AB 120, the Social Services Transportation Improvement Act, it 

allowed county or regional transportation planning agencies to designate one or more 

organizations within their areas as Consolidated Transportation Service Agencies 

(CTSAs).  The goal was to promote the coordination of social service transportation for 

the benefit of human service clients, including the elderly, disabled individuals, and 

persons of low income.  AB 120 specified the following strategies of service 

coordination through the use of CTSAs:   

 

 Cost savings through combined purchasing of necessary equipment. 

 Adequate training of drivers to insure the safe operation of vehicles.  Proper 

driver training to promote lower insurance costs and encourage use of the 

service. 

 Centralized dispatching of vehicles to efficiently utilize rolling stock. 

 Centralized maintenance of vehicles so that adequate and routine vehicle 

maintenance scheduling is possible. 

 Centralized administration of various social service transportation programs to 

eliminate duplicative and costly administrative functions.  Centralized 

administration of social service transportation services permitting social service 

agencies to respond to specific social needs. 

 Identification and consolidation of all existing sources of funding for social service 

transportation. This can provide more effective and cost efficient use of scarce 

resource dollars.  Consolidation of categorical program funds can foster eventual 

elimination of unnecessary and unwarranted program constraints. 

 

The CTSA structure is unique to California.  While other states are beginning to 

implement coordinated transportation projects, only California has the state legislated 

model of the CTSA.  Thus, for three decades, initiatives to coordinate human service 

transportation programs in California have been largely guided by AB 120.  There is a 

new focus on CTSAs as the appropriate entity to implement the programs embodied in 

the federal legislation that provides funding for mobility management projects.  Other 

communities are seeking to create new CTSAs or designate existing organizations as 

CTSAs to combine the State and federal legislation into service delivery mechanisms 
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that have resources and focus to achieve real coordination.  A significant dialogue is 

underway throughout California regarding the role of the CTSA and its ability to meet 

both the federal and State coordination requirements.   

 

In January 2013, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) circulated a Draft 

Coordinated Public Transit – Human Services Transportation Plan Update which 

recommends the designation of CTSAs to facilitate sub-regional mobility management 

and transportation coordination efforts.  

 

What is a CTSA Intended to Do? 

While no two CTSAs are structured the same way or provide exactly the same services, 

there are common objectives to be found in all CTSA activities: 

 

 Increase transportation options for seniors, the disabled, and persons of low 

income. 

 Reduce the costs for public transportation. 

 Identify and implement efficiencies in community transportation operations. 

 

What Can a CTSA Look Like and Accomplish? 

CTSAs in California have taken on a variety of forms and within those various forms 

they provide a range of services.  The most successful CTSAs have embraced the 

concept of human service coordination and mobilized efforts to creatively use resources 

to accomplish great things in their local communities.  While all forms of CTSA have the 

potential to achieve the objectives of the concept, evidence provided through a review 

of available CTSA documentation and case studies indicates that certain structures may 

be more conducive to successful project implementation than others.   

 

AB 120, the California legislation creating CTSAs along with the subsequent federal 

guidance on human service transportation coordination offers a general concept of a 

mobility management agency.  Within that guidance is great latitude to mold the concept 

to the unique circumstances of a local community.  The most successful CTSAs have 

built a creative array of programs serving a broad population of persons in need.  The 

typical target populations include the disabled, elderly, and low-income individuals.  

Many studies including planning efforts in Contra Costa County have documented the 

substantial unmet needs of these groups and the need for additional specialized 

transportation capacity programs capable of targeting these potential riders.  As the 

definition of need is broadened to include young children and possibly other groups, the 

volume of need becomes even more extensive.  
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Well refined CTSAs have addressed the broad variety of needs in creative ways.  They 

have typically used limited funds in creative ways to achieve substantial results.  For 

example, efforts in other counties have included joint funding of service provided by 

human service agencies for their own client populations.  Some communities combine 

funding for transportation programs with other sources.  Examples of non-transportation 

funding that are sometimes used to support transportation services include Regional 

Centers, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and Area Agency on Aging. 

 

An effective CTSA is an organization that serves as a broad facilitator – or champion - 

of transportation coordination.  The role typically means that the agency is well 

connected in the transportation and human service community and is a leader in 

creating solutions to travel needs.  This is often accomplished through negotiating 

cooperative agreements between agencies to coordinate the use of funds, acquiring 

capital assets (e.g. vehicles, computer equipment, etc.), and buying fuel and electricity 

for vehicles (e.g. joint fuel purchase).   Service delivery can range from: coordinating a 

volunteer driver program to managing a travel training program for fixed-route service 

and can include the facilitation of direct service delivery through contracts with social 

service agencies.  An important consideration is that most functions that a CTSA can 

perform can be offered through any of a variety of structural models.   

 

Consolidated Transportation Service Agency Models 

 

AB 120 requires that CTSAs be designated by a transportation planning agency.  In 

Contra Costa County, this entity is the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  

According to statute, each CTSA designated must be an agency other than the planning 

agency.  The range of options for CTSA designation as defined in law are: 

 

 A public agency, including a city, county, transit operator, any state department 

or agency, public corporation, or public district, or a joint powers entity created 

pursuant to the California Government Code Section 15951. 

 A common carrier of persons as defined in Section 211 of the Public Utilities 

Code, engaged in the transportation of persons, as defined in Section 208. 

 A private entity operating under a franchise or license. 

 A non-profit corporation organized pursuant to Division 2 (commencing with 

Section 9000) of Title 1, Corporations Code. 

 

Within these broad legal definitions, a number of alternative CTSA structure models 

have emerged.  These or possible variations are open for consideration for application 

in Contra Costa County.  The following are the principal structural options for CTSA 

organizations in the County. 
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 Single Purpose Non-profit Agency:  In California there are limited examples of 

non-profit agencies that have been designated as a CTSA that provide a wide 

range of transportation programs and services.  Noteworthy examples of existing 

non-profit CTSAs are Outreach in Santa Clara County, Valley Transportation 

Services in San Bernardino County, and Paratransit, Inc. in Sacramento County.   

 

Outreach and Escort of Santa Clara County served as the CTSA in the County 

for several years before its designation was rescinded by MTC.  It was recently 

re-designated by MTC and is currently the only CTSA in the nine county Bay 

Area.  Among the provisions associated with this re-designation was an 

agreement that Outreach would not submit a claim for TDA Article 4.5 funds.  

Access Services in Los Angeles was created largely to manage the ADA 

paratransit program in LA County but was also designated the CTSA.  It was 

created through action by public agencies to address ADA and coordination 

issues.   

 

 Multi-Purpose Non-profit Agency:  There are examples in California where a 

multi-purpose non-profit agency has been designated the CTSA.  This is typically 

a situation where a strong non-profit organization with an effective infrastructure 

wishes to champion transportation issues and adds those functions to a broader 

list of agency activities.  Ride-On of San Luis Obispo is an example of this form 

of organization.  Ride-On was originally the United Cerebral Palsy (UCP) affiliate 

in San Luis Obispo and still serves in that capacity in addition to its transportation 

responsibilities.  There are many examples of non-profit organizations that have 

created major transportation programs under an umbrella that includes nutrition 

services, housing programs, food banks, and other common human service 

functions.   

 

 County Government:  In many rural California counties, transportation services 

are provided by the County.  Often this includes providing public transit services.  

This is a common structure in smaller or rural counties.  Several counties have 

been designated CTSAs.  Often, though not always, transportation services are 

provided through the public works department.  Counties such as Glenn and 

Colusa are examples of this form of CTSA.   

 

 Public Transit Agency:  In some California counties the local public transit agency 

has been designated the CTSA.  This applies to both legislated transit districts 

and Joint Powers Authority (JPA) agencies.   It is typically in smaller counties that 

the transit agency has been designated.  Examples of transit agencies that are 
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CTSAs are El Dorado Transit, Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (Bishop), and the 

Mendocino Transit Authority.  All of these are JPAs.   

 

Of the models presented above the non-profit agency model has historically been the 

most notable in terms of implementing programs with long-term sustainability.  Non-

profit agencies such as Outreach and Escort, Ride-On, and Paratransit, Inc. have 

delivered successful coordinated transportation programs throughout California for 

many years.  Each of these organizations continues to evolve to meet the needs of the 

communities they serve. Non-profit organizations have typically been the most 

successful CTSA model for a number of specific reasons.  These include: 

 

 Specific Mission:  Non-profit CTSAs have been established with a human 

services perspective focused on special needs populations and programs 

dedicated to fulfilling these unique needs.  This differs from public transit 

agencies whose primary mission is to serve large groups of travelers (“mass” 

transportation).  Human service transportation often plays a very small part in 

an organization with a mass transit mission.   

 Entrepreneurial style:  Non-profit CTSAs have often been created by 

transportation professionals seeking to apply creative approaches to the hard 

to serve needs of special population groups. 

 Flexibility:  Non-profit CTSAs typically have more flexibility to create and 

operate new programs than governmental agencies. 

 Applicable laws:  Non-profit corporations are subject to different laws than 

public agencies such as labor laws.  This fact can provide more latitude to 

structure services with unique operating characteristics than most public 

agencies.   

 Access to funds:  Non-profit corporations may be eligible for funds that are 

not available to other organizations.  Such funds may contribute to fulfilling 

the mission of the agency.  An example would include the priority given to 

non-profit corporations applying for FTA Section 5310 funds.   

 

 

Legal Setting  

 

The legal basis for establishing and managing CTSAs is contained in the California 

enacted Transportation Development Act (TDA).  This broad set of California laws and 

regulations concerning transportation funding and management contains the various 

provisions governing CTSAs.  The CTSA portion of the TDA is a relatively small part of 

a much larger law concerning funding for all modes of transportation and certain specific 

funding sources available to all counties for transportation purposes. 
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The two funding sources included in TDA are: 

 

 Local Transportation Fund (LTF): derived from a ¼ cent of the general sales tax 

collected within the county and 

 State Transit Assistance Fund (STA):  derived from the statewide sale tax on 

gasoline and diesel fuel. 

 

The portion of the TDA creating CTSAs states that such agencies are eligible to claim 

up to 5% of the LTF for community transportation purposes.   

 

The Act also specifies the process through which a CTSA may be designated.  The 

designating agency may promulgate regulations specific to the CTSA as well as the 

duration of the designation.  The length of CTSA designation varies throughout 

California.  For a number of CTSAs, the term of designation has evolved over time.  For 

example, Paratransit, Inc. in Sacramento was designated the CTSA in 1981 for a one 

year period.  This designation was reviewed and extended later in multi-year 

increments.  In 1988, the designation was extended “without a time limitation” and has 

retained designation to this day.   

 

The oversight of claimants for TDA funds including CTSAs are subject to two audits.  

The first is an annual fiscal audit that must be submitted within 180 days of the close of 

each fiscal year and the second is a triennial performance audit.  This periodic audit 

conducted according to specific guidelines, evaluates the performance of a TDA 

claimant and could serve as the basis for determining the future of a CTSA.   

 

Governing Structure 

 

An area of CTSA oversight that is not contained in the TDA law and regulations is the 

local governing structure of the designated agency.  If a CTSA is a public agency, the 

governing board of that agency would traditionally oversee receipt and expenditure of 

public funds.  Since a CTSA can be a County, a transit agency, or other government 

agency, it would be subject to the scrutiny of a board that is otherwise responsible for 

fiduciary oversight.  A CTSA may also be a non-profit corporation.  The governing 

structure may vary substantially among non-profit corporations.  Many traditional 

charitable non-profit corporations have self-appointing boards.  This typically means 

that interested members of the community may be appointed to the board by the sitting 

board members.  Ride-On in San Luis Obispo is an example of this type of governing 

structure.   
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There is precedent in California for a non-profit corporation to have a board of directors 

whose make-up is governed by political agreement associated with its structure.  

Paratransit, Inc. began as a traditional non-profit corporation with a self-appointing 

board.  Later in its evolution, local public agencies formed an agreement associated 

with Paratransit’s designation as a CTSA that included specific appointing authority to 

local governmental jurisdictions.  This revised structure provided the desired level of 

oversight and representation.   

 

Valley Transportation Services (VTrans) in San Bernardino County was created in 2010 

to serve as the CTSA for the San Bernardino urbanized area.  The Bylaws of this newly 

created non-profit agency specified that its Board of Directors be appointed by San 

Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG), Omnitrans (the public transit agency), 

and by San Bernardino County.  This publicly appointed governing board structure 

reflected the importance of oversight in a case where large amounts of public funding 

are made available to a non-profit agency.  VTrans, as the designated CTSA, is eligible 

to receive an allocation of local sales tax Measure I for transportation purposes.   

 

An effective and functional Board of Directors for a new non-profit CTSA should be 

made up of approximately seven to nine members.  Because of the management of 

large amounts of government funds, it is appropriate that public agencies appoint 

members to the new Board.  A typical structure might include appointments by CCTA, 

Contra Costa County, each transit agency, and some human service agency 

representatives.  Appointing agencies can usually appoint from their own membership 

or from the community.  In some cases, governance structure formats are established to 

require representatives of the service population (e.g. disabled representatives or 

seniors).  These decisions would be debated by the Oversight Board recommended as 

a key implementation step.   

 

Phased Implementation:  Sample Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 

Operating Budget 

 

Various phases will be necessary to achieve full implementation of a CTSA in Contra 

Costa County.  Each phase in the process will have its own budget.  This will allow for 

clear delineation of the costs of each phase.  The first phase is preparatory to 

establishing an operational CTSA.  It consists of the formation of an Oversight Board to 

guide development of the CTSA concept, establish its legal framework, determine a 

governance structure, and make final budget and operating decisions.  The Oversight 

Board phase of the project is proposed to be funded by two sources:  1) funds 

remaining on the Innovative Paradigms Mobility Management planning contract and, 2) 

reallocation of New Freedom funds that had been granted to the Contra Costa 
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Transportation Authority for phase 3 of initial planning process.  In combination, these 

funding sources provide adequate funding for formation functions.     

 

Once the functions to be performed by a new CTSA are determined, a budget for the 

early operation of the organization can be developed.  The budget will depend on 

whether a new agency is created or the CTSA designation is added to an existing 

organization.  This will determine whether the entire infrastructure of an organization is 

necessary or if staff and other support services are added onto an existing agency.  

Administrative overhead will be an important element to identify.   The staff capacity of 

the CTSA will have an impact on the organization’s ability to build programs and to 

manage the range of functions that a CTSA is capable of performing.   

 

In the growth stage of a CTSA, considerable time and effort (staff resources) will be 

necessary to forge partnerships with other organizations, prepare grant applications, 

implement service functions, etc.  For discussion purposes, two CTSA budgets for 

Contra Costa County are presented below.  The first is a startup budget intended to 

capture the cost of organization formation, creation of basic organization infrastructure 

such as accounting and business management functions, and early staffing functions 

that eventually lead to dedicated management.  The second budget is a pro forma first 

year operating budget.  It presents a basic structural budget for the first year of 

operation.  It does not present operating costs for the various programs that might be 

operated.  The initial organization budget is to support the pursuit of operating programs 

with their necessary funding and interagency coordination.   

 

It presents general cost estimates for overhead but does not include costs for individual 

program elements.  Significant refinement would be necessary with actual 

implementation.  However, the sample budget serves as a presentation of basic cost 

items to guide decision making relative to structure options.  This draft budget is based 

on the premise that a new stand-alone agency would be created to operate the CTSA.  

The budget therefore includes the financing necessary to lease office space, equip and 

staff the office, and initiate selected startup service delivery projects.   
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COST CATEGORY Cost Estimate Notes

Professional Services

Management Consulting $75,000 Temporary management

Legal Services $40,000 Legal: document prep, filing

Accounting Services $40,000 Tax filings; accounting setup

Temporary Operating Expenses

Office space $0 Possibly donated by agency?

Misc. office expense $10,000 Materials; travel; Bd expense

Filing fees; etc $2,000 Incorporation, etc.

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $167,000

Innovative Paradigms Contract $20,000

New Freedom Grant (CCTA) $147,000

TOTAL FUNDING SOURCES $167,000

CTSA Formation Budget

[Estimated formation expense; approximately 6 months]

FUNDING SOURCES (existing)
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COST CATEGORY Cost Estimate Notes

Staff

Executive Director $140,000 Salary, taxes, benefits

Administrative Assistant $49,000 Salary, taxes, benefits

Direct Expenses

Office Space $72,000 2000 sq ft @$3 / sq ft

Utilities $5,400 $450 / mo

Professional Services $35,000 legal; accounting

Phone $3,600 $300 / mo

Supplies $3,600 $300 / mo

Insurance $3,000 $3,000/ yr

Travel $1,000 $1,000 / yr

Misc Expense $12,000

Functional Programs

Travel Training Cost to be determined

ADA Eligibility Process Cost to be determined

Agency Partnerships Cost to be determined

Coordinated Vehicle Maintenance Cost to be determined

Volunteer Driver Programs Cost to be determined

Central Information Program Cost to be determined

Advocacy Role Cost to be determined

Technical Support Cost to be determined

Reserve

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $324,600

MTC Grant $205,000

Other $120,000

TOTAL FUNDING SOURCES $325,000

CTSA Operating Budget: New Nonprofit Corporation

FUNDING SOURCES (potential)
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Chapter 3: FUNCTIONS  

 

The actual functions or services provided by CTSAs and the methods through which 

they are delivered can vary widely.  One major influence on the overall effectiveness of 

a CTSA is the amount of available funding that the organization has to manage or 

direct.  Some funds do not have to actually flow through the agency.  Other funds are 

directly managed by the agency and can be used to provide direct services or to “seed” 

projects through other agencies using various grant management strategies.   

 

The service functions that were supported by the stakeholders and the public in Contra 

Costa County are defined below.  Some of these have been under consideration by the 

community for several years.  Others emerged as priorities through the planning 

process.  A subsequent implementation step would be to set priorities among the listed 

strategies and prepare precise implementation plans and budgets.    

 

Travel Training 

 

Existing Travel Training Programs in Contra Costa County 

Some travel training programs currently operate in Contra Costa County.  These 

programs have limited scope both geographically and relative to the clientele that are 

included in the programs.   

 

 County Connection has a travel ambassador program but staff time to manage it 

has been cut. 

 Tri-Delta Transit operates a “Transit Orientation Class” four times per year to 

familiarize individuals with the fixed-route transit system.  The agency also offers 

one-on-one travel training upon request.  Coordination with high schools that 

offer travel training is also done by Tri-Delta.   

 Contra Costa ARC and Futures Explored provide travel training for their 

consumers and receives a stipend from the Regional Center of the East Bay 

(RCEB) to provide this service. 

 Independent Living Resources (ILR) of Solano and Contra Costa Counties has 

an informal travel training program for clients of their agency. ILR staff will 

provide training to clients on an as needed basis.  
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Proposed Countywide Travel Training Program 

There are several potential elements in a full scale travel training program.  Each is 

defined below.   

 

 Travel Training or Mobility Training – The most intensive level of travel training is 

based upon one-on-one instruction for difficult cases.  Often the trainees are 

developmentally disabled and require extensive and repetitive instruction in order 

to achieve transit independence.  The trainer will work with a client usually for 

several days to instruct them on how to use the transit system to get to their 

destination.  

 

 Bus Familiarization – This type of training is less intensive and generally can be 

done in several hours. Typical bus familiarization training would be for a person 

or group to learn how to read transit schedules and/or take a single trip to a 

major destination such as a mall.  This is also common for physically disabled 

individuals who need instruction on the use of the special equipment on standard 

transit buses such as wheelchair lifts, kneeling features, audio stop 

announcements both internal and external, farebox usage, etc.  Bus 

familiarization is sometimes done in the field in active transit service.  In other 

cases, this training is conducted at the transit facility using out-of-service transit 

coaches.   

 

 Transit Ambassador/Bus Buddy Program – Transit ambassador or bus buddy 

programs can take several forms.  The program usually matches a trainee with a 

trainer.  Typically the trainee and trainer will have something in common - 

perhaps both are seniors going to a congregate meal site. Transit ambassador 

and Bus Buddy programs typically use volunteers to teach transit riding skills. 

 

Financial Implications 

Moving riders from the ADA service to fixed-route transit can produce dramatic savings 

for transit agencies.  For example, a rider traveling to and from a day-program Monday-

Friday using a paratransit service costing $31.00 per one-way trip that is trained to use 

fixed-route transit costing $8.00 for the same trip can produce dramatic savings for the 

transit operator.   

 

In addition to the financial implications, a rider that transitions from an ADA service to 

fixed-route transit has increased mobility and independence.  This transition allows a 

rider to travel without the need to schedule a ride as required when using paratransit 

services.  Travel training is an example of a mobility management strategy that 
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enhances existing public transit by moving riders from paratransit service to the less 

expensive option of fixed-route.   

 

ADA Eligibility Process 

 

Eligibility Assessment Options 

 

The FTA does not prescribe a particular eligibility process and a number of models are 

in use across the US.  Whatever process is selected by a local transit operator must 

simply meet the established FTA criteria outlined above.  In addition to the paper 

application process currently in use by Contra Costa County transit operators, three 

other types of eligibility procedures are in use by transit operators in other communities.  

The three principal alternative approaches are:  telephone interviews/assessments, 

web-based assessments, and in-person eligibility assessments.  ADA eligibility experts 

debate the accuracy of the various assessment models.  While telephone and web-

based options are less expensive than an in-person process, the lack of personal 

contact and observation and the lack of functional testing make refined eligibility 

determinations, or conditional eligibility, difficult to assign.  Yet some communities 

strongly endorse the telephone and web-based options.   

Telephone Based Eligibility 

Some agencies rely primarily on telephone interviews for eligibility determinations.  

These are usually conducted by high level professionals such as occupational 

therapists who conduct a comprehensive conversation on the phone with the applicant, 

and in a very few cases where a determination cannot be made, the applicant will be 

referred for an in-person assessment.  Such assessments can be conducted at an 

applicant’s home or other designated site.  Eligibility outcomes are relatively similar to 

those of in-person assessments, though the ability to apply eligibility conditions is 

arguably more challenging. 

Web-Based Eligibility 

Web-based assessments have been pioneered by a Southern California firm.  This 

model has been applied in nine paratransit programs, ranging from those in smaller 

communities such as Victor Valley and Butte County, CA (population in the 200,000 

range) to larger systems such as Richmond, Virginia and North San Diego County 

(population in the 600,000 to 800,000 range).  The web-based model is based on the 

premise that, since most applicants are found fully eligible, and since most systems that 

use in-person assessments have yet to apply their eligibility conditions, transit agencies 

that are fiscally constrained should not be spending significant sums on transporting 
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applicants to in-person assessments and burdening applicants with travel to an 

assessment location. 

Under this model, applicants need to create an on-line account, complete the 

application and then mail or e-mail a healthcare form completed by a professional who 

is familiar with their abilities.  This information is then reviewed by the professional on 

the evaluation team who has specific expertise in the disability that is the basis for the 

person’s application. Team members include medical doctors, physical and 

occupational therapists, registered nurses, social workers etc.  Eligibility outcomes are 

relatively similar to those from in-person assessments in terms of the breakdown of 

eligibility categories, but not in terms of level of detail.  On average, about 56% of the 

36,000 applications that have been reviewed so far have been determined fully eligible, 

38% conditional (includes 11% temporary), and 6% ineligible.  In a small number of 

cases, if determinations cannot be made remotely, the firm sets up in-person functional 

assessments locally.  Appeals have remained below 1% of the total number of 

certifications. 

Assessment costs range from $45 to $70 per application.  While the relatively lower 

costs of these assessments have been appealing to a number of agencies, some of the 

shortcomings that have been cited by paratransit eligibility experts include:  

 The model relies too heavily on applicants’ ability to use technology (although 

these are often completed by caseworkers and other professionals, and 

exceptions are available for those who cannot use the web)  

 There is limited ability to have a discussion with the applicant about the full range 

of mobility options afforded by in-person assessments.  

 The inability to observe applicants ambulate in-person places a significant limit 

on the evaluator’s ability to establish reliable and informative eligibility conditions.  

An in-person assessment process results in the greatest accuracy.  The ability to 

personally observe applicants, discuss their functional limitations, and perform 

structured functional evaluations results in a much greater level of accuracy.  Though 

typically more expensive to perform than assessment models, many operators have 

determined that the refined ability to introduce conditions for ADA paratransit use make 

the additional expense of the assessment cost effective.  Most of the major transit 

operators in the US have already introduced in-person assessments.  Of the top 10 

transit agencies, Boston was the last to introduce an in-person process in December, 

2012.  As interest in applying conditional eligibility as a cost control tool increases, more 

agencies are implementing in-person eligibility as the means to achieve that objective.   
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In-Person Eligibility 

 

An in-person ADA eligibility process typically consists of a number of steps in order to 

more precisely evaluate an applicant’s ability to ride the bus, access bus stops, and to 

come to a definitive decision as to functional capability.  The shift from a paper process 

to an in-person approach is based upon the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) focus 

on a functional model of eligibility versus a medical model.  With a paper process, the 

emphasis is typically on the function of the applicant’s disability.   

 

 

Steps common to an in-person eligibility process include: 

 

1. In-person interview of the applicant during which details of condition can be 

established by a trained interviewer. 

2. Various transit skill functional tests that help the interviewer verify certain abilities 

relating specifically to transit riding. 

3. Selected use of professional verification if the interviewer needs further 

information to establish details of conditions that are not readily apparent to the 

interviewer.   

 

An in-person process usually takes between 30 and 90 minutes to complete depending 

upon the nature of the individual’s disability and the resulting need for various functional 

tests.  In order to render consistent and accurate determinations, the interview and any 

skills tests are conducted in a very uniform and “scientific” manner.  Interviewers are 

typically trained to a high level of proficiency in evaluating information provided by the 

applicant and in interpreting information gathered during functional tests or from medical 

professionals.  Thorough documentation of each assessment is then compiled.  This 

becomes the basis for reviewing any case that is appealed by the applicant.   

 

Financial Implications 

Financial implications for an ADA eligibility process vary amongst the models. There is 

typically a continuum of costs associated with the various processes with the in-person 

assessment being the most expensive. However, transit agencies that transition from a 

paper ADA eligibility application process to in-person assessment process typically 

realize an approximate 15% drop in applications.  The drop in the application rate is one 

key method for controlling ADA paratransit costs.  Another is the application of trip by 

trip eligibility using the conditional determinations made during an in-person process.  

With specific conditional information, operators are beginning to direct some ADA trips 

to fixed-route if the individual has been determined to be capable of taking that trip on 
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regular transit.  While often starting incrementally, accurate mode assignment can also 

become a significant cost control tool.   

 

As important as any cost control factor relating to the introduction of a refined eligibility 

process is the consistent application of determinations.  At the present time, each 

operator in Contra Costa County makes its own eligibility determinations.  Yet once 

made, the determinations apply to all operators in the Bay Area through the Regional 

Eligibility Database (RED) system.  The application of determination criteria varies 

across operators.  A countywide system would begin to standardize the application of 

eligibility criteria to result in more consistent eligibility determinations among County 

operators and perhaps lead to a more consistent regionwide process.   

 

Agency Partnerships 

 

One of the most effective tools available to CTSAs is partnering with community 

agencies to deliver trips more efficiently and at lower cost than those through traditional 

ADA paratransit service.  An underlying concept in partnership agreements is shared 

cost contracting.  This concept has proven effective in many communities and is now 

being replicated in others both within and outside California.  This approach to service 

delivery builds on the resources of community agencies and offers partial support of 

their transportation through subsidized maintenance, insurance, or other technical 

contributions.  Another form of community partnership involves the payment to an 

agency for the provision of its own transportation service through some combination of 

funding sources.  The resulting service is far less expensive than traditional door-to-

door service commonly provided today under ADA guidelines.  Since virtually all clients 

of these agencies are ADA eligible, they could simply be added to the growing numbers 

of ADA riders.  Instead, agency clients are carried on agency vehicles more efficiently 

and at lower cost.  Higher quality service for the client also results from the dedication of 

the agency to its clients, the stability of routine pick-up and drop-off schedules, and the 

often shorter trip length due to the proximity of individuals to programs.   

 

There are two advantages of this program to transit operators. 

  

 By moving agency trips off ADA service, the 50% subscription cap in any given 

time period on ADA demand response service, which causes service denials 

under ADA, can be avoided.  

 Reporting of CTSA agency trips can bring more federal funding into a region 

through formula programs.  Some CTSA’s report trips directly into the National 

Transit Database (NTD).  Counting these trips increases the formula funding 
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available to a region through 5307.  Agency trips typically qualify as part of the 

ADA trip total.   

 

Financial Implications 

In locations where successful agency trip models have been deployed, cost savings for 

moving trips off ADA service are dramatic.  Honolulu, Hawaii has such a model where 

trips performed by the local ADA service provider at a cost of $38.63 for a one-way trip 

are now being completed by a human service agency for $4.85 a one-way trip, with over 

55,000 trips performed in the first year of operation.  An annual savings of $1,857,900 

resulted. 

 

A dramatic result of agency trip programs is the quality of service that riders experience.  

Using an agency trip model, the riders are generally transported by program staff.  Staff 

members are generally familiar with the individual’s disabilities and special needs, which 

general public ADA paratransit drivers are often not prepared to manage.  Agency trips 

also typically exhibit shorter trip length, and routine pick-up and drop-off schedules.  The 

combination of these factors results in service that is much higher in productivity than 

public paratransit services.     

 

Coordinated Vehicle Maintenance 

 

A major program function that can be performed by a CTSA is coordinated vehicle 

maintenance.  In such a program, a central maintenance provider operates a garage 

servicing a broad range of vehicles.  Participation in the maintenance program is 

voluntary but brings with it such benefits that make it appealing to community agencies 

from a business perspective.  Typically, there are many advantages to the social service 

community in participating in a program designed to meet its unique maintenance 

needs. A primary benefit is the overall safety of the CTSA fleet. With services being 

provided according to rigorously structured maintenance standards, overall fleet safety 

is ensured.  The central provider works with agency customers to ensure compliance 

with such requirements as CHP inspections and all OSHA regulations.   

 

The beneficial features of a coordinated maintenance program are listed below:   

 

Specialized Expertise 

A centralized maintenance program that services paratransit-type vehicles (typically 

cutaway buses) develops specialized expertise that is not routinely available in 

commercial repair shops.  This includes familiarity with wheelchair lifts, cutaway 

chassis, brake interlock systems, fareboxes, mobility securement systems, and other 

unique features. 
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Central Record Keeping 

A centralized maintenance program normally provides record keeping systems that help 

to ensure compliance with local laws and regulations as well as agency specific 

reporting on costs, maintenance intervals, life-cycle costs, vehicle replacement 

schedules, etc.   

 

Loaner Vehicles 

A feature of a centralized maintenance program that is often cited as a “life saver” by 

participating agencies is the use of a loaner vehicle that is similar in size and 

configuration to the basic vehicles of the participants.  This can be very beneficial to 

small agencies that do not have many or, in some cases, any backup vehicles. 

 

Specialized Schedules 

A common feature of a centralized maintenance program is having business hours that 

best serve the client agencies.  This can mean operating during evening hours or on 

weekends when commercial shops are often closed.  Carefully crafted work schedules 

can greatly assist agencies by obtaining inspections and repairs when convenient to the 

customer.   

 

Fueling  

Centralized fueling can also be a great benefit to agencies.  It allows for careful 

monitoring of the fueling process and fuel usage.  It also provides the opportunity for 

lower prices due to bulk purchasing and guaranteed availability in times of shortage.  

 

Volunteer Driver Programs 

 

Volunteer driver programs are an efficient method of providing transportation options in 

a community.  These programs can take various forms, including: curb-to-curb, shared-

ride transportation to common destinations, and highly specialized door-through-door 

service to riders with very specific needs.  Whatever model is used, these programs are 

an important element in a community’s transportation framework. Volunteer driver 

programs models can vary significantly depending on the focus of the service. Volunteer 

programs typically involve some expense with the level of expense varying depending 

upon the service model employed.  Two common approaches of volunteer driver 

programs include: 

 

 Shuttle Model: In a volunteer shuttle operation, the driver is a volunteer but does 

not provide transportation with their personal vehicle.  Instead, the volunteer 

typically drives an agency vehicle with the agency incurring expenses for all 

operating costs except the driver.  The key cost saving element of this model is 
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the wages saved through the use of volunteers.   Volunteer driver shuttles are 

often a curb-to-curb, shared-ride service that transport riders to common 

locations.  Many shuttle programs require advance reservations, eligibility criteria 

(such as age), and a fee to ride. 

 

Volunteer driver shuttles enhance transportation options for their passengers and 

assist with moving trips to the service that otherwise may be taken on ADA 

paratransit. 

 

 Door-through-Door Model: This volunteer model typically involves a volunteer 

driving their own vehicle.  The driver is not compensated for his time but may be 

reimbursed at a mileage rate to cover operating expenses such as use of 

personal gas.  The door-through-door model is typically used to provide 

specialized transportation service for riders that need a high-level of assistance. 

In the door-through-door model, the driver may escort the passenger from the 

point of origin to the destination and wait for the passenger at the destination.  

 

The service delivery approach for a door-through-door program varies but can 

include: 

 

o Matching riders with volunteer drivers 

 Using this approach the agency recruits volunteers and matches 

the volunteer with a rider. Some programs schedule the rides with 

the driver and rider, and some “assign” a driver with a rider who 

coordinate trips without involving the agency. 

 

o Rider finds their own driver 

 Using this model the rider finds their own driver and schedules trips 

with the driver as necessary.  

 

o Mileage reimbursement 

 Some door-through-door volunteer driver programs offer mileage 

reimbursement for eligible trips.  Reimbursement rates vary. 

 

No matter the service delivery approach door-through-door models provide a 

highly specialized means of transportation for an often vulnerable population.  

These programs fulfill a growing need in communities presently only being 

transported by fee-based service providers. 
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Contra Costa County has a robust volunteer driver network.  The County has multiple 

examples of both shuttle and door-through-door programs.  These programs are 

tailored to the niche that they serve and provide an efficient method of transporting 

riders.  These agencies also work collaboratively with one another to ensure that riders 

are provided the service that best suits their functional abilities. 

 

Financial Implications 

Contra Costa County volunteer driver programs enhance the transportation matrix by 

providing transportation options for residents, moving trips off ADA paratransit, and 

offering a highly specialized means of travel for riders that cannot use other 

transportation options.  These programs, in effect, provide a resource to residents that 

would otherwise use ADA paratransit, providing both quantitative and qualitative 

benefits to the community. 

 

Central Information Program 

 

A central information program is often considered the heart of a mobility management 

program.  While this Plan includes an information program as an important element, it is 

only one of many forming a complete mobility management program.  There are two 

primary call center functions: providing simple information referral and more 

sophisticated trip planning services.   

 

The simplest call center is a referral service.  In this case a caller would be asked 

questions by the call taker and referred to the appropriate agency.   

 

Examples of Call Centers in Contra Costa County: 

 

 Contra Costa Crisis Center 211 connects callers with community services, such 

as food, shelter, counseling, employment assistance, and child care.  Callers are 

asked a series of questions to determine which services they are eligible for and 

then referred to the appropriate agency. 

 Contra Costa 511 is a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) program that promotes alternatives to single occupant vehicles including 

carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting, biking, public transit, and walking. 

 Area Agency on Aging (AAA) Information and Assistance (I & A) provides seniors 

and their families with information on community services and programs that 

solve the problems faced by Contra Costa seniors.  

 

The central information program for Contra Costa County is meant to enhance the 

existing call centers and be a resource for persons needing to find information on public, 
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private, and human service transportation in the County.  This could include detailed 

transit route and schedule information, eligibility information, fares, as well as 

information on private and non-profit transportation providers.  The central information 

program for Contra Costa County will serve as a point of contact for residents to call to 

receive both transportation referral services and trip planning assistance.  The call 

center was brought up as a helpful mobility management element during discussions 

with stakeholder groups.   

 

Advocacy Role of Mobility Management 

 

A mobility management CTSA can play an important role in advocating for the needs of 

the population groups that it represents.  Because the CTSA works closely with 

agencies and individuals in the human services sector, it is often in a strategic position 

to advocate for these special needs populations.  

 

There are several alternative approaches or levels of advocacy that the mobility 

management program can take.  The advocacy role for a mobility manager can vary 

widely depending on the existing conditions in the area that is being served.  Possible 

levels of advocacy are listed below.  

 

 Information Source:  Mobility Manager serves as a source of “expert” information 

for other agencies in the community on issues relating to special needs 

population. 

 Special Needs Representative:  Mobility Manager represents special needs 

populations in transportation decision making venues.   

 Active lobbying for special needs populations:  Proactive advocacy for special 

needs groups including initiating proposals for funding and service 

improvements. 

 

The new CTSA in Contra Costa County would have some level of advocacy 

involvement simply by the nature of its position in the transportation mix.  Such a role is 

typically defined by the Board of Directors who represent diverse interests in the 

County.  A balanced advocacy role contributes to the overall effectiveness of the 

agency in the institutional mix in the service area.  
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Technical Support 

 

Mobility management agencies can provide a variety of support services that benefit 

local human service transportation providers.  Whether due to lack of staff, technical 

experience, or funds, many organizations are not able to fully utilize the resources 

available to them.  A CTSA has the ability to assist agencies by supplying technical 

assistance that can allow for increased funding, expansion of existing programs, 

implementation of new projects, and development of a more highly trained staff. 

 

Grant Writing  

CTSAs have the potential to significantly impact available transportation services within 

their geographic area by supporting local agencies in their efforts to secure grant 

funding.  Completing grant applications can be confusing and overwhelming. While 

larger agencies often have staff dedicated to the preparation of grant applications, 

smaller public and non-profit human service agencies usually assign this responsibility 

to a program manager or other administrative team member.  A human service agency 

may not have the time or the expertise to seek out grant opportunities and submit 

applications. 

 

Many human service agencies are intimidated by Federal or State grant application 

requirements and, although some agencies have projects that could qualify for grant 

funds, choose not to apply.  Though grant programs are changing as a result of the 

passage of MAP-21, the newly enacted federal transit funding program, grants still 

contain rigorous requirements for management and reporting.  Programs such as 5310 

are available to agencies and now can be used in part for operations.  Yet such grants 

carry complex requirements that a CTSA can help agencies fulfill.    

 

A CTSA can provide the expertise and the technical support necessary to complete 

grant applications for local agencies.  CTSA staff time can be dedicated to staying 

current on specific grant requirements and application instructions.  This type of time 

commitment is often difficult or impossible for human service agencies to achieve. 

CTSA staff can provide assistance through local grant writing workshops, mentoring 

local agencies, and physically preparing grant applications. 

 

Grant Management 

Grant management is a complex process that often prevents agencies from applying for 

funding. The data collection and reporting requirements can be daunting. Often 

agencies look at the amount of the grant award and determine that the staff time 

necessary to oversee the grant is not worthwhile. 
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A CTSA can assist human services agencies in its region by providing grant 

management services or by offering training in grant management.  In either case, the 

CTSA staff takes on the role of expert advisor based on its in-depth understanding of 

the rules and regulations required by each grantor.  It can then provide advice and 

assistance in matters such as: 

 

 Compliance with grant reporting requirements, 

 Development of recordkeeping systems, 

 Data collection techniques, 

 Understanding of sub-recipient agreements in FTA grants, and 

 Compliance with DBE and Title VI requirements. 

 

The CTSA can go so far as to prepare and issue reports on behalf of the grant recipient 

or sub-recipient, if necessary. 

 

Driver Training and Professional Development 

California state law is very specific about the requirements for driver training programs, 

including the qualifications for instructors.  For a variety of reasons, agencies may have 

difficulty operating their own training programs.  The driver corps may be small, the 

need for training classes may be infrequent, or the agency may not have the resources 

to employ a certified driver instructor.  A CTSA can help meet the demand for qualified 

instruction in a variety of ways: 

 

 Employing a fully certified instructor to teach driver training classes, to which 

agencies can send new drivers, 

 Coordinating between those agencies that have their own programs and those 

that do not in order to fill available training “slots”, and 

 Making materials and speakers available so they can be used as part of ongoing 

required safety training. 
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Chapter 4: IMPLEMENTATION STEPS   

 

Successful implementation of the Mobility Management Plan for Contra Costa County 

will require a series of actions crafted to maintain the consensus that has emerged 

around the overall concepts contained in the Plan.  Success will be evident in the level 

of community and agency support for the approach, the ability to obtain the necessary 

funds to achieve implementation, and the efficiency of the resulting structure.  This Plan 

proposes the formation of a CTSA in the County.  This has been well documented 

throughout the planning process.  The basis for this recommendation is the long-running 

dialog in the County regarding mobility management activities with little actual 

implementation occurring.  The planning process identified that a major impediment to 

action is the lack of a structural platform to serve as the vehicle through which action is 

accomplished.  That vehicle has now been identified as a CTSA.  Further, careful 

consideration has been given to alternative legal structures for a CTSA.  The result of 

that dialog has been the agreement to pursue a non-profit corporation model.  The 

principal basis for recommending this structural model is the level of success in other 

communities that have adopted this structure.   

 

The steps or phases necessary to achieve successful implementation are defined here.  

They are presented in a level of detail consistent with the discussions throughout the 

planning process.  It is clear that moving forward will require expertise in governance, 

finance, mobility management functional tools, and other very specific experience.  

Such resources have also been discussed throughout the planning process.   

 

Phase I:  Adoption of the Plan 

 

The first step toward implementation of the Plan is its adoption by the Board of Directors 

of County Connection.  As the sponsor of the planning process, County Connection is 

the first level of approval of the Plan and its recommendations.  The County Connection 

Board should consider the implications of the Plan and adopt it both as the sponsoring 

agency and also as one of the key implementing agencies in the County.  Concurrence 

of the other transit operators particularly WestCAT and Tri-Delta Transit should be 

sought to demonstrate the support of the transit community for the Plan.  Their support 

will strengthen subsequent steps in the implementation process.  It will also give the 

Transportation Authority what it needs to move the process forward.  In adopting the 

Plan, County Connection should also officially forward the Plan on to the Contra Costa 

Transportation Authority (CCTA) as the countywide agency best suited to manage 

Phase II of the implementation process.   
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Phase II:  Formation of a Mobility Management Oversight Board    

 

An Oversight Board of critical agency representatives is the appropriate mechanism for 

Phase II of the process.  This Board should be formed to guide discussion of the critical 

details of the CTSA formation process including makeup of the governing board, roles 

and responsibilities of the agency, identification and commitment of seed funds to 

create the organization, and other legal and procedural details.  The Oversight Board is 

proposed to include:  Executive staff from County Connection, Tri-Delta Transit, 

WestCAT, AC Transit, Contra Costa Transportation Authority, BART, and three 

executives representing human service agencies.   

 

As a tool for use in guiding the efforts of the Mobility Management Oversight Board, it is 

recommended that as set of Guiding Principles be adopted to ensure that the interests 

and objectives of the affected agencies are represented and officially noted.  Such a 

tool can help to keep the efforts of the participants focused and inclusive.   A preliminary 

set of Guiding Principles is proposed below: 

 

Guiding Principles 

 

 Recognize Existing Agencies’ Roles:  Many agencies in Contra Costa 

County currently provide services under the broad definition of mobility 

management.  The role and interests of these agencies should be 

recognized and included in the formation of a CTSA and in the future 

allocation of resources to our through that organization. 

 Minimize administration:  The CTSA will require a management structure 

in order to accomplish its mission.  In creating such a structure, care 

should be taken to minimize administration in order to maximize the 

allocation of scarce resources to functional programs.   

 Broadly Analyze Resource Allocation Decisions:  One of the roles of a 

new CTSA will be to pursue resources for the implementation or 

continuation of functional programs.  In so doing, the CTSA should as a 

matter of policy prepare an analysis of the impacts of alternative resource 

allocation strategies that can be considered by all affected agencies in the 

CTSA service area.   
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Mobility Management Oversight Board Structure and Functions 

 

 Oversight Board defines CTSA by-laws, board structure, and performance 

standards 

 Oversight Board serves as advisory body after CTSA has been 

established 

 Oversight Board consists of: 

 Executive staff representative of each of the following agencies: 

 County Connection 

 Tri-Delta Transit 

 WestCAT 

 AC Transit 

 BART 

 Contra Costa Transportation Authority 

 Three human service agencies 

 

Phase III:  Form a CTSA as the Mobility Management Agency  

 

 Form a CTSA for Contra Costa County approximately twelve (12) months 

following formation of the Mobility Management Oversight Board. 

 Establish a non-profit corporation to serve as the mobility management 

agency for the County. 

 MTC designate the non-profit corporation as the CTSA for Contra Costa 

County 

 Fund setup and initial operation of the CTSA through a combination of 

funding provided by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) 

and MTC for a minimum period of two years. 

 Establish a governance structure for the non-profit corporation through 

appointment of Directors to the governing Board by public agencies in 

Contra Costa County. 

 Allocate funds for an interim budget to cover agency formation expenses 

and initial management activities.  

 Allocate a combination of funds totaling $300,000 to $400,000 per year for 

initial CTSA operation. 

 

Funding  

 

 CTSA pursues available grant opportunities. 

 CTSA works with transit operators to allocate funds to mobility 

management programs which move riders from ADA service.  
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 CTSA works with MTC to identify discretionary funds. 

 CTSA participates in new funding opportunities to include funding 

specifically for seniors, persons with disabilities, persons with low-income, 

and the CTSA. 

 CTSA enters into a dialog with the transit operators, MTC, and the 

Transportation Authority regarding allocation of TDA Article 4.5 as defined 

in statute.  Action on this issue would only follow the achievement of 

consensus regarding this funding source.  The most logical allocation of 

TDA to a new CTSA would follow transfer of trips from the transit 

operators to services coordinated through the new CTSA.   

 

Phase IV:  Functional Programs 

 

 Direct the CTSA to establish priorities among the identified functional 

programs for Contra Costa County. 

 Develop grant applications through community partnerships for the 

implementation of functional programs.   
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Implementation Timeline 

 

 

  

Date or Time Period Activity

Obtain Transit Operator Support August - October, 2013

CCCTA Board Adoption October, 2013

Form Oversight Board September - October, 2013

CCTA Presentation September - October, 2013

Oversight Board hires Manager January, 2014

Oversight Board conducts performance review January, 2015

CTSA Implementation Time Line
(approximate)
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Appendix 1 

 

 
  

Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan 

Stakeholder Planning Group 

Charlie Anderson WestCAT 510-724-3331 charlie@westcat.org

Christina Atienza WCCTAC 510-215-3044 christinaa@ci.san-pablo.ca.us

Laramie Bowron CCCTA 925-680-2048 bowron@cccta.org

Heidi Branson Tri-Delta Transit 925-754-6622 HBranson@eccta.org

Mary Bruns LaMorinda Spirit Van 925-284-5546 mbruns@ci.lafayette.ca.us

Sam Casas City of Richmond 510-621-1258 Samuel_Casas@ci.richmond.ca.us 

Laura Corona Regional Center of the East Bay 510-618-7726 lcorona@rceb.org

Peter Engel CCTA 925-256-4741 pengel@ccta.net

Carol Ann McCrary Contra Costa ARC 925-595-0115 cmccrary@arcofcc.org

Teri Mountford City of San Ramon Senior Center 925-973-3271 tmountford@sanramon.ca.gov

Penny Musante Futures Explored 925-284-3240 pennymusante@futures-explored.org

Ann Muzzini CCCTA muzzini@cccta.org

Joanna Pallock WCCTAC 510-215-3053 joannap@ci.san-pablo.ca.us

Elaine Clark Meals on Wheels 925-937-8311 x 122 eclark@mowsos.org

Kathy Taylor Meals on Wheels 925-937-8311 x 119 ktaylor@mowsos.org

Debbie Toth RSNC Mt. Diablo Center for Adult Day Health Care 925-682-6330 x 111 dtoth@rsnc-centers.org

John Rodriguez Contra Costa Developmental Disabilities Council 925-313-6836 John.Rodriguez@hsd.cccounty.us

Elaine Welch Senior Help Line Services 925-284-6699 elaine@seniorhelpline.net
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Appendix 2 

CTSA Case Studies 
 

Overview 

Case studies can be a useful tool in understanding how the experiences of other 

agencies or communities may offer guidance in a current decision process.  Relative to 

the Contra Costa County Mobility Management Plan, a key underlying concept in 

implementing creative change in the County is consideration of the formation of a 

Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA).  The guidelines within the 

Transportation Development Act (TDA) regarding formation of CTSA’s are broad and 

offer the opportunity for a variety of approaches regarding their formation and operation.   

 

What follows are illustrative case studies defining the approaches taken by other 

California communities to the formation and operation of CTSAs.  Each goes into detail 

regarding such issues as: 

 

 What approach led to the formation of the CSA?  (Single agency application, 

competitive process, action by a major public agency, etc.) 

 What is the governing structure of the CTSA? 

 How is the CTSA funded? 

 What are examples of the functional programs operated by or funded by the 

CTSA? 

The CTSAs selected for case studies are: 

 

 Paratransit, Inc., Sacramento:  This was the first CTSA designated in 

California and has served as a model for the formation of others.  It is a 

501(c)3 non-profit corporation. 

 Valley Transportation Services (VTrans), San Bernardino:  This is among the 

newest CTSAs in California incorporated in 2010.  It is a 501(c)3 non-profit 

corporation.  In less than three yeaxrs, VTrans has become a major service 

provider in urbanized San Bernardino County.    

 Access Services, Los Angeles:  The Los Angeles CTSA, Access Services, 

was formed in 1994.  It also is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation.  It provides a 

range of services throughout LA County.   

 CTSA of Stanislaus County:  The CTSA in Stanislaus County was established 

in 2010.  It is somewhat unique in the fact that the operator of the CTSA was 

chosen through a competitive process.   
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 Mendocino Transit Authority:  This is a Joint Powers Authority transit agency 

in Mendocino County.  This agency serves both as the transit operator and 

the CTSA.  It greatly enhanced its emphasis on human service coordination 

with the hiring of a Mobility Management Coordinator in recent years.  
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Paratransit, Inc. – Sacramento 
 

Organization Structure Summary 

 

CTSA Designation: 1981 

Organization Type: 501(c) 3 corporation 

Board Structure: 9 member board of directors, established through an 

agreement among governmental jurisdictions 

 

Paratransit, Inc. is a non-profit transportation agency originally incorporated in 

July, 1978.  The agency’s incorporation, built on the emerging concept of human 

service transportation coordination, was an early attempt to demonstrate the 

potential benefits of service coordination and the centralization of service delivery 

functions and administration under one organization.   

 

Soon after its incorporation, Paratransit, Inc. served as a model for legislation 

being authored by the Assembly Transportation Committee to encourage 

coordination statewide.  Assemblyman Walter Ingalls authored Assembly Bill 

(AB) 120, the Social Service Transportation Improvement Act.   This landmark 

legislation included a provision calling for the designation of a Consolidated 

Transportation Service Agency (CTSA) in each California county.  Paratransit, 

Inc. was the first such agency designated in California.   

 

Approach to Formation 

 

Paratransit Inc. applied directly to SACOG (formerly SRAPC) for designation as 

the CTSA.  No other agency at the time approached SACOG and no other 

agency was considered for designation as the CTSA.   

 

Paratransit was designated the CTSA in the Sacramento area on July 16, 1981.  

At the same time it was authorized to claim up to the full 5% of TDA funds 

authorized under the law.  The initial CTSA designation was for one year.  Later 

designation periods varied between one and three years with the term typically 

becoming longer as the community became confident in the performance of the 

organization.  In 1988, the CTSA designation was set without time limitation 

subject to rescission for performance issues.   

3.B.2-44127



Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan 

41 

 

 

Paratransit operates as a non-profit CTSA in a partnership with Sacramento 

Regional Transit District (RT).  The two organizations are well respected in 

regional decision making in the Sacramento area serving together on the 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Technical Coordinating 

Committee that oversees funding allocations.  Paratransit has formal ties to RT 

on two levels.  First, RT has the authority to appoint two members of the 

Paratransit Board of Directors (see Governance below).  Further, Paratransit 

provides all complementary ADA paratransit service within the RT District under 

a collaborative agreement with RT.  Paratransit’s operation of the CTSA in 

parallel with the ADA service allows for maximum of service through unique 

agreements with many other community agencies.   

 

Governing Structure 

 

Paratransit was initially incorporated with a self-selected and appointed Board of 

Directors.  This model is common among human service organizations.  The 

initial Board Members were mostly senior staff (Executive Directors in most 

cases) of other community organizations in the Sacramento area.  These 

incorporating Directors had worked through the issues surrounding creation of a 

new single purpose transportation organization and thus supported the concept 

and direction.  Within three years of its incorporation, Paratransit was receiving 

increasing amounts of local government funding.  The major local jurisdictions 

then chose to institutionalize the governance of the agency through what became 

known as the Four Party Agreement.  Parties to this agreement were the City of 

Sacramento, County of Sacramento, Sacramento Regional Transit District, and 

the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).  This agreement set 

forth terms concerning Board structure, financial commitments, asset transfers to 

Paratransit, oversight by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, etc.  The 

Four Party Agreement served as the structural guide to the CTSA until it was 

replaced by a new Collaborative Agreement in December, 2012.   

 

The critical provision of the CTSA designation concerned the agency’s governing 

structure.  The Four Party Agreement set forth the required Board of Directors 

makeup and appointing structure.  A nine member Board was established to 

replace the original self-appointing Board.  The Board today is made up as 

follows: 
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 Two members appointed by the City Council, representative of the 

general public (non users). 

 Two members appointed by the County Board of Supervisors, 

representative of the general public (non users). 

 Two members appointed by the Board of Directors of the 

Sacramento Regional Transit District. 

 One member appointed by SACOG representing any city or county 

with which Paratransit contracts for service. 

 Two members, one appointed by the City Council and one 

appointed by the County Board of Supervisors, representing the 

user community. 

 

CTSA Operating Details 

 

Paratransit, Inc. operates a large array of programs under the mantle of the 

CTSA.  Most are directly related to the objectives for a CTSA outlined in the 

original AB 120 legislation.   

 

The most noteworthy of the Paratransit CTSA programs is its partner agreements 

with local community agencies.  For many years, Paratransit has refined the 

concept of shared cost contracting, wherein the partnering organizations each 

contribute a portion of the cost of service for specific client populations.  Working 

with 8 local agencies today, Paratransit contributes some of the funds it derives 

from TDA Article 4.5 and the local option sales tax (Measure A) to a funding mix 

with the agencies. This results in the agencies transporting their own clients at a 

far lower cost and higher service quality than through the standard ADA 

paratransit service (which Paratransit, Inc. also operates under contract to Sac 

RT).  This highly successful program has dramatically increased system capacity 

over what could be funded through the traditional ADA paratransit program.  It 

serves as a cornerstone of Paratransit’s CTSA functions.   

 

In addition to partnership agreements with local human service organizations, 

Paratransit has operated a maintenance program for its own vehicles and for 

those of other community agencies.  Today this operation, dating back 30 years, 

provides services for over 50 organizations ranging from local non-profit human 

service agencies to Sacramento State University to private Medicaid transport 

operators.   
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For many years, the agency has operated a large travel training program aimed 

at training individuals, many developmentally disabled, to ride the fixed-route 

transit service.  This program has recently expanded in other regions including 

Spokane, Washington, San Joaquin and Santa Clara Counties in California, and 

Honolulu, Hawaii.  Over the years this program has trained thousands of 

individuals to ride the bus, thus saving an enormous expenditure on ADA 

paratransit service.   

 

3.B.2-47130



Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan 

44 

 

 

Valley Transportation Services (VTrans) – San Bernardino 
 

Organization Structure Summary 

 

CTSA Designation: 2010 

Organization Type: 501(c) 3 corporation 

Board Structure: 7 member board of directors, specified in Corporate Bylaws 

 

Valley Transportation Services (VTrans) is among the newest CTSAs in 

California.  It was designated as the CTSA by the San Bernardino Transportation 

Commission (SANBAG) in September, 2010.   

 

Approach to Formation 

 

The concept of a CTSA had been included in the San Bernardino County local 

sales tax measure as a recipient of a portion of the tax receipts.  Yet at the time 

of passage of the tax (Measure I) no CTSA existed in the County.  To accomplish 

formation of a CTSA, SANBAG commissioned a study of alternative approaches 

to a CTSA with the intent that the study would result in a formal recommendation 

of the appropriate structure of the CTSA for the San Bernardino urbanized area.  

The study considered all structural options and concluded with the 

recommendation that a new 501(c)3 corporation be created to be designated as 

the CTSA.  VTrans incorporation was completed in October, 2010.  

 

The provision of the local sales tax measure calls for the allocation of 2% of the 

tax proceeds to the CTSA.  Funding began to accrue in 2009 and was made 

available to VTrans immediately upon formation.  The 2% funding level in the tax 

measure provides approximately $2 million per year for VTrans operations.  

These local funds have been used very successfully to date as local match to 

leverage federal funds (see CTSA Operating Details below).   
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Governing Structure 

 

The VTrans Bylaws specify its governing structure.  The structure is dictated in 

part by the large amount of public funding received by the agency and also by 

the intent to involve the major governmental organizations in its governance.  

The Board of Directors of VTrans consists of the following: 

 

 Three appointed by San Bernardino Associated Governments (must be 

representative of the San Bernardino Valley) 

 Two  appointed by San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors (must be 

representative  of the San Bernardino Valley area)  

 Two appointed by Omnitrans – must be representative of designated 

population 

 

Both SANBAG and San Bernardino County have chosen to appoint members 

from the community.  In certain cases, these have been former elected officials 

from the area.  Omnitrans has chosen to appoint two members of its own Board 

of Directors.  The Omnitrans Board is made up entirely of elected officials of the 

represented jurisdictions.  Thus its appointees are elected officials.  Also included 

in the Bylaws is the right of SANBAG to appoint an ex-officio member.  It has 

chosen to appoint a senior transportation executive to this post.  The original 

corporate Bylaws did not provide for staggered terms for Board Members.  This 

has since been corrected.  Board terms are three years with a limit of two 

consecutive terms. 

   

CTSA Operating Details 

 

VTrans was interested in beginning operation very quickly following formation.  In 

order to do so, the agency retained a very experienced CTSA executive on a 

contract basis to serve as its initial Executive Director.  That individual was 

vested with full authority to manage the startup of the agency including money 

management, hiring authority, etc.  Early startup steps included the selection of 

office space, full office setup, establishment of the accounting system, 

development of operating policies, and negotiation of initial operating 

agreements.  The final step in the contract called for the Executive Director to 

guide the selection process for a permanent Chief Executive Officer.  That 

permanent CEO took over in January, 2011. 
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Among the initial operational steps undertaken by the new agency were the 

application for federal funds to create a new travel training program and the 

formation of partner agreements with human service agencies to serve as 

transportation providers for agency clients.  These newly created services took 

passenger trips off of the ADA paratransit system and onto a service with agency 

vehicles and drivers.  Initial response was overwhelmingly positive regarding 

both service quality and cost savings.   

 

VTrans has gone on to establish a volunteer driver program, partner on a grant 

applications, and expand agency trip participation by bringing in additional 

operating agencies. VTrans is presently in the final stages of creating a 

maintenance program for human service agencies in the San Bernardino area by 

opening its own facility staffed with agency employees. 

  

3.B.2-50133



Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan 

47 

 

 

Access Services (ASI) – Los Angeles 
 

Organization Structure Summary 

 

 

CTSA Designation: 1994  

Organization Type: 501(c)3 corporation 

Board Structure: 9 member board of directors 

 

Approach to Formation 

 

In 1990, the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) adopted 

an Action Plan and established a CTSA to begin coordination of Social Services 

transportation.  The adopted plan called for the CTSA to implement and operate 

an information and referral service for social services transportation as well as 

provide technical assistance and training to local service providers.  In 1991, in 

response to the mandates of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the 

mission of the CTSA was expanded to include the implementation of a regional 

ADA paratransit system for the Los Angeles County region. 

   

In 1994, shortly after its formation, the successor to the LACTC, the Los Angeles 

County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) determined that the 

mission of the CTSA could best be fulfilled if the CTSA were a stand-alone 

independent agency.  From this action, Access Services was established and 

designated as the CTSA for Los Angeles County per California Government 

Code Article 7, Section 6680. 

 

Agency Structure and Functions 

 

Access Services Incorporated (ASI) was established in 1994 and was designated 

as the Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) for Los Angeles 

County by LACMTA (Metro). ASI is a public non-profit corporation and as the 

CTSA, administers the Los Angeles County Coordinated Paratransit Plan on 

behalf of the County’s 43 public bus and rail operators. ASI facilitates the 

provision of complementary ADA paratransit services under the name “Access 

Paratransit.” 
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In its role as Access Paratransit, ASI enters into and administers federally funded 

regional contracts with independent private transit providers. The agency also 

leases vehicles to the regional providers at $1 per month to help facilitate the 

provision of service under the contracts. In total, the Access Paratransit system 

provides more than 2.3 million rides per year to more than 74,000 qualified 

disabled riders in a service area of over 1,950 square miles. Access Services 

receives its funding from Proposition C sales tax, Federal 5310 grants, and fare 

box revenue. 

 

As the designated CTSA in Los Angeles County, ASI is in charge of the 

development and implementation of regional coordination of social service 

transportation to seniors, persons with disabilities, youth, and the low-income 

populations. 

 

ASI operates as the ADA provider offering complementary service to the fixed-

route operations of LACMTA and local municipal operators.  Its governing 

structure is separate from that of LACMTA but provides for the transit agency to 

appoint one of its Board members.   

 

Governing Structure 

 

ASI is governed by a nine-member board of directors with one appointment by 

each of the following. 

 

1. Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

2. City Selection Committee’s Corridor Transportation Representatives 

3. Mayor of the City of Los Angeles 

4. Los Angeles County municipal fixed-route operators 

5. Los Angeles County local fixed-route operators 

6. Los Angeles County Commission on Disabilities 

7. Coalition of Los Angeles County Independent Living Centers 

8. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

9. Alternating appointment by the municipal and local fixed-route operators 

 

CTSA Operating Details 

 

Access Services performs a variety of functions as the CTSA. In 2009, ASI will 

sponsor over a dozen workshops in conjunction with Caltrans, CalACT, the 
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National Transit Institute, and other organizations. These professional 

development opportunities are available to public and non-profit agencies 

providing specialized transportation in Los Angeles County and their 

employees/affiliates (private sector applicants). Most of these programs are low 

or no cost and are subsidized by Access Services CTSA program. 

 

In addition to training and education, ASI provides brokerage services, technical 

assistance, joint procurement, and travel training under the auspices of the 

CTSA.  

 

For FY 2009-2010, the CTSA portion of the ASI Budget is projected to be 

$223,103, which represents 0.24% of the agency’s total operating costs of 

$92,350,473.
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Consolidated Transportation Services Agency of the Stanislaus Region 
 

Organization Structure Summary 

 

 

CTSA Designation:  2010 

Organization Type:  501(c)3 corporation 

Organizational Approach: Contract with Paratransit, Inc. to serve as CTSA 

 

Approach to Formation 

 

A comprehensive Stanislaus County Transit Needs Assessment was prepared in 

2009.  This study identified a number of transportation service gaps in the County 

and recommended formation of a CTSA to address the variety of identified 

needs.  The Stanislaus County Council of Governments (StanCOG) sponsored 

the study and directed implementation.  StanCOG chose to create a CTSA and 

prepared a Request for Proposals (RFP) defining the responsibilities of the CTSA 

and openly solicited proposals for this service.  This is a unique approach to the 

selection of an agency to serve as a CTSA.   

 

Proposals were received by two agencies to serve as the Stanislaus County 

CTSA.  One was submitted by Catholic Charities of Stanislaus County.  This 

local non-profit agency operated a small volunteer driver program in the county in 

addition to other human service functions.  The other proposal to serve as the 

CTSA was submitted by Paratransit, Inc. of Sacramento.  This large non-profit 

corporation (see case study above) already served as the CTSA in Sacramento 

County and had more than 30 years of experience as a CTSA operating agency.  

StanCOG chose to designate Paratransit Inc. as the CTSA for Stanislaus 

County.  StanCOG entered into a three year contract with Paratransit with two 

option years.  A separate Resolution was also adopted designating Paratransit 

as the CTSA for Stanislaus County. 

 

 

Consolidated 

Transportation Services 

Agency of the Stanislaus 

Region 
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Stanislaus Governing Structure 

Paratransit Inc. is a Sacramento based corporation that does business 

throughout California and a number of other States.  It has served as the CTSA 

in Sacramento County since 1981. Technically, the Stanislaus CTSA is governed 

by the Board of Directors of Paratransit, Inc.   

 

To ensure local participation in governance, an advisory committee to StanCOG 

was established specifically to oversee the CTSA.  This Mobility Advisory 

Committee (MAC) meets on a periodic basis to review operations and outcomes 

of the CTSA. 

 

CTSA Operating Details 

 

The Stanislaus CTSA has no dedicated funding source.  Instead, the CTSA 

claims TDA funds under Article 4.5 as provided for in the law.  The amount of 

funding that is claimed each year is negotiated among the transit operators and 

through a review of program objectives with StanCOG.  The expectation of the 

CTSA as it was formed was that it would use the local TDA allocation to leverage 

federal funds to operate agency programs.  Within the first year of existence, the 

CTSA successfully sought Federal JARC and New Freedom funds to support 

operations.  Because of the 80% federal share of these programs as mobility 

management projects, the CTSA was able to lever an initial $100,000 TDA 

allocation into a $400,000 budget is its first year.  TDA allocations in subsequent 

years have increased along with additional successful grant applications.   

 

The Needs Study that led to the formation of the CTSA established priority 

programs for implementation.  These specifically included a volunteer driver 

program to provide door-through-door service beyond ADA requirements and a 

travel training program to operate for all 5 transit operators throughout the 

County.  Both programs were created within the first year of operation.  The 

CTSA presently has a full time staff of three.  These employees of the CTSA 

perform travel training and manage an expanding volunteer program.  In addition, 

the CTSA staff provides technical assistance to StanCOG and other County 

agencies regarding transportation issues and programs.   
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Mendocino Transit Authority 
 

Organization Structure Summary 

 

CTSA Designation: 1981  

Organization Type: Joint Powers Authority:  Transit Authority 

Board Structure: 7 member board of directors as set forth in the JPA 

 

The Mendocino Transit Authority (MTA) is a Joint Powers Agency created in 

1975 to provide transportation services within Mendocino County. The agency 

was designated as the CTSA for Mendocino County in 1981 by the Mendocino 

Council of Governments (MCOG). 

 

The designation was accomplished through the use of a Minute Order by the 

COG and has been in effect since 1981. MTA has not had to re-apply in order to 

maintain its status as CTSA. 

 

Mendocino Transit Authority Governing Structure 

 

The MTA Board has seven appointed members. 

 

 3 appointed by the County Board of Supervisors 

 1 appointed by the City of Ukiah 

 1 appointed by the City of Point Arena 

 1 appointed by the City of Willits 

 1 appointed by the City of Fort Bragg 

 

Membership on the JPA does not require a board member to be an elected 

official.   Currently, about half of the membership consists of elected officials. 

 

CTSA Operating Details 

 

The Mendocino Transit Authority has substantially enhanced its efforts to provide 

a range of mobility management services in recent years.  The hiring of a Mobility 

Management Coordinator was a major step in this development for the Authority.   
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Authority Board Meeting MINUTES 

MEETING DATE: January 15, 2014 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Janet Abelson, Newell Arnerich, Tom Butt, David Durant,  
Dave Hudson, Ron Leone (for David Durant), Mike Metcalf,  
Karen Mitchoff, Julie Pierce, Kevin Romick, Robert Taylor  
 
Ex-Officio Representatives: Myrna de Vera, Gail Murray  
(for Joel Keller), Amy Worth  
 

STAFF PRESENT: 

 
 

 

Randell Iwasaki, Amin AbuAmara, Brad Beck, Randall Carlton,  
Martin Engelmann, Jack Hall, Brian Kelleher, Matt Kelly,  
Susan Miller, Hisham Noeimi, Ivan Ramirez, Linsey Willis,  
Mala Subramanian (Authority Counsel), Danice Rosenbohm 
(Executive Secretary) 

MINUTES PREPARED BY: Danice Rosenbohm 

 
A. CONVENE MEETING:  Chair Abelson convened the meeting at 6:06 p.m.   

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 

C. PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 

1.0  APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   Authority Meeting Minutes of December 18, 2013.  

ACTION: Commissioner Romick moved to approve the Authority Meeting Minutes of  
December 18, 2013, seconded by Commissioner Arnerich.  The motion passed 
unanimously, 10-0.   

2.0 CONSENT CALENDAR: Consent Items recommended by the following committees: 
 
ACTION: Commissioner Taylor moved to approve the Consent Calendar, seconded by 

Commissioner Pierce.  The motion passed unanimously, 10-0.  

2.A Administration & Projects Committee:  (As the APC did not meet in January, the 
following items were referred directly to the Authority.) 

 
2.A.1  Monthly Project Status Report. Staff Contact: Ross Chittenden  
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2.A.2 Accept Monthly Accounts Payable Invoice Report for November 2013. The 
accompanying report provides a listing of invoices paid in alphabetical order by 
vendor or payee name for the month of November 2013. Staff Contact:  
Randall Carlton   

2.A.3 Acceptance of Annual Measure J Compliance Audits for the Year Ended June 
30, 2013. Each year the Authority selects Measure J recipients for compliance 
audits to evaluate that the use of funds are in conformance with standards 
established by the Authority.  For the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2013, TY Lin 
International Inc., California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and 
County of Contra Costa were selected.  The audits have been submitted and are 
recommended for acceptance by the Authority.   In the Auditor’s opinion, the 
recipients complied in all material aspects with Authority standards. Staff 
Contact: Randall Carlton.  

2.A.4 Acceptance of Annual Single Audit for the Year Ended June 30, 2013. Federal 
regulations require an independent audit on funding awards greater than 
$500,000 (referred to as the “Single Audit” report).  For the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2013, the auditor noted that the Authority complied with the 
requirements as applicable to Federal awards. Staff Contact: Randall Carlton.  

2.A.5 Approved Contract No. 395 with Koff & Associates for Total Compensation 
Study. The Authority has received qualifications in response to RFQ 13-4 to 
review the Authority’s current compensation structure and conduct a total 
compensation market survey to compare Authority salaries and benefits as 
compared against other comparable public agencies. Koff & Associates 
submitted the most applicable set of qualifications and proposed scope of 
services in response to RFQ 13-4. Staff recommendation calls for the Authority to 
approve a contract with Koff & Associates to provide these services with a 
budget not to exceed $12,000. Staff Contact: Randall Carlton.      

2.A.6 City of Pleasant Hill – Contra Costa Blvd Improvements (Project 24026) – 
Request for Appropriation of Additional Measure J Funds for Construction and 
Construction Management. The City of Pleasant Hill requests appropriation of 
$750,000 from the Regional Transportation Needs Funding Category, and 
$92,000 from the Major Streets: Traffic Flow, Safety and Capacity Improvements 
Funding Category of in additional Measure J funds for Construction of the Contra 
Costa Blvd Improvements project. Staff seeks authorization for the Chair to 
execute Cooperative Agreement No. 28C.01 with the City of Pleasant Hill, and 
approval of Resolution 14-02-P in the amount of $750,000, and Resolution  
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13-03-P Rev. 1 in the amount of $92,000.  Coop Agreement No. 28C.01, 
Resolution 14-02-P, Resolution 13-03-P Rev. 1.  Staff Contact:  Amin AbuAmara.  

2.A.7 State Route 4 (SR4) Bypass: Widen to Four Lanes – Laurel Road to Sand Creek 
and Sand Creek Road Interchange (Project 5002/5003) – Amend Resolution for 
Construction Contract No. 337 to Increase the Construction Allotment. Staff 
seeks approval of an amendment to increase the Construction Allotment from 
$26,862,792 to $31,323,339.  The increase is funded with $5 million in Measure J 
funds and will allow construction of the second Sand Creek Road Undercrossing 
under an approved Construction Contract Change Order.  Resolution 12-12-P 
Rev. 1.  Staff Contact:  Amin AbuAmara.  

2.A.8 Senate Bill 751 – Update on New Legal Requirement.  Senate Bill 751, which 
takes effect on January 1, 2014, requires all agencies to publicly report the vote 
of all Board members.  Staff Contact: Randall Carlton.   

2.A.9 East Contra Costa Rail Extension (eBART) (Project 2001) – Request to Substitute 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Funds.  The eBART project 
has currently $13 million in STIP funds that are not available until July 1, 2015.  
BART needs the STIP funds now in order to fully fund the eBART Maintenance 
Facility Completion, Trackwork, Systems and Station Finishes Contract (04SF-
130).  BART is proposing to provide $13 million in local/state funds to eBART in 
return for programming the $13 million in STIP funds on another BART project.  
Staff recommends approval of the fund substitution. Staff Contact:   
Hisham Noeimi  

2.A.10 Legislation (No report this month.) 

2.A.12 Hercules Intermodal Transit Center (Project 4001) - Authorization to Execute 
Agreement No. 383 with Ghirardelli Associates, Inc. for Construction 
Management Services. Staff seeks authorization for the Chair to execute 
Agreement No. 383 with Ghirardelli Associates, Inc. in the amount of $995,000 
to provide construction management services for the Hercules Intermodal 
Transit Center Project (4001). Staff Contact: Ivan Ramirez.  

2.B  Planning Committee:   (As the PC did not meet in January, the following item was 
referred directly to the Authority.) 

 
2.B.1 Approval to Distribute the Final Measure J Calendar Year (CY) 2012 & 2013 

Growth Management Program (GMP) Compliance Checklist for Allocation of 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14 and 2014-15 Local Street Maintenance and 
Improvement Funds. Staff requests approval to distribute the Calendar Year 
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2012 and 2013 GMP Checklist to local jurisdictions.  Staff Contact:  
Martin Engelmann  

End of Consent Calendar 

3.0   MAJOR DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 
Representative (Alternate) Gail Murray arrived at 6:08 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Durant arrived at 6:16 p.m., after which Alternate Leone left the dais. 
 

As the Planning Committee did not meet in January, the following item was referred 
directly to the Authority: 

3.B.2 Presentation Regarding the Contra Costa Mobility Management Plan.  The 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (CCCTA) prepared and adopted a Contra 
Costa County Mobility Management Plan and will present it to the Authority for 
its consideration and adoption. The plan identifies a need and provides a 
blueprint for Contra Costa to establish a Mobility Management function.  Staff 
Contact: Peter Engel  

ACTION: Commissioner Mitchoff moved to adopt in concept a mobility management 
plan, direct staff to work with MTC to determine the possibility of redirecting the 
grant funding for mobility management plan purposes, request that staff and 
partner agencies meet with the RTPCs to obtain their comments on the concept 
and on details and options for implementing a mobility management plan, and 
return to the Authority in April or May with a robust report for further 
consideration, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.  The motion passed 8-2, with 
dissenting votes by Commissioner Abelson and Commissioner Butt.  

DISCUSSION: Peter Engel, Program Manager, introduced Rick Ramacier, General 
Manager for Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (CCCTA), and Phil McGuire 
from Innovative Paradigms, who gave a presentation on the proposed Contra 
Costa Mobility Management Plan, which was prepared by County Connection, 
CCCTA.  Mr. Engel explained that mobility management was a broad mix of 
service delivery and support strategies directed at the travel needs of seniors, 
the disabled, and low income individuals, and that the purpose was to support 
public and private non-profit transportation services in their efforts to provide 
better options for the transportation needs of those populations and improved 
efficiency of public transit funding. 
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 Mr. Ramacier briefly outlined the development of the Contra Costa Mobility 
Management Plan, which was adopted by the County Connection Board in 
October. Mr. Ramacier explained that the plan was a result of a reference to 
mobility management that was included in the Measure J Ordinance, which was 
approved by voters in 2004.  He said that in 2007 CCCTA staff volunteered to 
take on the task of securing a consultant and producing a countywide Mobility 
Management Plan, and then applied for and received funding for the plan in part 
through a New Freedom Grant from MTC.  Mr. Ramacier stated that various 
stakeholders were assembled to choose a consultant and determine the scope of 
work, and that Innovative Paradigms was selected to complete a resource 
inventory and develop a Mobility Management Plan. 

 
 Mr. Ramacier noted that there had been an explosion of paratransit services 

being provided by non-transit, social service/non-profit operators. He said that 
while there were many benefits to the new services being provided, the future 
for those providers was uncertain because most rely upon grants.  He explained 
that a Mobility Management Plan in Contra Costa could keep volunteer-based 
programs going, bringing together resources and spreading nominal costs across 
many different programs and providers.   

  
 Mr. McGuire stated that Innovative Paradigms considered the original Request 

for Proposals (RFP) too narrowly defined, and that CCCTA then agreed to a 
broader-based approach to mobility management planning as reflected in the 
proposed plan.  

 
 Mr. McGuire gave a PowerPoint presentation on Contra Costa Mobility 

Management Plan, which was included in the meeting handout packet.  The 
presentation included an overview of (1) the planning process, including 
outreach, technical background information and necessary functions; (2) 
structure options; (3) a case study – Valley Transportation Services (VTrans) in 
San Bernardino; (4) implementation steps and phases; (5) issues; and (6) 
recommendation. 

  
 Commissioner Mitchoff said that it had been brought to her attention that one of 

the service providers in the ABAG and MTC areas was not included the case 
study and should be brought into the mix.  She asked when a decision would be 
made about how the program would be developed and what the Authority’s role 
would be. 
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 Mr. McGuire commented that he was very familiar with the agency to which 
Commissioner Mitchoff was referring and that it was discussed in various 
stakeholder meetings and taken into consideration.   

 
 Commissioner Arnerich said while he believed in the mission to deliver much 

needed services, he did not like the idea of forming another agency with 
significant administrative overhead and that the Authority had not yet explored 
identifying the best possible solution.   

 
 Representative Worth said that the case studies were just examples of what 

could be done, and that one of the challenges with the Bay Area was it was the 
first in the country to identify issues around paratransit and ADA access, and that 
there were various small agencies trying to deliver the services.  She said that 
the region faces issues relating to the need to travel through various jurisdictions 
and connectivity.  She said that given limited resources and inefficiencies of the 
current model, the Authority needs to be looking at a better way and that the 
plan created a framework and pathway. 

 
 Representative de Vera asked if the plan would be presented to the various 

agencies and if it they would need to adopt it also.  Mr. Ramacier responded that 
all of the transit operators were invited and encouraged to attend and 
participate in the stakeholder meetings. 

 
 Mr. Ramacier clarified that the $9 million in the plan for a fully-functional 

consolidated transportation service agency assumes that at least that amount is 
being saved elsewhere on paratransit activities.  

 
 Chair Abelson stated that her transit operator (AC Transit) operates in both in 

Alameda and Contra Costa counties, and said that she had trouble understanding 
how a countywide plan would serve AC Transit riders. She noted that some of 
the services proposed in the plan were already being done by AC Transit.  Mr. 
McGuire responded that there was dialogue about pursuing a joint effort 
between Alameda and Contra Costa both counties, however it did not 
materialize. He said that the organization proposed would represent Contra 
Costa County, but the plan would not exclude a relationship with Alameda 
County and AC Transit on any basis. A brief discussion about ADA eligibility 
ensued. 

 
 Commissioner Metcalf commented that Lamorinda’s school bus program (similar 

to Danville’s Traffix program) is operated by the City of Lafayette with very 
minimal staff costs.  He also mentioned another small service being operated in 
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Lamorinda with a vehicle donated by CCCTA, and said that there is a need for 
service.  Commissioner Metcalf said that he had not yet heard about the plan, 
and that the Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs) should be 
provided the opportunity to weigh-in on it prior to consideration by the 
Authority. 

 
 Commissioner Butt said that he also had not yet heard of the plan, and agreed 

that it needed to be taken to the RTPCs.  He noted that Richmond had its own 
program and that the issue was very complicated.  

 
 Representative (Alternate) Murray urged the Authority to be enthusiastic about a 

mobility management plan, and that a new Coordinated Transportation Services 
Agency (CTSA) was not the only option.  She emphasized that the impact for 
seniors and their mobility could be so much greater if all resources could be 
pooled and that the time was right to begin the planning process. 

 
 Commissioner Hudson said that he supported forwarding the plan to the RTPCs 

for review.  He noted that there could be a problem if all transit operators were 
not supportive and that any concerns of RTPCs were not resolved by the spring.   

 
 Commissioner Pierce stated that Central County had a number of different types 

of providers that operate on a shoestring and provide fabulous services, and that 
administrative support for those providers would be a great help. She said that 
while she supported asking the RTPCs to provide feedback, the concept had 
been discussed for quite some time and the Authority should make a decision to 
move forward by its next meeting. 

 
 Commissioner Durant said that the need for coordination in the area was great, 

and the dysfunction in the overall system needed to be solved.  He said that 
while the staff recommendation was to adopt the whole plan, the Authority 
might consider taking action to support part or certain steps of the plan.  
Commissioner Durant asked what led to the recommendation of a CTSA.  

 
 Mr. McGuire responded that the process was intended to be phased-in, and that 

the approach suggested by Commissioner Durant could work.  Mr. Ramacier 
added that the County Connection Board adopted the plan that was brought 
forth as a result of the consultant working with the stakeholder’s group.  He said 
that the Board recognized that the whole plan would take considerable work but 
primarily supported the idea of mobility management and wanted to get started 
on it. 
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 Commissioner Durant asked how AC Transit could be engaged in a discussion of 
an inter-regional approach to mobility management.  Mr. Ramacier responded 
that AC Transit had undergone management changes, and perhaps the new 
General Manager would now be interested in collaborating on the issue.  

 
 Commissioner Durant asked what if any consideration was given to a sales tax 

measure (an extension or new measure) as a continued source of funding.  Mr. 
McGuire there had been very general discussion but there was no detailed plan 
for a sustainable funding source. 

 Commissioner Romick suggested that a stakeholder be present when the plan is 
taken to the RTPCs, to help explain the issues that the Authority is trying to 
address and to facilitate support.  He also said that he was concerned that a 
county by county approach to mobility management might not address regional 
connectivity, which needed to be addressed. 

 Commissioner Arnerich said that he wanted to find the most cost effective way 
to provide the services. 

 Commissioner Taylor asked who would present the plan to the RTPCs and for 
clarification of the schedule.  Mr. Engel responded that the recommendation to 
adopt the plan may have been premature, but with Authority approval staff 
could work with MTC to ascertain the possibility of redirecting New Freedom 
Cycle 3 Grant funds for mobility management implementation.  He said that it 
was a good idea to present the plan to the RTPCs, and that he, Mr. Ramacier, 
and stakeholders or local public transit providers would attend.  Mr. Engel said 
that staff would return to the Authority with a complete report in the spring. 

 Commissioner Mitchoff said that she would make a motion to adopt in concept a 
mobility management plan, direct staff to work with MTC to determine the 
possibility of redirecting the grant funding for mobility management plan 
purposes, request that staff and partner agencies meet with the RTPCs to obtain 
their input on the concept of a mobility management plan, and return to the 
Authority in April or May with a robust report for further consideration.   

 Commissioner Hudson said that he would second the motion, and that adopting 
the plan in concept would allow the Authority to consider the RTPCs’ input and 
possible revisions before making a decision on staff’s recommendations.   

 Representative Worth stated that there were differing levels of awareness of the 
issues and problems throughout Contra Costa County, and varying levels of 
equity in service delivery.  She noted the importance of regional connectivity, 
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and said that there would likely be funding from MTC for jurisdictions and 
regions that take on the challenges of mobility coordination.  Representative 
Worth said that it would be good for the Authority to find a way to support the 
concept of mobility management. 

 Chair Abelson commented that differing levels of service throughout the county 
had to do with varying priorities.  She also noted that the requirements of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) would not be eliminated by any action 
taken by Authority. 

 Commissioner Butt said that he could not vote to support the concept of a 
mobility management plan without first talking with the West County 
stakeholders and hearing from those in his area. 

 Commissioner Durant suggested an amendment to the motion, for which he said 
he was generally supportive.  He said that he would like comments and thoughts 
from the RTPCs on the actual proposed plan as well as the concept of a mobility 
management plan.  Commissioner Mitchoff accepted the amendment to the 
motion. 

4.0  REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS: 

4.A Administration & Projects Committee:  (As the APC did not meet in January, the 
following item was referred directly to the Authority.) 

 
4.A.11  Subregional Transportation Needs Program (Program 28c) Allocation 

Request.  Staff seeks authorization for the Chair to execute Cooperative 
Agreement No. 28SW.01 with the Southwest Area Transportation Committee 
(SWAT) jurisdictions and for the Executive Director to make non-substantive 
changes, if needed.  At its October 7, 2013 meeting, SWAT recommended 
allocation of its share of the Subregional Transportation Needs Program 
(Program 28c) between its six jurisdictions based on “50/50” population and 
road miles split formula.  Measure J Expenditure Plan allocates 0.235% of 
Measure J annual sales revenues to Program 28c.  Staff Contact:  Hisham Noeimi  

ACTION: Commissioner Arnerich moved to authorize the Chair to execute Cooperative 
Agreement No. 28SW.01 and authorize the Executive Director to make any 
necessary non-substantive changes, seconded by Commissioner Hudson.  The 
motion passed unanimously, 10-0.  
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DISCUSSION: As a motion was made immediately on Agenda Item 4.A.11, no staff report 
was provided. 

4.B Planning Committee  None 

5.0  CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS:  None  

6.0   ASSOCIATED COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

6.1  Central County (TRANSPAC): (Note: No meeting in January) 
 
6.2 East County (TRANSPLAN): (Note: Meeting moved to January 16, 2014) 

 
6.3 Southwest County (SWAT):  (Note: January 6, 2014 meeting canceled) 
  
6.4  West County (WCCTAC):  (Note: Next meeting scheduled for January 31, 2014) 

7.0 COMMISSIONER AND STAFF COMMENTS:  

7.1 Chair's Comments and Reports 
 

7.2 Commissioners' Comments and Reports on Activities and Meetings 
 
Representative de Vera invited all to attend the Joe Eddy McDonald Memorial 
Overcrossing dedication ceremony in Hercules on Friday, January 17th. 
 

7.3 Executive Staff Comments and Reports 
 

Randy Iwasaki reviewed his Executive Director’s report.  He also noted that 
beginning on January 27th pile-driving work would begin for the second Sand 
Creek Road Overcrossing project and would last approximately 4-6 weeks.  
 

8.0  CALENDAR:   

 8.1  Meeting Calendar: February/March/April 2014 

8.2 Calendar of Upcoming Events 

9.0 CLOSED SESSION: Conference with Labor Negotiators (Gov. Code 54957.6)  Agency 
Designated Representative: Janet Abelson, Chair.  Unrepresented Employee: Executive 
Director 
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 The Authority adjourned to closed session at 7:52 p.m. 
 

10.0 RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION - Report on Action Taken in Closed Session.   

The Authority reconvened in open session and there was no action taken during closed   
session to report.  Staff was directed to return with a contract amendment in February. 

11.0  ADJOURNMENT to Wednesday, February 19, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:21 p.m. to Wednesday, February 19th at 6:00 p.m. in 
memory of John Henry Walker Sr., Cindy Walker-Sayles’ father.  
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TO: 

 

WCCTAC Board 

 

DATE: 

 

March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: WCCTAC Office Space  

 
REQUESTED ACTION 
Create an ad-hoc subcommittee of the Board to consider WCCTAC office location options 
and begin negotiations, if desired.   Staff recommends that the committee include the Chair, 
Vice-Chair, and a third member of the Board.   
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
WCCTAC currently rents office space on the 2nd floor in the City of San Pablo office complex, 
based on a month to month lease agreement.  WCCTAC is charged $2.07 per square foot for 
790 square feet of space, resulting in a rent of $1,638 per month, which rises slightly every 
year based on a City COLA .  WCCTAC is not charged for shared spaces, including:  hallways, 
bathrooms, an auditor room, a kitchenette and a conference room.  When combined with a 
small off-site storage facility, WCCTAC uses about 1,650 square feet of space. 
 
A key disadvantage with the current space is its lack of ADA accessibility.   As a result, the 
WCCTAC Board, at the December 6, 2013 Board meeting, directed staff to consider other 
office locations.  In response, staff has completed a comprehensive evaluation of available 
office space options in West County.   Some guiding principles in this search included:  ADA 
compliance, price, appropriateness of the space, and proximity to mainline transit.    
 
Staff recommends the creation of an ad-hoc subcommittee of the WCCTAC Board to 
consider the available options and to begin negotiations on one or more properties, if so 
desired.   Staff also recommends that the ad-hoc subcommittee return to the full Board for 
approval of any newly proposed lease.  
 
It should be noted that the location of WCCTAC office space could be independent from the 
location of the WCCTAC Board and TAC meetings.  A new office space would not be 
required to accommodate these meetings.  In addition, the financial service agreement with 
City of San Pablo is independent from the rental agreement and could remain intact, 
although provision for IT services would need to change in the event of a WCCTAC move.   
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TO: 

 

WCCTAC Board 

 

DATE: 

 

March 28, 2014 

FR: John Nemeth, Executive Director 

RE: Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Needs Assessment Report 

 
REQUESTED ACTION 
Review and comment on the attached Draft Contra Costa Safe Routes to School Needs 
Assessment Report. 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
The WCCTAC TAC received a presentation from Fehr & Peers at the March 13th TAC meeting 
on the Draft Contra Costa Safe Routes to School Needs Assessment Report.  The intent of 
this assessment list is to better understand current activities and to estimate the amount of 
funding needed in the future to comprehensively address SR2S needs for public schools.   
 
The TAC made a few suggestions for additions/modifications to the Draft Report, as follows: 
 

 Add language that discusses the limitations of the methods used to estimate future 

capital costs.  There was a feeling that the future capital costs may be understated 

because they were based on average costs of past projects that have received 

funding.  Past projects may have been scaled to fit within the selection criteria and 

amount of funds available from past funding programs, and therefore may not fully 

represent the “actual” need.   

 In light of the uncertainty involved in a needs assessment exercise like this, consider 

presenting the results as a range, rather than as a specific amount. 

 

The consultant clarified that this report does not attempt to prioritize projects, but rather is 

intended to estimate the total costs for addressing SR2S needs countywide.   It was also 

noted that a separate part of this work effort has been to develop an online Resource Guide 

for those people who are interested in learning more or starting a program.  That Resource 

Guide will be available shortly on the CCTA website. 

Next Steps 
All of the RPTC’s will comment on this report and then CCTA staff and the consultants will 
bring it to the Planning Committee and the CCTA Board this Spring. 
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INTRODUCTION 

There is sustained and growing interest in Safe Routes to School efforts throughout the Bay Area. Safe 

Routes to School (often abbreviated as SR2S) activities can take many forms, but all have the basic 

objective of improving safety for pedestrians and cyclists around schools. When more children walk or 

bike to school the benefits can be quite varied, from reduced vehicular traffic around schools, to 

improved public health outcomes through increased physical activity, to an enhanced sense of 

community for the neighborhood around the school.  

There have been and continue to be significant SR2S efforts in Contra Costa County. These efforts 

generally fall into two categories: capital and programmatic. The capital category involves capital 

improvement projects that enhance the physical infrastructure around schools to allow for safer and more 

convenient walking and bicycling. The programmatic category involves programs that promote safety 

and encourage walking and bicycling activities through student and parent education and 

encouragement.  

PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY 

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA, or the Authority) has sponsored this study to gain 

greater understanding of the current SR2S activities occurring throughout Contra Costa, and to estimate 

the needs for future SR2S funding in both the capital and programmatic categories. The purpose of this 

needs assessment exercise is to estimate the amount of funding that would be required to 

comprehensively address SR2S needs for Contra Costa’s public schools; private schools were not 

included in this assessment. The results of this needs assessment may be used as a basis for establishing 

new funding programs or advocating for new funding sources. 

This study has, of necessity, been limited by the time available to conduct the effort and the amount of 

information available about current efforts and future needs. Given the size and complexity of the 

County and the diversity of its needs, this effort has necessarily required many assumptions and 

simplifications in order to complete the needs assessment within the available time and resources. This 

countywide SR2S needs assessment presents an order-of-magnitude estimate of costs for both capital and 

programmatic categories, unconstrained by available funding levels.  

It is very important to note that the cost estimates developed in this exercise will not be used to limit or 

otherwise determine available funding for particular projects. In other words, the purpose of developing 

these generalized cost estimates is to inform the assessment of countywide needs, and not to estimate the 

specific cost of any particular future project. 

The remainder of this report presents the methodology used to estimate the needs and associated costs 

for both capital and programmatic elements of SR2S activities in Contra Costa County. As noted above, 
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this needs assessment focuses on the 217 public elementary, middle, and high schools around the County; 

private schools are outside the scope of this current effort, but they could be added at a later time using a 

similar approach. 
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SR2S CAPITAL PROJECTS 

The basic approach used to estimate the need for capital SR2S projects was to assemble information from 

recently completed local SR2S infrastructure projects and to extrapolate that information across all public 

school locations countywide. Example projects were categorized based on the type of improvements 

involved, an average cost was calculated for each project type, and that cost was applied to an estimated 

proportion of schools. The following section provides an explanation of this approach, along with tables 

summarizing the results. Further detail is given in Appendix A. 

Costs of Recent Typical Capital Projects 

Jurisdictions across Contra Costa County provided information on typical SR2S capital projects recently 

implemented or currently underway at their local schools. Capital project data included the location of 

the school, the scope of the project, and a breakdown of project costs. These projects were first classified 

into four categories, based on major project features. Project cost estimates were standardized to ensure 

that all costs were captured (i.e., that the estimate included “soft” costs such as planning, design, and 

environmental review, and not just “hard” construction costs), and then an average cost for each project 

type was calculated. 

1. Classify projects by type 

Projects were classified into the following four types, based on their major features; they are 

listed in descending order of complexity and cost. Note that this is not intended to be an 

exhaustive list of all of the possible SR2S capital projects that could be contemplated; rather, these 

are intended to be a rational way to group a varied set of projects into a reasonable number of 

categories that can then be carried forward into a countywide needs assessment.  

A. Major roadway/sidewalk improvements: these typically involve building a 

completely new sidewalk with curb and gutter, and often require widening a 

roadway, building retaining walls, or other substantial physical changes in order 

to accommodate the new sidewalk. 

B. Streetscape improvements: these may involve a number of streetscape features 

such as adding crosswalks, installing bulbouts or medians to shorten pedestrian 

crossing distances, or adding traffic signals, flashing beacons or other traffic 

control devices to improve pedestrian safety. 

C. Basic sidewalk improvements: these may involve widening an existing sidewalk 

to achieve current design standards, or adding curb ramps at an intersection. 
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D. Basic safety enhancements: these tend to be fairly quick and low-cost 

enhancements such as improved signage and/or roadway markings at a school’s 

major access points, or installation of bicycle racks. 

2. Standardize comprehensive project costs 

Some of the cost information provided by the project sponsors included only the cost of 

construction, while others presented a comprehensive total cost that included supporting 

elements such as planning, design, and environmental review. To ensure consistency, when a 

project cost estimate only included construction costs, an adjustment factor was applied to that 

cost estimate to capture all of the non-construction cost elements. The adjustment factor was 

calculated from projects where both types of costs (construction and non-construction) were 

available. The adjustment factors calculated for each project type are shown in Table 1. For those 

projects where only construction costs were available, this adjustment factor was applied to the 

construction cost to calculate a final comprehensive cost.  

TABLE 1:  COST ADJUSTMENT FACTOR BY PROJECT TYPE 

Project Type Adjustment Factor 

A. Major Roadway/Sidewalk Improvements 1.43 

B. Streetscape Improvements 1.36 

C. Basic Sidewalk Improvements 2.18 

D. Basic Safety Enhancements 1.00 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

3. Determine average cost by project type 

Table 2 presents the average cost of a capital improvement project within each of the four 

categories, based on the set of example projects provided by the local agencies. 

TABLE 2:  AVERAGE TYPICAL CAPITAL COST BY PROJECT TYPE 

Project Type Average Cost 

A. Major Roadway/Sidewalk Improvements $1,000,000 

B. Streetscape Improvements $500,000 

C. Basic Sidewalk Improvements $100,000 

D. Basic Safety Enhancements $10,000 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 
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Costs of Unusual Capital Projects 

The list of sample projects provided by local agencies did not include any examples of very large-scale 

capital improvements, such as a bicycle/pedestrian bridge. Nevertheless, it is understood that some 

schools in Contra Costa need an unusual level of investment, in addition to the more typical capital 

projects described above. For example, the City of Walnut Creek has identified a need to add sidewalks 

along Walnut Boulevard to better serve the student population of Walnut Creek Intermediate School. 

Because of the current configuration of that street, adding a sidewalk will require extensive work on 

drainage systems and roadway widening at a cost (estimated at $6 million) that far exceeds the cost for 

more typical roadway/sidewalk improvement projects shown in Table 2 above. Similarly, some schools 

need a bike/pedestrian bridge across an adjacent barrier (such as a canal or major roadway) to improve 

access for their students; from a review of the Authority’s Comprehensive Transportation Project List, the 

average cost of a bike/ped bridge is about $7 million. For the purposes of this needs assessment, we have 

assumed that “unusual” capital projects would cost on average about $6.5 million, and we have applied 

that average cost to a small percentage of schools countywide (as described in more detail below).  

Calculation of Countywide Capital Project Needs 

Typical Capital Projects 

Once average costs for the four types of typical capital improvement projects were determined, they were 

applied to a percentage of schools, as shown in Table 3. First, it was assumed that all schools would 

benefit from the basic safety enhancements that are described as project type D, so those costs were 

applied to 100% of Contra Costa’s public schools. Then, percentages for project types A, B, and C were 

estimated based on the frequency with which projects of each type appeared in the set of example 

projects provided by local jurisdictions. In that example project list, there were about 25% Type A 

projects, 25% Type B, and 50% Type C. However, it should be recognized that this list of example projects 

reflects those projects that have been successful in getting funded, which is not necessarily the same as 

the projects that are needed. It is generally easier to secure funding for lower-cost projects than for 

higher-cost projects, so it could be presumed that any list of completed projects would be somewhat 

skewed toward the lower-cost end of the cost spectrum. In an attempt to correct for this effect, we have 

increased the percentages for the higher-cost projects (Types A and B) and reduced the percentage for the 

lower-cost projects (Type C); each project type now is applied to one-third (33.3%) of all schools. 
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TABLE 3:  TOTAL COUNTYWIDE TYPICAL CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 

Project Type Average Cost 
% of Schools Needing 

each Project Type 

# of Schools 
with each 

Project Type1 

Countywide 
Typical Capital 
Project Costs2 

A. Major Roadway/Sidewalk 
Improvements 

$1,000,000 33.3% 72 $72,300,000 

B. Streetscape Improvements $500,000 33.3% 72 $36,200,000 

C. Basic Sidewalk 
Improvements 

$100,000 33.3% 72 $7,200,000 

D. Basic Safety Enhancements $10,000 100% 217 $2,200,000 

TOTAL $117,900,000 

Notes: 

1. Calculated as ‘% of Schools’ multiplied by 217 total schools in Contra Costa County. 

2. Calculated as ‘Average Cost’ multiplied by ‘# of Schools’. 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

Some SR2S capital improvement projects have already been implemented in Contra Costa, and the costs 

of these completed projects should be subtracted from the estimate of total countywide costs in order to 

determine the remaining need. To calculate the cost of completed projects, we looked at the list of 

example projects provided by the local jurisdictions, as well as the Authority’s inventory of projects 

funded under the state and federal Safe Routes to School programs from 2001 to 2011. The total expended 

on all of those projects combined has been about $16.2 million. By subtracting $16.2 million from the total 

of about $117.9 million in Table 3 above, we calculate a remaining need of approximately $101.7 million, 

shown in Table 4.  

TABLE 4:  REMAINING COUNTYWIDE TYPICAL CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS 

 Countywide Comprehensive Cost 

Total Cost for Typical Capital Projects $117,900,000 

Completed Capital Projects ($16,200,000) 

Total Remaining Countywide Need $101,700,000 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

Unusual Capital Projects 

It is assumed that only a small percentage of schools in Contra Costa County will require an unusual 

capital project such as those described previously. The average cost of an unusual project ($6.5 million) 

was applied to just 10 percent of all public schools (or 22 schools), resulting in an estimated cost of $141.1 

million. 
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Total Countywide Need for SR2S Capital Projects 

The combined cost estimates for the remaining typical capital projects and the unusual capital projects 

generated an estimate of the total need for SR2S capital projects for all public schools of almost $243 

million, as shown in Table 5. 

TABLE 5:  ESTIMATED COUNTYWIDE COST OF ALL CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 Countywide Cost 

Total Remaining Cost for Typical Capital Projects $101,700,000 

Total Cost for Unusual Capital Projects $141,100,000 

TOTAL $242,800,000 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 
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SR2S PROGRAMS 

There are currently three organizations in Contra Costa that provide SR2S programs: Contra Costa Health 

Services, San Ramon Valley Street Smarts, and Street Smarts Diablo. Each organization provides services 

in a specific area: Contra Costa Health Services conducts programs at some schools in West County, San 

Ramon Valley Street Smarts conducts programs at all schools in the San Ramon Valley school district, 

and Street Smarts Diablo conducts programs at some schools in Central and East County. Staff from these 

three organizations were critical in providing essential information to inform the understanding of 

current SR2S programs and the determination of future needs.  

The needs assessment for SR2S programs involved three steps. First, all currently active programs were 

identified and divided into categories by program type, and an average cost to provide each type of 

program to an individual school was calculated based on the experiences of the current program 

providers. Second, the stakeholders identified a series of new programs that could be implemented to 

augment the current offerings and provide additional benefits to local schools; the cost per school of each 

new program was also calculated. Combining the existing and new programs created an unconstrained 

list of desired SR2S programs and associated costs at the individual school level. Finally, the average 

annual cost per school for each program type was applied to all of the schools countywide to calculate an 

annualized cost of providing all of the programs throughout Contra Costa. The result is an order-of-

magnitude estimate of providing a financially-unconstrained set of SR2S programs countywide. The 

following section gives more explanation about each step in this process, along with tables summarizing 

the results. Further detail is provided in Appendix B. 

Identification of Existing Programs 

A list of existing safety and educational programs for each school type (elementary, middle, and high) 

was generated from information provided by the three current program providers. The service providers 

gave descriptions of each program, the types of schools where that program is offered, and the typical 

costs of providing that program, including both one-time costs (for example, to purchase a specialized 

piece of equipment that could then be used many times at different schools) and costs for the materials 

and staff time necessary to plan and deliver each program.  

Identification of New Programs 

Potential new SR2S programs that could augment the current offerings were identified through 

suggestions from the local program providers and the SR2S Oversight Committee. Most of the potential 

new programs are supplemental safety and educational programs that would augment current offerings. 

There are two additional programs that would directly offer transportation choices and services to the 

student population: namely, a program to provide subsidized transit tickets to students and a yellow 
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school bus program. Both of these transportation programs are in use in certain parts of Contra Costa, but 

they are not broadly available countywide.  

Countywide Annual Programmatic Cost 

Existing Programs 

The average per-school cost for each existing program was applied to all public schools in Contra Costa 

to calculate a total annual cost for offering the current set of SR2S programs to all schools countywide. 

Several adjustments were made to account for economies of scale and assumptions about the appropriate 

level of investment across all schools; these adjustments were vetted with the current program providers. 

For example: 

 One-time costs for equipment such as robotic cars for traffic safety assemblies or safety 

equipment for Walk-to-School Day were annualized over five years.  

 Direct costs of conducting programs were applied to two-thirds of schools, to account for the fact 

that not all programs need to be offered at every school every year. 

 Some programs are applicable at the community level instead of at specific schools, and these 

costs are noted as “general.” General program costs were applied to one-third of schools, as the 

benefits of these programs are typically shared among multiple schools. 

The summary of annual countywide costs for the existing program types is shown in Table 6.  

TABLE 6:  ESTIMATED COUNTYWIDE ANNUAL COSTS FOR EXISTING PROGRAMS 

Program Type Annual Cost 

School-Specific Programs $3,550,000 

General Programs $315,200 

TOTAL $3,865,200 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

New Programs 

The per-school costs for potential new programs were identified from examples elsewhere in the Bay 

Area where those programs are being offered and from information available from the local program 

providers. As with the existing programs, similar assumptions were made about economies of scale and 

the applicability of costs across all schools. Specific to the new transportation programs, the following 

assumptions were made:  

 The countywide annual cost of the Transit Ticket Program assumes that ten percent of all middle 

and high school students would participate in the program. This would reflect a somewhat 

increased level of bus usage compared to the six percent public bus mode share determined by 

CCTA in its 2011 SR2S school survey. 

169



Draft Report:  Contra Costa Safe Routes to School Needs Assessment 

February 2014 
 

 

10 

 The countywide annual cost of the Yellow School Bus Program assumes that 19 percent of all 

students in Contra Costa would participate in the program. This is similar to the average student 

participation rates currently observed in the Lamorinda and TRAFFIX (San Ramon Valley) school 

bus programs. 

The summary of annual countywide costs for the new program types is shown in Table 7.  

TABLE 7:  ESTIMATED COUNTYWIDE ANNUAL COSTS FOR NEW PROGRAMS 

Program Type Annual Cost 

New Programs – Safety and Education $5,230,000 

New Programs – Transportation $48,535,400 

TOTAL $53,765,400 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

The combined cost estimates for existing and new programs generated an estimated total annual need for 

SR2S programs of about $57.6 million countywide, as shown in Table 8. 

TABLE 8:  ESTIMATED COUNTYWIDE COST OF ALL PROGRAMS 

 Countywide Annual Cost 

Cost of Existing Programs $3,865,200 

Cost of New Safety and Education Programs $5,230,000 

Cost of New Transportation Programs $48,535,400 

TOTAL $57,630,600 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014 
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SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

This countywide SR2S needs assessment represents a high-level, order-of-magnitude estimate of capital 

and program costs to comprehensively address SR2S needs throughout Contra Costa. The results of the 

needs assessment indicate that the costs of needed SR2S capital improvement projects at public schools 

throughout Contra Costa would be about $243 million.  The costs to provide comprehensive SR2S safety, 

educational and transportation programs would be about $58 million annually. 

This needs assessment has been reviewed with the SR2S Oversight Committee, and will be forwarded to 

the Authority’s Planning Committee and the Authority Board for review and consideration. The results 

of this assessment provide a baseline for quantifying SR2S needs for Contra Costa, and could be 

incorporated into the 2014 Countywide Transportation Plan as part of the financially unconstrained 

Comprehensive Transportation Project List (CTPL). 
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Needs Assessment for CCTA SR2S Capital Projects: Summary of Recent Typical and Unusual Capital Project Rollout by Project Type

Average Typical 
Capital Project Cost 

(observed)

Estimated % of Schools 
with Typical SR2S Capital 

Needs

# of Schools 
with Typical 

Needs

Total Typical Capital 
Project Costs 
(estimated)

[1] [2]
[3]=[2]*Schools in 

County [4]=[1]*[3]
A Major roadway/sidewalk improvements (e.g., road widening, retaining walls) $1,000,000 33% 72 $72,300,000
B Streetscape improvements (e.g., sidewalks, bulbouts, medians) $500,000 33% 72 $36,200,000
C Basic sidewalk improvements (e.g., sidewalks, curb ramps) $100,000 33% 72 $7,200,000
D Basic safety enhancements (e.g., striping, signage, barricades, bike racks) $10,000 100% 217 $2,200,000

SUBTOTAL (Rollout) $117,900,000
Number of Schools in County 217

Total Completed 
Typical Capital 
Project Cost 
(observed)

Estimated % of 
Completed Typical 
Capital Projects 

Captured

Total Completed 
Typical Capital Project 
Costs (estimated)

[1] [2] [4]=[1]/[2]
Sample Project List $12,300,000
SR2S State/Federal Funding Program 2000‐2011 $3,900,000

SUBTOTAL (Completed) $16,200,000 100% $16,200,000

Total Typical Capital Project Cost = SUBTOTAL (Rollout) ‐ SUBTOTAL (Completed) $101,700,000

Average Unusual 
Capital Project Cost 

(observed)

Estimated % of Schools 
with Unusual SR2S 

Capital Needs

# of Schools 
with Unusual 

Needs

Total Unusual Capital 
Project Costs 
(estimated)

[1] [2]
[3]=[2]*Schools in 

County [4]=[1]*[3]
Ped/Bike Bridge $7,000,000
Major Sidewalk/Drainage $6,000,000

SUBTOTAL (Unusual) $6,500,000 10% 22 $141,100,000

Total Capital Project Cost = SUBTOTAL (Rollout) ‐ SUBTOTAL (Completed) + SUBTOTAL (Unusual) $242,800,000

Note: The estimated percentages of schools with typical capital needs for project types A‐D are calculated as the percentage of projects in the sample project list provided by local jurisdictions 
that fall within each project type category A‐D.

Unusual Capital Project Type

Estimated Cost of Rollout of Recent Typical Capital Projects

Project Type

Average Cost of Recent Typical Capital Projects Project Type (based on sample project list)

Total Cost of Completed Typical Capital Projects

Completed Typical Capital Project Source

Estimated Cost of Unusual Capital Projects

A-1173



Needs Assessment for CCTA SR2S Capital Projects: Summary of Recent Projects

School
School 
Type Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 
Type

Project 
Type ID Total Project Cost

Springhill Elementary School ES Lafayette Suburban A $1,232,169
Stone Valley Middle School (Miranda Avenue) MS Alamo Rural A $510,000
Alamo Elementary School ES Alamo Rural B $233,500
Discovery Bay Elementary School (Willow Lake Road) ES Discovery Bay Rural C $151,000
Rancho Romero Elementary School (Hemme Ave AC Path) ES Alamo Rural C $133,000
Bel Air Elementary School (Canal Road) ES Bay Point Suburban A $1,668,000
New Vistas Christian School, Las Juntas Elementary School, and others 
(Pacheco Boulevard)

ES Martinez Suburban A $1,103,000

Walnut Heights Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban A $1,037,000
Rio Vista Elementary School, Shore Acres Elementary School, and 
Riverview Middle School (Pacifica Avenue)

ES/MS Bay Point Suburban A $1,160,000

Adams Middle School and Heritage High School MS/HS Brentwood Suburban B $246,000
Cambridge Elementary School ES Concord Suburban C $42,957
Marsh Creek Elementary School ES Brentwood Suburban C $60,000
Monte Gardens Elementary and Shadelands/Sunrise Schools ES Concord Suburban C $476,325
Murwood Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban C $72,848
Pioneer Elementary School ES Brentwood Suburban C $69,000
Wren Avenue Elementary School ES Concord Suburban C $163,015
Ygnacio Valley Elementary School ES Concord Suburban C $193,700
Bristow Middle School and Montessori School MS Brentwood Suburban C $68,000
Walnut Creek Intermediate School MS Walnut Creek Suburban C $27,764
Bancroft Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban D $3,696
Bel Air Elementary School ES Bay Point Suburban D $9,908
Buena Vista Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban D $3,372
Cambridge Elementary School (511) ES Concord Suburban D $8,055
Diablo Vista Elementary School ES Antioch Suburban D $1,183
Disney Elementary School ES San Ramon Suburban D $8,100
El Monte Elementary School ES Concord Suburban D $4,012
Indian Valley Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban D $3,385
Jack London Elementary School ES Antioch Suburban D $1,183
Lone Tree Elementary School ES Antioch Suburban D $1,183
Monte Gardens Elementary School ES Concord Suburban D $4,485
Parkmead Elementary School ES Walnut Creek Suburban D $3,087
Rio Vista Elementary School ES Bay Point Suburban D $7,184
Strandwood Elementary School ES Pleasant Hill Suburban D $8,311
Sutter Elementary School ES Antioch Suburban D $1,894
Valhalla Elementary School ES Pleasant Hill Suburban D $3,865
Walnut Heights Elementary School (511) ES Walnut Creek Suburban D $3,561
Westwood Elementary School ES Concord Suburban D $2,080
Heritage High School HS Brentwood Suburban D $14,372
Hillview Junior High School HS Pittsburg Suburban D $3,904
Martinez Junior High School HS Martinez Suburban D $6,582
Northgate High School HS Walnut Creek Suburban D $2,557
Pittsburg High School HS Pittsburg Suburban D $2,000
Antioch Middle School MS Antioch Suburban D $5,197
Dallas Ranch Middle School MS Antioch Suburban D $3,904
El Dorado Middle School MS Concord Suburban D $2,617
J. Douglas Adams Middle School MS Brentwood Suburban D $2,000
Oak Grove Middle School MS Concord Suburban D $7,692
Park Middle School MS Antioch Suburban D $1,183
Pleasant Hill Middle School MS Pleasant Hill Suburban D $1,670
Riverview Middle School MS Bay Point Suburban D $7,605
Sequoia Middle School MS Pleasant Hill Suburban D $6,310
Murphy Elementary School ES Richmond Urban B $144,625
Peres Elementary School ES Richmond Urban B $308,225
Nystrom Elementary School ES Richmond Urban B $727,595
Cesar Chavez Elementary School ES Richmond Urban C $73,325
Sheldon Elementary School ES Richmond Urban C $66,725

25th percentile $3,517 SUM $10,113,907
50th percentile $8,078 AVG $180,605
75th percentile $146,219 MIN $1,183
85th percentile $292,669 MAX $1,668,000

A-2174



Project 
Type ID Project Type
A Major roadway/sidewalk improvements (e.g., road widening, retaining walls)
B Streetscape improvements (e.g., sidewalks, bulbouts, medians)
C Basic sidewalk improvements (e.g., sidewalks, curb ramps)
D Basic safety enhancements (e.g., striping, signage, barricades, bike racks)
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CCTA SR2S Program Descriptions and Cost Assumptions

Program Descriptions Cost Assumptions

Assembly
Educational traffic safety assemblies for elementary and middle school students 
with interactive tools and props.

Direct costs: materials, curricula, giveaways, maintenance of supplies
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys
One‐time costs: interactive tools and props (e.g., robotic cars)

Walk to School Day
Students from many communities walk to school on a single day as part of a 
movement promoting year‐round safe routes to school.

Direct costs: materials, giveaways
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage
One‐time costs: safety vests, clipboards, etc.

Walking School Bus
Groups of children walking to school together supervised by one or more adults. Direct costs: materials, giveaways

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage
One‐time costs: safety vests, stop signs, clipboards, etc.

Bike to School Day
Students from many communities bike to school on a single day as part of a 
movement promoting year‐round safe routes to school.

Direct costs: materials, giveaways
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Classroom Video
Videos shown in classrooms about traffic safety. Direct costs: materials

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys

Contest/Campaign
School‐wide competitive events such as poster contests to depict traffic safety 
messages, video contests to create public service announcements, 
walking/biking participation competitions, and campaigns to encourage safe 
driving.

Direct costs: materials, giveaways
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys

High School Traffic Safety and Education Program
Road rules training for high school students. Direct costs: printed materials, curricula, giveaways, road rules training instructor

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys
One‐time costs: bike blenders, etc.

Safety Training
Certified bicycle training for students. Direct costs: materials, giveaways

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys

Road Simulation
Clinic to teach students the skills and precautions needed to ride a bicycle safely. Direct costs: materials, curricula, giveaways, maintenance of supplies

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys
One‐time costs: bikers, trailers, mock city supplies

Helmet Giveaway
Free helmets given to elementary and middle school students. Direct costs: materials, helmets

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage
Curricula
Set of courses taught to students about safety and leadership on the roads. Direct costs: materials, giveaways

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys
One‐time costs: curricula and toolkit development

Infrastructure (indirect costs only)
Coordination, planning and outreach materials for infrastructure projects such as 
ground striping, signage, bicycle and scooter racks, and fencing.

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Large Community Event
Collaborative community walking events. Direct costs: materials, giveaways

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage, 
evaluation surveys

Existing School‐Specific Programs

Existing General Programs
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CCTA SR2S Program Descriptions and Cost Assumptions

Program Descriptions Cost Assumptions

Parent education night
Meeting for parents to encourage walking/bicycling to school and promote safe 
practices.

Direct costs: materials
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Teen bicycling promotion (HS only)
Increased bicycling promotion for teens, including rides outside of school or bike 
repair classes/workshops.

Direct costs: materials, contractor
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Traffic safety ad campaign
Expanded advertising campaigns with traffic safety messages. Direct costs: materials

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion
Increased outreach event presence
Increased presence at walking/bicycling to school outreach events. Direct costs: materials

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage
Outreach campaigns with police/CHP
Additional outreach campaigns with police/CHP, such as awards for children who 
wear helmets or providing senior citizen driving courses.

Direct costs: materials
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Air quality public education and outreach
Public education and outreach to raise awareness of how changes in travel 
behavior can reduce emissions and improve air quality.

Direct costs: materials
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, mileage

Traffic calming program + enforcement
Analysis of local and national survey data on traffic and speeding to inform traffic 
calming and enforcement program.

Direct costs: materials, analysis
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion

Walking and bicycling rates
Tracking changes in walking and bicycling rates over time across jurisdictions. Direct costs: materials, analysis

Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion

BikeMobile
Vehicle that visits schools to help students repair bikes, teach mechanics and 
safety, and provide accessories and decoration supplies. 

Direct costs: vehicle rental, materials
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, evaluation 
surveys

Crossing Guard Program
Adult crossing guards stationed at key locations near schools to help children 
safely cross the street.

Direct costs: materials, contractor
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion

Increased full‐time staff
Additional full‐time staff members to lead and coordinate programs. Indirect costs: staff time

Transit Ticket Program
Free public transit tickets for middle and high school students at the start of 
every school year.

Direct costs: transit pass
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, evaluation 
surveys

Yellow School Bus Program
Home‐to‐school bus transportation for elementary, middle and high school 
students.

Direct costs: contractor
Indirect costs: staff time for outreach and coordination, promotion, evaluation 
surveys

New Programs ‐ Education and Safety

New Programs ‐ Transportation
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Needs Assessment for CCTA SR2S Programs: Summary of Existing and New Program Components

Direct Cost Indirect Cost One‐Time Cost Annual Cost Direct Cost Indirect Cost Direct Cost Indirect Cost Direct Cost Indirect Cost
Existing School‐Specific Programs
Assembly $118,311 $59,690 $13,515 $191,500 $843 $316 $1,326 $331 $0 $0
Walk to School Day $31,293 $39,907 $30 $71,200 $322 $273 $0 $0 $0 $0
Walking School Bus $274,267 $888,250 $400 $1,162,900 $2,200 $4,750 $2,200 $4,750 $0 $0
Bike to School Day $3,909 $6,362 $0 $10,300 $0 $0 $143 $155 $0 $0
Classroom Video $57,331 $81,820 $0 $139,200 $460 $438 $460 $438 $0 $0
Contest/Campaign $268,510 $201,402 $0 $469,900 $1,736 $515 $1,513 $1,158 $2,908 $2,625
High School Traffic Safety and Education Program $93,120 $30,061 $885 $124,100 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,656 $1,002
Safety Training $176,870 $63,881 $0 $240,800 $694 $438 $4,000 $0 $0 $0
Road Simulation $109,768 $78,680 $2,000 $190,400 $847 $424 $1,000 $410 $0 $0
Helmet Giveaway $187,000 $50,958 $0 $238,000 $1,500 $273 $1,500 $273 $0 $0
Curricula $37,400 $672,265 $2,000 $711,700 $300 $3,595 $300 $3,595 $0 $0
Existing General Programs
Infrastructure (indirect costs only) $0 $30,756 $0 $30,800 $0 $425
Large Community Event $265,029 $19,349 $0 $284,400 $5,496 $268

Elementary 
School Middle School High School TOTAL

146 41 30 217
79,511 34,067 47,168 160,746

TOTAL ANNUAL COST (estimated countywide roll‐out of existing 
programs)

$1,600,000 $2,200,000 $19,000 $3,865,200 ES total / school $20,000
MS total / 

school
$24,000

HS total / 
school

$11,000

General program 
total / school

$4,000

Annual Costs per Schools for Existing ProgramsTotal Annual Costs for Countywide Roll‐Out of Existing Programs

All School Types

Elementary School Middle School High School

# of Schools / Students
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Needs Assessment for CCTA SR2S Programs: Summary of Existing and New Program Components

New Programs ‐ Safety and Education

Cost per School
Annual 

Countywide Cost
Parent education night $600 $80,000
Teen bicycling promotion (HS only) $3,800 $70,000
Traffic safety ad campaign $1,200 $150,000
Increased outreach event presence $600 $80,000
Outreach campaigns with police/CHP $500 $60,000
Air quality public education and outreach $500 $60,000
Traffic calming program + enforcement, based on local and national survey 
data on traffic and speeding $400 $50,000

Program to track walking and bicycling rates over time across jurisdictions $500 $60,000
BikeMobile (ACTC) ‐ mobile bicycle repair vehicle that regularly visits schools, 
recreation centers, and other applicable sites $2,600 $330,000
Crossing Guard Program $17,700 $3,850,000

Cost per RTPC Countywide Cost
Increased full‐time staff (assumes 1.5 per RTPC) $110,000 $440,000

SUBTOTAL ANNUAL COST (Education and Safety) $5,230,000

New Programs ‐ Transportation

Cost per Student
Annual 

Countywide Cost

Transit Ticket Program (assumes participation by 10% of MS and HS students) $600 $4,870,000

Yellow School Bus Program (assumes participation by 19% of all students) $1,400 $43,665,400

SUBTOTAL ANNUAL COST (Transportation) $48,535,400

TOTAL ANNUAL COST (Existing+New Programs) $57,630,600

Notes:
1. Existing program one‐time cost assumed to serve entire county.
2. One‐time costs and infrastructure (indirect) costs annualized over 5 years.
3. Indirect costs reduced by 50% to account for efficiencies gained through increased scale of programming.
4. Direct costs applied to two thirds of county schools to account for program roll‐out to fraction of schools in given year.
5. General program costs attributed to one third of county schools.
6. New programs cost per school rounded to the nearest $100 and annual cost rounded to the nearest $10k.
7. New programs annual cost assumes half of the cost per school is direct and half indirect ‐ indirect costs reduced by 50% and direct costs applied to two thirds of schools
8. Transit Ticket Program annual cost assumes 10% of middle and high school students will participate in the program ‐ rounds up 6% public bus mode share in 2011 CCTA survey.
9. Yellow School Bus Program annual cost assumes 19% of all students will participate in the program ‐ average of participation rates in Lamorinda and TRAFFIX programs.

Countywide Costs for New Programs to Supplement Current Offerings
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-06 

RESOLUTION OF THE WEST CONTRA COSTA TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY  

COMMITTEE REQUESTING STATE AND FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANCE TO 

MITIGATE DAMAGE FROM TRAIN HORNS 

The West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee (WCCTAC) hereby finds and declares as 

follows:  

WHEREAS, exposure to unnecessary and unwanted noise produces significant medical, social and 

economic effects as evidenced by the following:  

•  Noise is arguably the most common - and least regulated - form of environmental pollution;
1
 

and  

•  Noise represents the principal avoidable cause of permanent hearing impairment worldwide;
2
 

and  

•  Hearing impairment leads to interpersonal, school and job related problems, with lasting 

detrimental social and economic effects;
3
 and  

•  Community noise interferes with sleep, leads to fatigue, increases irritability, impairs 

performance, and causes accidents;
4
 and  

•  Noise increases blood pressure and heart rate and may cause abnormal rhythms, whether 

awake or asleep;
5
 and  

•  Noise provokes strongly felt annoyance, creating stress that leads to disease and degrades 

quality of life;
6
 and  

•  Current studies from the European Union confirm that 3% of all fatal heart attacks are induced 

by noise;
7
 and  

•  Noise provokes unwanted behaviors, leading to antisocial acts or unwillingness to help others;
8
 

and  

•  Governmental studies confirm that a substantial portion of the population is exposed to noise 

levels that are unhealthy, interfering with learning, task performance, leisure, and sleep;
9
 and  

                                                             
1 Keizer G. The Unwanted Sound of Everything We Want. A Book about Noise. New York, NY: Public Affairs; 2010.  
2 Colvin I, Luxon l. Clinical Diagnosis of Noise Induced Hearing Loss. In: Luxon L, Prasher D, eds. Noise and its Effects. West 
Sussex, England; John Wiley & Sons; 2007: 182-231. 
3 Bergland B, Lindvall T. eds. Community Noise. Archives of the Center for Sensory Research. 1995, 2:1-195. This document is 
an updated version of the document published by the World Health Organization in 1980. The updated version is available at 
http://www.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2l.html. 
4 Coren S. Daylight Savings Time and Traffic Accidents. N Engl J Med 1966; l334:924-925.  
5 Stansfeld S, Haines M, Brown B. Noise and Health in the Urban Environment. Rev Environ Health. 2000; 15:43-82. 
6 Ising H, Kruppa B. l. Stress Effects of Noise. In: Luxon L, Prasher D, eds. Noise and its Effects. West Sussex, England; John 

Wiley & Sons; 2007: 516-548. 
7 Mead MN. Noise Pollution. The Sound behind Heart Effects. Environmental Health Perspectives. 2007, 115:A 536-A537. 
8 United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1978. Noise: A Health Problem, United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Washington, DC. 
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•  Studies in the European Union show that noise decreases housing prices and median home 

costs, imposes restrictions on land use, and increases time lost from work;
10

 and  

WHEREAS, in 1972, the Noise Control Act was passed by the Congress, declaring - - - "it is the policy of 
the United States to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes health and 

welfare." - - -;
11

 and  

WHEREAS, the 1999 United States Census reported that Americans named noise as the number one 

problem in neighborhoods, of greater concern than crime or other bothersome conditions, noting that:  

•  Noise levels have risen at least six-fold in major U.S. cities, and will continue to grow because 

of increases in population, and the number, variety, and mobility of sources of noise;
12

 and  

•  Most people object to the intrusion of unwanted noise into their homes, and on their streets, 

neighborhoods, and parks; and  

•  In 1974, the Environmental Protection Agency estimated that nearly 100 million Americans 

lived in areas where the daily average noise levels exceeded those identified as being safe;
13

 and  

•  The number of people exposed to unhealthy levels of noise is far greater than it was in 1972 at 

the time the Noise Control Act was passed and the degree of oversight and control is 

unquestionably less;
14

 and  

WHEREAS, noise is best controlled at the source;
15

 and  

WHEREAS, community noise intrudes into homes, neighborhoods, and parks; and  

WHEREAS, since the air, a universally shared resource, is a commons, owned by none but used by all;
16

 

and; 

WHEREAS, individuals and businesses, either willfully or ignorantly, assume they have the right to emit 

noise into the air, thereby adversely affecting all who have no choice but to hear it;
17

 and  

WHEREAS, domestic tranquility is one of the six guarantees in the United States Constitution; and  

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
9 Lee CSY, Fleming GG. General Health Effects of Transportation Noise. U.S. Department of Transportation. Dts 34-RR297-
LR2. Washington, DC, 2002. Available at: http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads;RRDs?Health_Final.pdf. 
10 Ten Things You Didn't Know About Sound. 2010. CNN.com. Available at 
http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/10/10/treasure.sound/index.html. 
11 Noise Control Act of 1972. Public Law 92-574, October 27, 1972. 42 USC 4901 et seq.  
12 United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1974. Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 
Public Health and Welfare. (EPA-ONAC Report 550/9-74-004), United States Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, 
DC. Available at: http://www/nonoise.org/library/levels.htm.  
13 United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1981. Noise Effects Handbook. A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare 
Effects of Noise. United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Noise Abatement and Control. Available at: 
http://www.nonoise.org/library/handbook/handbook.htm. 
14 Goines l, Hagler L. Noise Pollution: A Modern Plague. Southern Med J 2007. 100:287-294. Available at: 
http://www.nonoise.org/library/smj/smj.htm.   
15 Bronzaft A, Hagler L. Noise: The Invisible Pollutant that Cannot Be Ignored. In: Shah V, ed. Emerging Environmental 
Technologies. Springer Dordrecht Heidelberg London New York, 2010:75-96. 
16 Hardin G. The Tragedy of the Commons. Science. 1968; 162: 1243-1248.  
17 Freeman R. Noise War. Compulsory Media and our Loss of Autonomy. New York, NY. Algora Publishing; 2009.  

182

http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads;RRDs?Health_Final.pdf
http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/10/10/treasure.sound/index.html
http://www/nonoise.org/library/levels.htm
http://www.nonoise.org/library/handbook/handbook.htm
http://www.nonoise.org/library/smj/smj.htm


  Page 3 of 11 

WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of government at all levels to protect citizens from the unwanted 

effects of noise and other forms of pollution; and  

WHEREAS, on February 4, 2014, the Richmond City Council unanimously adopted a Resolution 

Requesting State and Federal Legislative Assistance to Mitigate Damage from Train Horns, and; 

WHEREAS, the Richmond Community Noise Ordinance regulates every noise source in Richmond 

except federal and state regulated transportation noise sources, including aircraft, motor vehicles and rail, 

and; 

WHEREAS, within West Contra Costa County there are two Class I railroads (UP and BNSF) and three 

local line haul railroads, and; 

WHEREAS, Richmond is a pioneer is Quiet Zone establishment and has more Quiet Zones than any city 

in California – eight separate zones that include 15 grade crossings,
18

 and three that are pending, and; 

WHEREAS, within West Contra Costa County, there are a number of private grade crossings, and; 

WHEREAS, under the Train Horn Rule  (49 CFR Part 222)
19

, locomotive engineers are required to sound 

horns at all public grade crossings not designated as Quiet Zones, and the required volume level for train 

horns ranges from minimum 96 dBA to maximum 110 dbA, and; 

WHEREAS, under California Public Utility Code 6706, locomotive engineers are required to sound horns 

at all private grade crossings not designated as Quiet Zones, and the required volume level for train horns 

ranges from minimum 96 dBA to maximum 110 dBA, and; 

WHEREAS, according to the National Institute of Health, “long or repeated exposure to sounds at or 

above 85 decibels can cause hearing loss. The louder the sound, the shorter the amount of time it takes for 

NIHL [Noise-Induced Hearing Loss] to happen,”
20

 and; 

WHEREAS, even at lower decibel levels, the noise from train horns can have severe physiological effects 
on humans, particularly at night when people are trying to sleep. Dr. Louis Hagler writes in Noise 

Pollution: A Modern Plague: 

Exposure to night-time noise also induces secondary effects, or so-called after effects. These are 
effects that can be measured the day following the night-time exposure while the person is awake. 

These include reduced perceived sleep quality, increased fatigue, depressed mood or well-being, 

and decreased performance.  

Long-term effects on psychosocial well-being have been related to nocturnal noise exposure. 

Noise annoyance during the night increases total noise annoyance for the following 24 hours. 

People exposed to night-time noise report an increased use of sedatives, closed bedroom windows, 

and use of personal hearing protection. Particularly sensitive groups include the elderly, shift 

workers, persons vulnerable to physical or mental disorders, and those with sleeping disorders.  

Other factors that influence the problem of night-time noise include its occurrence in residential 

areas with low background noise levels, combinations of noise and vibration such as that produced 

                                                             
18 http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=1776 
19 http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?c=ecfr&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title49/49cfr222_main_02.tpl  
20 http://www.nidcd.nih.gov/health/hearing/pages/noise.aspx  
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by trains and heavy duty vehicles, and sources with low-frequency components which are more 

disturbing, even at very low sound pressure levels. These low-frequency components have a 

significant detrimental effect on health.21  

WHEREAS, uninterrupted sleep is known to be a prerequisite for good physiological and mental 
functioning of healthy persons.  

Whereas sleep disturbance is considered to be a major effect of environmental noise, data on the 

effects of environmental noise on sleep are limited. Recent research on sleep disturbance has been 

conducted for aircraft noise, road traffic, and railway noise. For example, road traffic noise in 

excess of 30 dB disturbs sleep. The probability of being awakened increases with the number of 

noise events per night. When background noise is low, noise exceeding 45 dB should be limited; 

for sensitive individuals, an even lower level is preferred.  

The primary sleep disturbance effects are: difficulty falling asleep, frequent awakenings, waking 

too early, and alterations of sleep stages and depth, especially a reduction of REM sleep. Other 

effects of noise during sleep include increased blood pressure, increased heart rate, increased 

finger pulse amplitude, vasoconstriction, changes in respiration, cardiac arrhythmias, and 
increased body movement. For each of these, the threshold and response relationships may be 

different. Studies have shown that the frequency of noise-induced awakenings decreases over 

eight consecutive nights; however no such habituation has been shown for heart rate and after 

effects.  

Exposure to night-time noise also induces secondary effects, or so-called after effects. These are 

effects that can be measured the day following the night-time exposure while the person is awake. 

These include reduced perceived sleep quality, increased fatigue, depressed mood or well-being, 

and decreased performance.22  

Long-term effects on psychosocial well-being have been related to nocturnal noise exposure. 

Noise annoyance during the night increases total noise annoyance for the following 24 hours. 

People exposed to night-time noise report an increased use of sedatives, closed bedroom windows, 

and use of personal hearing protection. Particularly sensitive groups include the elderly, shift 

workers, persons vulnerable to physical or mental disorders, and those with sleeping disorders. 

Other factors that influence the problem of night-time noise include its occurrence in residential 

areas with low background noise levels, combinations of noise and vibration such as that produced 

by trains and heavy duty vehicles, and sources with low-frequency components which are more 

disturbing, even at very low sound pressure levels. These low-frequency components have a 

significant detrimental effect on health. (Dr. Louis Hagler, Noise Pollution: A Modern Plague 

(2007).23 

WHEREAS, sleep disturbances have been associated with a variety of health problems, such as functional 

impairment, medical disability, and utilization of treatment. Sleep difficulties are also associated with 

increased use of medical services even among those with no previous health problems, 
24

and; 

WHEREAS, the odds of waking up at night due to environmental noise were 1.7 times greater with noise 

levels of 55 – 59 dBA vs. below 40 dBA; 3.6 times greater at 60 – 64 dBA vs. below 40 dBA; and 7.1 

times greater at above 65 dBA than below 40 dBA, and;
25

  

                                                             
21 http://www.nonoise.org/library/smj/smj.htm. 
22 Morh D, Vedantham K, Neylan T, Metzler TJ, Best S, Marmar CR. 2003. The medicating effects of sleep in the relationship 
between traumatic stress and health symptoms in urban police officers. Psychosomatic Medicine 65:485-489.  
23 http://www.nonoise.org/library/smj/smj.htm  
24 Stansfeld S, Haines M, Brown B. 2000. Noise and health in the urban environment. Rev Environmental Health 15(1-2): 43-82.  
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WHEREAS, below is a recommendation from  the Night Noise Guidelines for Europe ,World Health 

Organization: 
 

For the primary prevention of subclinical adverse health effects related to night noise in the 

population, it is recommended that the population should not be exposed to night noise levels 

greater than 40 dB of L night, outside during the part of the night when most people are in bed. The 

LOAEL of night noise, 40 dB L night, outside, can be considered a health-based limit value of the 

night noise guide-lines (NNG) necessary to protect the public, including most of the vulnerable 

groups such as children, the chronically ill and the elderly, from the adverse health effects of night 

noise.26 
  

WHEREAS, transportation of goods on railways is increasing and the majority of the increased 

numbers of freight trains run during the night, and;  

 
Transportation noise has adverse effects on sleep structure, affects the heart rate (HR) during sleep 
and may be linked to cardiovascular disease. … A laboratory study was conducted to examine 

how a realistic nocturnal railway traffic scenario influences HR during sleep.  

 

Results: The train exposure led to a significant change of HR within 1 min of exposure onset 

(p=0.002), characterized by an initial and a delayed increase of HR. The high-vibration condition 

provoked an average increase of at least 3 bpm per train in 79% of the participants. Cardiac 

responses were in general higher in the high-vibration condition than in the low-vibration 

condition (p=0.006). No significant effect of noise sensitivity and gender was revealed, although 

there was a tendency for men to exhibit stronger HR acceleration than women. 

  

Conclusions: Freight trains provoke HR accelerations during sleep, and the vibration 
characteristics of the trains are of special importance. In the long term, this may affect 

cardiovascular functioning of persons living close to railways.27  

 

WHEREAS, published research shows: 
 

…. that prospective homebuyers view locating near train track with heavy freight traffic very 

negatively, and would rather locate beside an interstate highway. For this reason, increased freight 

rail traffic will diminish the value of affected real property relative to non-affected real property. 

The negative effect from increased freight rail traffic is multidimensional and cumulative. Studies 
suggest that negative effects on real property prices can be expected to follow from: noise, health 

and safety concerns (interrupted sleep, emergency vehicle delay), air quality effects (diesel 

particulates, coal dust), land use impacts (recreation –decreased access to parks, ability to enjoy 

parks), traffic (traffic delays at level crossings); and ability to enjoy parks), traffic (traffic delays at 

level crossings); and socioeconomic impacts (perceived “livability,” damage to a community’s 

“brand,” and loss of economic development opportunities.28 

WHEREAS, private crossings are grade crossings that do not involve public streets, roads or highways 

and are not governed by the Train Horn Rule, and; 

WHEREAS, California is one of only two states that requires horn sounding at private crossings, and; 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
25 Aasvang GM, Moum T, Engdahl B. 2008. Self-reported sleep disturbances due to railway noise: Exposure-response 
relationships for nighttime equivalent and maximum noise levels. J. Acoust Soc Am 124(1):257 – 268 
26 http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/43316/E92845.pdf  
27 http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/3/5/e002655.full  
28 http://www.communitywisebellingham.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/CWB-Economic-Scoping-Comment-
FINALProofed.pdf 
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WHEREAS, California Public Utilities Code 7604
29

 regulates train horn use at private crossings and 

references the FRA Train Horn Rule but, unlike the Train Horn Rule, makes no provision for Quiet 

Zones: 

7604.  (a) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible 

warning device shall be sounded at any public crossing in accordance with Section 222.21 of Title 

49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

 

   (2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning 

device shall be sounded, consistent with paragraph (1), at all rail crossings not subject to the 

requirements of Subpart B (commencing with Section 222.21) of Part 222 of Title 49 of the Code 

of Federal Regulations. 

 

   (3) A bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device shall not be sounded in those 

areas established as quiet zones pursuant to Subpart C (commencing with Section 222.33) of Part 
222 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

 

   (4) This section does not restrict the use of a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning 

device during an emergency or other situation authorized in Section 222.23 of Title 49 of the Code 

of Federal Regulations. 

 

   (b) Any railroad corporation violating this section shall be subject to a penalty of two thousand 

five hundred dollars ($2,500) for every violation. The penalty may be recovered in an action 

prosecuted by the district attorney of the proper county, for the use of the state. The corporation is 

also liable for all damages sustained by any person, and caused by its locomotives, train, or cars, 

when the provisions of this section are not complied with. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of San Clemente was successful in obtaining CPUC approval to establish quiet 

zones at some private crossings. The grade crossing improvements included wayside horns, a solution 

that is acceptable to the FRA as a one-for-one replacement of the train horn under the Train Horn Rule. 
BNSF challenged the CPUC decision, and the court (California Appeals Court, 3

rd
 Appellate District) 

ruled against San Clemente, holding that the Public Utilities Code has no provision for Quiet Zones at 

private crossings: 
 

This writ of review proceeding presents the question of whether the Public Utilities Commission 

(the commission) has the authority to order railroads to stop using locomotive mounted horns at 

certain pedestrian rail crossings in the City of San Clemente (the city) . We conclude the answer to 

that question is “no,”because in Public Utilities Code section 7604 the Legislature has commanded 

that an audible warning device mounted on the train must be sounded at every rail crossing in the 

state, except those within federally established quiet zones. Because the pedestrian crossings at 

issue here are not within a federally established quiet zone, a train horn must be sounded at those 

crossings, and the commission has no authority to order otherwise. Accordingly, we will set aside 
the commission’s decision to the contrary.30 

 
In sum, while it is true, as the city argues, that the 2006 amendment to section 7604 deleted the 

express requirement “that bells, whistles or sirens be placed on or attached to a locomotive,”  it is 

not true that the Legislature simply “replaced [that requirement] with the broad language allowing 

the use of a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device.” Instead, the Legislature 

replaced the express requirement of a locomotive-mounted audible warning device with the 

                                                             
29 http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PUC&sectionNum=7604.  
30 https://www.courtlistener.com/calctapp/6jkJ/bnsf-railway-v-puc/(BNSF RAILWAY COMPANY et al. ,Petitioners, v. PUBLIC 

UTILITIES COMMISSION, Respondent; CITY OF SAN CLEMENTE, Real Party in Interest, Court of Appeal, Third District, 

California - August 5, 2013 - Cal.Rptr.3d - 13 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8455 
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express requirement that an audible warning device be sounded “in accordance with Section 

222.21 -- a federal regulation that itself expressly requires the sounding of a “[l]locomotive horn,” 

which by definition means an audible warning device “mounted on a locomotive or control cab 

car.” (49 C.F.R. § 222.9 (2006).) In making this amendment to the statute, the Legislature plainly 

signaled its intent not to deviate from the long-standing requirement of state law that an audible 

warning device mounted on a locomotive must be sounded at every railroad crossing in California, 
with the exception of those within quiet zones established pursuant to the federal regulations. 

                

Conclusion 

Because the pedestrian crossings at issue here are not within a quiet zone established pursuant to 

the federal regulations, by the command of the Legislature in section 7604 a locomotive-mounted 

audible warning device must be sounded at those crossings. And because the commission does not 

have the authority to contravene the will of the Legislature as expressed in section 7604, the 

commission does not have the authority to grant the city’s application to the extent that application 

asks the commission to approve the use of wayside horns in lieu of train horns at the pedestrian 

crossings along the city’s beach trail. The commission erred in concluding otherwise. 

 

WHEREAS, state and federal preemptions severely constrain local jurisdictions’ ability to regulate train 
horn noise, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the Train Horn Rule is silent on who is responsible for grade crossing improvement costs – 
which can cost as much as $1 million per crossing – and as a result local jurisdictions requesting the 

improvements are often required to pay the costs for the same. 
 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee 
(WCCTAC) believes that legislation is required at both the state and federal level to provide a rational 

and reasonable level of relief from excessive train horn noise, especially at night, and to resolve conflicts 

and inconsistencies between federal and state regulation of train horns, and: 
 

THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory 

Committee (WCCTAC) requests its Congressional delegation to sponsor legislation that would: 

 

 Clarify that the states have authority to regulate the sounding of train horns within privately-

owned yards for the purpose of signaling during switching operations.
31

 

 Provide the states with authority to enforce train horn violations in Quiet Zones. 

 Provide a funding source for local jurisdictions to implement grade crossing improvements 

required to establish Quiet Zones
32

, and; 

 
THEREFORE BE IT BE FURTHER RESOLVED that the West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory 

Committee (WCCTAC) requests its California legislative delegation to sponsor legislation that would: 

 

 Authorize and require the CPUC to approve Quiet Zones at private crossings using the same 

process and criteria utilized by the Federal Railroad Administration for approving Quiet Zones at 

public grade crossings (See Exhibit A for proposed text). 

 Provide cities and counties with authority to require railroad companies to use “other forms of 

communication …in place of whistle (and horn) signals between sunset and sunrise in urban areas 

                                                             
31 “Switching operations” means the movement and relocation of train cars and engines for the purposes of temporary storage, 

making up and breaking down trains, loading and unloading, and includes starting and stopping. 
32 In 2009, U.S. railroad operating revenue for the top five companies was $43 billion. A fee of one tenth of one percent of freight 
rail revenue would produce $43 million, enough to pay for improvements to hundreds of grade crossings to create Quiet Zones 
nation-wide.  
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in privately-owned owned rail  yards
33

 for the purpose of signaling during switching operations,
34

 

except as exempted by the General Code of Operating Rules.
35

 

 Provide the cities and counties with authority to enforce violations of non-federal horn use rules. 

 Provide legislation similar to 48 other states that eliminates the requirement for horn sounding at 

private crossings as the favored alternative to allowing Quiet Zones at private crossings.  

 

 

 

  

                                                             
33 A rail yard, or railroad yard, is a complex series of railroad tracks for storing, sorting, or loading/unloading, railroad cars 
and/or locomotives. Railroad yards have many tracks in parallel for keeping rolling stock stored off the mainline, so that they do 
not obstruct the flow of traffic. Railroad cars are moved around by specially designed yard switchers, a type of locomotive. Cars 
in a railroad yard may be sorted by numerous categories, including railroad company, loaded or unloaded, destination, car type, 
or whether they need repairs. Railroad yards are normally built where there is a need to store cars while they are not being loaded 

or unloaded, or are waiting to be assembled into trains. 
34 “Switching operations” means the movement and relocation of train cars and engines for the purposes of temporary storage , 
making up and breaking down trains, loading and unloading, and includes starting and stopping. 
35 http://www.blet75.org/2013-06-01_gcor_updated.pdf  
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Exhibit A – Proposed Amendment to Public Utilities Code Section 7604 Allowing the 

Establishment of Quiet Zones at Private Crossings Using Federal Guidelines 

PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE - PUC 

DIVISION 4. LAWS RELATING TO UTILITY CORPORATIONS AND THEIR 

EMPLOYEES [7503 - 8286] 

  ( Division 4 enacted by Stats. 1951, Ch. 764. ) 

   

CHAPTER 1. Railroad Corporations [7503 - 7727] 

  ( Chapter 1 enacted by Stats. 1951, Ch. 764. ) 

   
ARTICLE 5. Railroad Equipment [7601 - 7614] 

  ( Article 5 enacted by Stats. 1951, Ch. 764. ) 

   
7604.   

(a) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible 

warning device shall be sounded at any public crossing in accordance with Section 222.21 of 

Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning 

device shall be sounded, consistent with paragraph (1), at all rail crossings not subject to the 

requirements of Subpart B (commencing with Section 222.21) of Part 222 of Title 49 of the 

Code of Federal Regulations. 

(3) A bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device shall not be sounded in those 

areas established as quiet zones pursuant to Subpart C (commencing with Section 222.33) of Part 

222 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

(4) This section does not restrict the use of a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning 

device during an emergency or other situation authorized in Section 222.23 of Title 49 of the 

Code of Federal Regulations. 

(5) A Quiet Zone may be established under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities 

Commission at any grade crossing not subject to (a)(1) in accordance with the provisions of 

49 CFR 222, Subpart C, Exceptions to the Use of the Locomotive Horn, beginning with 

222.33. 

(b) Any railroad corporation violating this section shall be subject to a penalty of two thousand 

five hundred dollars ($2,500) for every violation. The penalty may be recovered in an action 

prosecuted by the district attorney of the proper county, for the use of the state. The corporation 

is also liable for all damages sustained by any person, and caused by its locomotives, train, or 

cars, when the provisions of this section are not complied with. 

(Amended by Stats. 2006, Ch. 885, Sec. 3. Effective September 30, 2006.) 
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Exhibit B – Proposed Amendment to Public Utilities Code Section 7604 allowing Wayside 

Horns as a Substitution for Train Horns 

 

7604. Audible warning devices; sounding of devices; penalty for violations; liability for damage 

 

  (a) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device 

shall be sounded at any public crossing in accordance with Section 222.21 of Title 49 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

 

   (2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device 
shall be sounded, consistent with paragraph (1), at all rail crossings not subject to the requirements of 

Subpart B (commencing with Section 222.21) of Part 222 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  

For the purposes of this subsection, a similar audible warning device includes a wayside horn as 

defined in Section 222.9 of Title 49 and which meets the minimum requirements of Appendix E to 

Part 222.  

 

   (3) A bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device shall not be sounded in those areas 
established as quiet zones pursuant to Subpart C (commencing with Section 222.33) of Part 222 of Title 

49 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

 
   (4) This section does not restrict the use of a bell, siren, horn, whistle, or similar audible warning device 

during an emergency or other situation authorized in Section 222.23 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations. 

 
   (b) Any railroad corporation violating this section shall be subject to a penalty of two thousand five 

hundred dollars ($2,500) an action prosecuted by the district attorney of the proper county, for the use of 

the state. The corporation is also liable for all damages sustained by any person, and caused by its 
locomotives, train, or cars, when the provisions of this section are not complied with. 
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The foregoing Resolution was adopted by the WCCTAC Board at a regular meeting on March 28, 2014 

by the following vote: 
 

AYES: 

 

NOES: 
 

ABSTAIN: 

 
ABSENT: 

 

 
         By _______________________ 

               Janet Abelson 

Attest: 

 
_________________________ 

John Nemeth, Executive Director 

 
 

 

Approved as to Form 
 

__________________________ 

Ben Reyes II, General Counsel 
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 Minutes of January 9, 2014  WCCTAC-TAC Meeting   

  

  

1. Self-Introductions:  (see attached sign-in sheet)   

 

2. Public Comment: None 

 

3. Minutes and Sign In Sheets:  October 10, 2013  and November 21, 2013: APPROVED   

 

INFORMATION 

 

4. 2014 Meeting Schedule: Informed TAC of changes and final adoption of the 2014 TAC and Board 

meeting schedule. 

  

DISCUSSSION  

 

5. Action Plan Update 

Action: TAC recommended sending draft Action Plan to the Board at the January 31, 2014 

meeting. 

Discussion: Julie Morgan, Fehr and Peers consultant hired by CCTA for the Action Plan update, 

reviewed the edits made from the last meeting and the new format.  Focusing on Chapter 4 – 

Action Plan Goals and Objectives, she noted the changes.  TAC feedback suggested making a new 

goal to highlight noise, air quality and quality of life issues related to rail traffic.   

 

Julie also noted that once the Draft Action Plan is released to the public, the TAC will have a 

second chance to review and comment on it.   

 

Chapter 5, Proposed Regional Actions, has 40+ actions.  The TAC reviewed and provided edits and 

a couple additional actions to include in the draft to the Board.  See attachment – Meeting 

Summary from Fehr & Peers.  

 

6. I-80 Integrated Corridor Management Update 

Action:  None 

Discussion:  John Hemiup of ACTC and Derrick Hines of Caltrans gave updates on efforts on the 

implementation of the ICM equipment along the I-80 corridor.  Gantries will arrive in April and are 

expected to be installed by summer 2014.  The Public Relation contracts (there are two separate 

contracts) will bring a firm (or two firms) by Spring 2014. 
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7. Other Business - none 

 

8. Upcoming Meetings  
 

Next TAC meeting is scheduled for February 13, 2014 
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 Minutes of February 13, 2014  WCCTAC-TAC Meeting   

  

  

1. Self-Introductions:  (see attached sign-in sheet)   

 

2. Public Comment: None 

 

3. Minutes and Sign In Sheets:  February 13, 2014   

 

INFORMATION ITEMS 

 

4. Introduction of new WCCTAC Staff: 

5. Announcement of WCCTAC Chair, Vice Chair and CCTA Representative 

6. Vacancies on PCC and CBPAC – members asked to announce vacancies to interested citizens 

7. Appointment to TCC – held over until March meeting 

8. Draft Action Plan circulated to public 

 

DISCUSSSION ITEMS 

 

9. Mobility Management Plan. 

Action: This item will be brought to the TAC again at the March 13
th

 meeting for further 

discussion and comment.  

Discussion: The General Manager of County Connection, Rick Ramacier, and Peter Engel of 

CCTA, presented the recently adopted Mobility Management Plan (MMP) created under a New 

Freedom grant from MTC.  The MMP was presented to the CCTA Board on January 15, 2014 

where it was adopted in concept and CCTA staff was asked to bring the MMP to the RTPCs for 

comment.   

 

Extensive discussion and questions ensued after Rick and Peter’s presentation.  Concerns focused 

on the existing Measure J allocations and securing them in the future if the MMP is implemented 

and a CTSA is formed.  The next step is to form a Steering Committee.  The essence of the 

concerns and need for more time to digested the MMP led to a decision to bring this item back at 

the next TAC meeting.   

 

10. West County High Capacity Transit Options Study:  Due to time constraints, this item was 

forwarded to the March 13 TAC meeting. 
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11. TDM. 
Action: TAC members were asked to contact Danelle Carey for input and requests for FY 15 TDM 

city activities. 

Discussion: Linda Young presented the draft FY 15 TDM Program Outline.  The Model 

TDM/TSM Ordinance was also distributed for comment.  A TDM Ordinance is required as part of 

every city’s Growth Management Plan.  

  

12. I-80 Integrated Corridor Management Update 

Action:  None 

Discussion:  John Hemiup of ACTC and Derrick Hines of Caltrans gave updates on project phases 

and efforts on the implementation of the ICM equipment along the I-80 corridor.  John Hemiup 

will be leaving the I-80 ICM team to take a new position at Caltrans.  Raj Murthy will replace John 

Hemiup who is leaving ACTC and moving to a non I-80 ICM position at Caltrans. 

 

13. Other Business – none 

 

14. Upcoming Meetings  

 

Next TAC meeting is scheduled for March 13, 2014 
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ACRONYM LIST. Below are acronyms frequently utilized in WCCTAC communications. A five-page 
glossary is available here: http://www.wcctac.org/acronym-list/ 
 
ABAG: Association of Bay Area Governments 
ACCMA: Alameda Country Congestion Management Agency (now the ACTC) 
ACTC: Alameda County Transportation Commission (formerly ACCMA) 
ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act 
APC: Administration and Projects Committee (CCTA) 
BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
BCDC: Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
CCTA: Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 
CMAQ: Congestion Management and Air Quality 
CMIA: Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (Prop 1B bond fund) 
CMP: Congestion Management Program 
CTP: Contra Costa Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
CSMP: Corridor System Management Plan 
CTC: California Transportation Commission 
CTPL: Comprehensive Transportation Project List 
DEIR: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
EBRPD: East Bay Regional Park District 
EIR: Environmental Impact Report 
EVP: Emergency Vehicle Preemption (traffic signals) 
FHWA: Federal Highway Administration 
FTA: Federal Transit Administration 
ICM: Integrated Corridor Mobility 
ITC or HITC: Hercules Intermodal Transit Center 
ITS: Intelligent Transportations System  
LONP: Letter of No Prejudice 
LOS: Level of Service 
MOU: Memorandum of Understanding 
MTC: Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
MTSO: Multi-Modal Transportation Service Objective 
NCHRP: National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act 
O&M: Operations and Maintenance 
OBAG: One Bay Area Grant 
PAC: Policy Advisory Committee 
PC: Planning Committee (CCTA) 
PDA: Priority Development Areas 
PSR: Project Study Report (Caltrans) 
RHNA: Regional Housing Needs Allocation (ABAG) 
RPTC: Richmond Parkway Transit Center 
RTPC: Regional Transportation Planning Committee 
SCS: Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SHPO: State Historic and Preservation Officer 
STARS: Sustainable Transportation Analysis & Rating System 
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STIP: State Transportation Improvement Program 
SWAT: Regional Transportation Planning Committee for Southwest County 
TAC: Technical Advisory Committee 
TCC: Technical Coordinating Committee (CCTA) 
TDM: Transportation Demand Management 
TFCA: Transportation Fund for Clean Air 
TLC: Transportation for Livable Communities 
TRANSPAC: Regional Transportation Planning Committee for Central County 
TRANSPLAN: Regional Transportation Planning Committee for East County 
TSP: Transit Signal Priority (traffic signals and buses) 
VMT: Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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