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City Council i i
Items may be taken out of order based on the business of the day and preferences of the Committee.

Tony Tiscareno 1. OPEN the meeting.

Antioch

City Council

2. ACCEPT public comment on items not listed on agenda.

Robert Taylor

Brentwood Action/Discussion Items (see attachments where noted [4])

Clty Councl 3. Development of Draft Transportation Expenditure Plan (“TEP”): DISCUSS the
Kerry Motts Contra Costa Transportation Authority (““CCTA”’) Draft Transportation Expenditure
Antioch Plan (“TEP”) (April 29, 2016); provide comments and AUTHORIZE TRANSPLAN staff
Flanning Commission to transmit the Committee’s final comments to CCTA prior to the May 4, 2016 CCTA
Joseph Weber Planning Committee meeting. (Action)

Brentwood

Planning Commission 4. ADJOURN to next meeting on Thursday, May 12, 2016 at 6:30 p.m. or other day/time

Duane Steele as deemed appropriate by the Committee.

Contra Costa
Planning Commission

Kevin Romick
Oakley
Planning Commission

James Coniglio
Pittsburg
Planning Commission

Staff Contact:
Jamar Stamps
TRANSPLAN
30 Muir Road
Martinez CA 94553

Phone

(925) 674-7832
Facsimile

(925) 674-7258
www.transplan.us

jamar.stamps@
dcd.cccounty.us

¢ = An attachment has been included for this agenda item.
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Contra Costa Transportation Authority STAFF REPORT

Meeting Date: May 4, 2016

Subject

Development of a Potential Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) —
Discussion of Comments Received in the Review of the Draft TEP Released
by the Authority on April 20, 2016, and Additional Recommendations and
Comments for Consideration in a Final TEP

Summary of Issues

At its Authority Board Special Meeting on April 6, 2016, the Authority
approved release of a Draft TEP for review and comment by the Regional
Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), the Expenditure Plan Advisory
Committee (EPAC), the Public Managers Association (PMA) and other
interested stakeholders. The Authority also directed Gray-Bowen-Scott (GBS),
the Authority's consultant team, to review the Draft TEP and provide
recommendations to improve the likelihood of successful passage of the TEP
on a November 2016 ballot measure. At its Authority Board Special Meeting
on April 20, 2016, the Authority reviewed proposed miscellaneous changes to
the Draft TEP related to various funding categories and received a
memorandum from the GBS consultant team with fourteen (14) additional
recommendations. The Authority directed staff and the GBS consultant team
to incorporate the proposed changes and recommendations from the GBS
consulting team memorandum into an updated Draft TEP for discussion at the
May 4, 2016 Authority Board Special Meeting. Concurrently, the Authority
has received numerous letters from RTPCs, the Paratransit Coordinating
Council (PCC), the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors and other
stakeholders with comments and recommendations for consideration in a
final TEP. The EPAC met on April 23, 2016 and also provided additional
comments and input.

Staff and the GBS consultant team have incorporated various changes into an
April 29 update of the Draft TEP. The GBS consultant team has continued to
review input received from all sources to date and has made additional
recommendations for consideration in the final TEP as outlined in a new
memorandum dated April 29, 2016.
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Recommendations

Financial
Implications

Options

Attachments

Staff recommends the Authority 1) review comments provided by the RTPCs
and other stakeholders, including the April 20, 2016 GBS memorandum 2)
review the proposed edits incorporated into the April 29" update to the Draft
TEP, and 3) consider additional recommendations provided in an April 29,
2016 memorandum from the GBS consultant team.

A 30-year measure would, if approved by the voters, add $2.3 billion in
revenues to improve the transportation system in Contra Costa County.

The Authority Board may provide different TEP language from that proposed
by staff.

A. Draft Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan (TEP) dated April 29, 2016

shown in track-change mode

. DrafeT o Sates Tax iture Plan-(TEP) dated April- 202016

" 'l el ion

Memorandum from William R. Gray, Principal, GBS to Ross Chittenden,
Chief Deputy Executive Director, CCTA dated April 20, 2016 RE: Review of
the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016) - Identified Issues and
Recommendations (also provided as a hand-out at the Authority Board
Special Meeting on April 20, 2016)

. Memorandum from William R. Gray, Principal, GBS to Ross Chittenden,

Chief Deputy Executive Director, CCTA dated April 29, 2016 RE:
Supplemental Recommendations (related to April 20, 2016
memorandum)

Memorandum from William R. Gray, Principal, GBS to Ross Chittenden,
Chief Deputy Executive Director, CCTA dated April 29, 2016 RE: Review of
the Draft TEP (dated April 29, 2016) - Additional Issues and
Recommendations

Draft TEP (April 29, 2016) Change Log and Additional GBS Comments

. Letter from SWAT dated April 20, 2016 RE: SWAT Meeting Summary

Report for April 19, 2016
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H. Letter from the Paratransit Coordinating Council dated April 20, 2016 RE:
Contra Costa PCC Comments on Draft TEP Program 12, Transportation for
Seniors and People with Disabilities

I. Letter from WCCTAC dated April 22, 2016 RE: Draft TEP

J. Letter from Bike East Bay dated April 25, 2016 Re: GBS Proposal for
Revised Measure J TEP

K. Letter from Friends of Five Creeks dated April 19, 2016 RE: Advance
Mitigation Program

L. Letter from Contra Costa Resource Conservation District dated April 8,
2016 RE: Advance Mitigation Program

M. Letter from the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors dated April 29,
2016 Subject: Transportation Expenditure Plan

N. Letter from the California Alliance for Jobs dated April 29, 2016 RE: 2016
Transportation Expenditure Plan - PROPOSED AMMENDEMENTS

Changes from N/A
Committee

Introduction

On April 6, 2016, the Authority approved release of a Draft TEP for review and comment by the
Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs), the Expenditure Plan Advisory
Committee (EPAC), the Public Managers Association (PMA) and other interested stakeholders.
Various comment letters are included as attachments to this staff report. The Authority also
directed the GBS consultant team to review the Draft TEP and provide recommendations to
improve the likelihood of successful passage of the TEP on a November 2016 ballot measure. A
memorandum from William R. Gray, Principal, GBS was provided as a hand-out at the April 20,
2016 Authority Board Special Meeting and is also included as Attachment B to this staff report.

At the April 20, 2016 Authority Board Special Meeting, the Authority reviewed proposed
miscellaneous changes to the Draft TEP related to various funding categories and directed staff
and the GBS consultant team to incorporate the proposed changes and the fourteen (14)
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recommendations from the GBS consultant team into an updated Draft TEP for discussion at
the May 4, 2016 Authority Board Special Meeting.

Concurrently, the Authority has received numerous letters from the RTPCs, the Paratransit
Coordinating Council (PCC), the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors and other
stakeholders with comments and recommendations for consideration in the final TEP.
Attachments G through N are the letters and communications received regarding stakeholder
review of the Draft TEP. The EPAC met on April 23, 2016 and also provided additional
comments and input. The Authority's legal counsel reviewed the Draft TEP and provided various
edits for consistency and to clarify intent and consistency with California Environmental Quality
Act of 1970 (CEQA) exemption.

Staff and the GBS consultant team have incorporated many of the proposed changes into an
April 29" update of the Draft TEP (Attachments A and B). The GBS consultant team has
continued to review input received from all sources to date and has made additional
recommendations for consideration in the final TEP as outlined in a new memorandum dated
April 29, 2016 (Attachment E).

Attachment F, Draft TEP (April 29, 2016) Change Log and Additional GBS Comments, provides a
summary of the changes incorporated into the various sections of the April 29" draft TEP, and
identifies the additional recommendations made by the GBS consultant team in the
memorandum received on April 29, 2016.

Additional Detail and Discussion Regarding Comment Letter

Attachments C, D and E - Various Memorandum from William R. Gray, Principal, GBS

e Changes recommended in the April 20, 2016 memorandum (Attachment C) have been
incorporated in the April 29" draft TEP with one exception. Recommendation 2
included a proposal to combine Category 5, High Capacity Transit Improvements along
the I-80 Corridor in West County and Category 6, I-80 Interchange Improvements at San
Pablo Dam Road and Central Avenue into a single category. The April 29" draft TEP
retains these as separate categories.

e Attachment D provides additional information and clarification regarding how the
recommendation from the April 20, 2016 GBS memorandum were included in the April
29" draft TEP. Attachment D also modifies the GBS consultant team recommendation
Iltem 11. The new recommendation is to require jurisdictions proposing any amendment
to their Urban Limit Line (ULL) impacting designated agricultural lands to adopt an
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Agricultural Protection Ordnance and/or mitigate the loss of agricultural lands
regardless if it is voter approved or not. The April 20" GBS memorandum originally
proposed this requirement for non-voter approved minor (less that 30 acre)
amendments.

e Attachment E outlines additional recommendation from the GBS consultant team. The
new recommendations included in the April 29, 2016 GBS memorandum have not been
incorporated into the April 29" draft TEP. The memorandum includes proposed
revisions to Category 10, East Contra Costa County Corridors (Vasco Road/Byron
Highway). Staff and the GBS consultant team intend to develop proposed language for
the other items recommended in Attachment E and provided as a hand-out at the May
4, 2016 Authority Board Special Meeting. Staff recommends that the Authority Board
review and consider these additional recommendations.

Attachment G - Letter from SWAT dated April 20, 2016 RE: SWAT Meeting Summary Report for
April 19, 2016

o SWAT provides a numbers of comments and recommendations that have been included
specifically as proposed by SWAT or in language with similar intent except for three
comments:

0 Recommendation to specifically require a commitment of $420 million from the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for BART Cars. Staff
recommends that a minimum funding contribution from MTC not be specified.
Existing funding plus potential funding from Contra Costa, Alameda and San
Francisco could fund the acquisition of the majority of the proposed BART cars
with or without $420 million from MTC.

0 Recommendation for a Maintenance of Effort for BART. Staff did not include
language in the April 29" draft TEP, but does consider this an open issue that
should be discussed by the Authority.

0 Recommendation to revise language for Category 11, Bus Transit and Other Non-
Rail Transit Enhancements. Staff recommends retaining the existing language for
this category as it has been discussed over several Authority Board meetings to
reach consensus.

Attachment H - letter from the PCC dated April 20, 2016 RE Contra Costa PCC Comments on
Draft TEP Program 12, Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities. Proposed
changes incorporated into the April 29" draft TEP.
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Attachment | - letter from WCCTAC dated April 22, 2016 RE: Draft TEP. The April 29" draft TEP
retains I-80 as separate categories.

Attachment J - letter from Bike East Bay dated April 25, 2016 Re: GBS Proposal for Revised
Measure J TEP. The Bike East Bay letter proposes two major changes:

e Bike East Bay proposed that Category 2, Major Streets / Complete Streets be a
competitive countywide program to be evaluated by an agreed set of performance
goals. This recommendation was not included in the April 29t update of the TEP.
However, the April 29, 2016 GBS memorandum recommends this program to be
competitive at the subregional level.

e Top Off, Don't Extend. Bike East Bay recommend extending Measure J by an additional
seven years to end at the same date as a proposed new twenty-five year measure as an
alternative to a new thirty year measure. Staff and the GBS consultant team do not
recommend this change.

Attachment K - letter from Friends of Five Creeks dated April 19, 2016 RE: Advance Mitigation
Program, and Attachment L, letter from Contra Costa Resource Conservation District dated
April 8, 2016 RE: Advance Mitigation Program.

e The language for the Advance Mitigation Program now includes reference to mitigation
needs of watersheds, wetlands and agricultural lands.

Attachment M - letter from the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors dated April 29, 2016
Subject: Transportation Expenditure Plan, and Attachment N - letter from the California Alliance
for Jobs dated April 29, 2016 RE: 2016 Transportation Expenditure Plan.

e These letters were received as staff was completing the packet preparation process.
These letters are included as information. Staff will include comments in the verbal
introduction for this item at the Authority's May 4, 2016 meeting.
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Attachment A

DRAFT
Transportation Sales Tax

Expenditure Plan (TEP)
(April 829, 2016)

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 1 of 35
DraftTEP_20160429
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TEP Outline

e Preface / Introduction

e Executive summary (to be completed at a later date)
e The Contra Costa Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan
o Table of Expenditure Plan Allocations
o Summary of Projects and Programs (to be completed at a later date)
o Detailed Descriptions of Funding Categories
o Growth Management Program
= Attachment A - Principles of Agreement for Establishing the
Urban Limit Line
Complete Streets Program
Advance Mitigation Program

Governing Structure

o O O O

Implementing Guidelines

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 2 of 35
DraftTEP_20160429
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Preface / Introduction

This is a county as unique and diverse as it’s residents. Our communities stretch from the
Richmond coastline to Discovery Bay, from Port Chicago to the San Ramon Valley, and
from Mount Diablo to Crocket Hills. We are growing with the times while protecting the
gualities that make Contra Costa County a wonderful place to call home. We need a
transportation plan that reflects who we are now, but more importantly, where we are going.

Currently, our transportation needs significantly exceed available revenue. Over the next 30
years, our population will continue to grow and that population will have new and additional
needs. A new countywide funding measure and plan is needed to keep Contra Costa County
moving and to create the livable and sustainable communities that everyone deserves.

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (Authority) is responsible for maintaining and
improving the county’s transportation system4y planning, funding, and delivering critical
transportation infrastructure projects and programs that connect our communities, foster a
strong economy, increase sustainability, and safely and efficiently get people where they
need to go. The Authority is also the county's designated.Congestion Management Agency
(CMA), responsible for putting pregrams in place

After extensive public engagement and analysis, the Authority has prepared a 30-year
transportation plan that will promote a strong economy, protect the environment, and
enhance the quality of life for.all of Contra Costa’s diverse communities. This new
transportation plan will benefit every person.and.every part.of the county.

This plan is transformative on every level. With a strong focus on technology and
innovation, the plan will deliver.a more efficient, cleaner and faster transportation system.

The new plan will significantly cut emissions through an emphasis on transit, electric and
other non-gas oriented transportation networks. It includes provisions for driverless
vehicles, bikes in every community, and connectivity among and with all modes of
transportation.

The plan also sets forward clear policies that ensure that while we grow, we keep all growth
within clear urban limit.lines.. This will allow the county to continue growing in a smart
way, while protecting vital.open space for parks and farmland. Furthermore, increased
investments in bike and pedestrian paths and walkways bring access to the outdoors to every

community.

Smooth, safe and completes streets for cars, trucks, buses, bikes and pedestrians will replace
our unsafe, rural roads. The extraordinary investment in direct funding to Contra Costa’s
communities for local street and road repair will greatly enhance our rural communities.

For our urban areas, the plan focuses on support for transit and transit-oriented mixed-use
development. This includes an emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian opportunities,
interconnectivity, transit, and technological advances to ensure our systems are efficient and

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 3 of 35
DraftTEP_20160429
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work well together.

This plan will benefit the people who live in Contra Costa County by:

e Attracting more good jobs, which will reduce commute trips and congestion
e Actively managing the impacts of growth on our community so we support local
businesses and preserve our environment

e Accommodating the needs of all transportation modes, while increasing the use of
alternative transportation; and

e Enhancing transportation services for seniors and persons with disabilities

With this additional revenue and this new plan, the Authority will be able to invest wisely,
procure outside matching funds, and maximize the benefits for all Contra Costa residents.

This plan was developed with two key documents as guidance — the.Expenditure Plan
Advisory Committee (EPAC) Vision, Goals and Objectives and the CCTA Principles for
Development of a Transportation Expenditure Plan. Both documents are.available for
review at www.CCTA.net.

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 4 of 35
DraftTEP_20160429

1.1-10



TABLE OF EXPENDITURE PLAN ALLOCATIONS

TABLE OF EXPENDITURE PLAN FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

Distribution of Funding By Subregion
No. |Funding Category S millions % Central  Southwest  Waest East
{a) {b) {c) {d)
1 ]Local Streets Maintenance and Improvements 663.5 23.09% 192.0 1475 1456 178.4
1a Add'l Local Streets Maintenance and Improvements 20.0 0.70% 20.0
2 |Major Streets and Complete Streets Project Grants 290.0 10.09% 1084 46.4 56.6 78.6
3 |BART Capacity, Access and Parking Improvements 300.0 10.44% 23.1 57.4 69.8 34.7
4 |East Contra Costa Transit Extension 70.0 2.44% 70.0
5 |High Capacity Transit Improvements along the |-80 Corridor in West County 55.0 1.91% 55.0
6 |I-80 Interchange Improvements at San Pablo Dam Road and Central Avenue 60.0 2.09% 60.0
7 |Improve traffic flow & implement high capacity transit in the I-680 corridor & SR 24 250.0 8.70% 125.0 125.0
2 |Improve traffic flow along the SR 242 & SR 4 Corridors in Central and Eastern County 122.0 4.25% 44.0 78.0
9 |Interstate 680 and State Route 4 Interchange Improvements 60.0 2.09% 60.0
10 |East County Corridor {Vasco Rd and/or Byron Highway Corridors) 117.0 A4.07% 117.0
11 |Bus Transit and Other Non-Rail Transit Enhancements 295.0 10.26% 61.5 61.5 110.6 61.5
12 |Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities 115.0 4.00% 30.8 193 28.2 36.8
13 |Safe Transportation for Children 64.0 2.23% 8.7 20.0 26.1 9.1
14 )Intercity Rail and Ferry Service 50.0 1.74% 8.0 35.0 7.0
15 |Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities 115.0 4.00% 28.3 30.3 26.4 29.9
16 |Community Development Transportation Program 86.0 2.99% 253 164 20.0 243
17 |Innovative Transportation Technology / Connected Communities Grant Program 65.0 2.26% 22.1 11.0 16.7 15.2
18 |Transportation Planning, Facilities & Services 28.7 1.00% 8.4 5.5 6.7 8.1
19 |Regional Transportation Priorities 18.7 0.65% 5.0 3.7 5.0 5.0
20 |Administration 28.7 1.00% 8.4 5.5 6.7 8.1
TOTAL] 28735 100.0% 843.9 549.6 668.3 811.7
Population Based Share 843.9 549.6 668.3 811.7
Population Share (2030 Estimate) of Total 29.37% 19.13% 23.26% 28.25%
Notes
e The Community Development Transportation Program is a-rew-eategery—ttis-intended to be
administered by the Authority.in conjunctionwith the Authority’s Transportation for Livable
Communities Program (TLC) and leverage the approximately $120 million for transportation
projects or programs that promote housing (within established (or planned) transit supportive
communltv) job creatlon and economic development#er—tpaﬂspeptaf&e#p;efeet&eﬂsregpam&
covelepmen el Shonahehe g cotatsonretovwingsages
e _There are four subreglons within Contra Costa: Central, West, Southwest and East County each

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM

represented by a Regional Transportation Planning Commission (RTPC). Central County
(TRANSPAC subregion) includes Clayton, Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and the
unincorporated portions of Central County. West County (WCCTAC subregion) includes El
Cerrito, Hercules, Pinole, Richmond, San Pablo and the unincorporated portions of West County.
Southwest County (SWAT subregion) includes Danville, Lafayette, Moraga, Orinda, San Ramon
and the unincorporated portions of Southwest County. East County (TRANSPLAN subregion)
includes Antioch, Brentwood, Oakley, Pittsburg and the unincorporated portions of East County.
The above projects and programs are necessary to address current and future transportation
needs in Contra Costa. The proposed funding allocation represents “fair share” distribution
based on proportional share of population in year 2030 by subregion.

Page 5 of 35
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Detailed Descriptions of Funding Categories

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (Authority) is responsible for maintaining and
improving the county’s transportation system by planning, funding, and delivering critical
transportation infrastructure projects and programs. The funding categories detailed below will
provide needed improvements to connect our communities, foster a strong economy, increase
sustainability, and safely and efficiently get people where they need to go.

Funding Categories

1.

Local Streets Maintenance & Improvements<---- 23.1% ($540m664m)

This category is intended toFunds-from-this-categery-wil fund maintenance and
improvement projects on local streets and roads and may be used for any eligible
transportation purposes as defined under the Act. The Authority will distribute 23.1
percent of the annual sales tax revenues to all local jurisdictions with a base
allocation of $100,000 for each jurisdiction, the balance will be distributed based 50
percent on relative population and 50 percent on road miles for each jurisdiction,
subject to compliance with the Authority’s reporting, audit and GMP requirements.
Population figures used shall be the most current available from the State Department
of Finance. Road mileage shall be from the most current information included in the
Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS)

Funds shall be used by each jurisdiction to maintain and enhance existing roadway
and other transportation facilities. Jurisdictions shall comply with the Authority’s
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) policy as well as Implementation Guidelines of this
TEP. Local agencies will report on the use of these funds, such as the amount spent
on roadway maintenance, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit facilities, and other
roadway improvements.

1.a - Additional Local Streets Maintenance & Improvements ---- $3#m20m
An additional $17m will be allocated to Central Contra Costa County jurisdictions
based on the formula of 50 percent on relative population and 50 percent on road
miles for each jurisdiction and subject to program requirements detailed above.

Major Streets/ Complete Streets/ Traffic Signal Synchronization Grant
Program ----- $200m290m

Funds-from-this-This category is intendedshal-be-used to fund improvements to
major thoroughfares throughout Contra Costa to improve the safe, efficient and
reliable movement of buses, vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians along said corridors
(i.e. traffic smoothing). Eligible projects shall include a variety of components that
meet the needs of all users and respond to the context of the facility. Projects may
include but are not limited to installation of bike and pedestrian facilities, installation
of “smart” parking management programs, separated bike lanes, synchronization of
traffic signals and other technology solutions to manage traffic, traffic calming and
pedestrian safety improvements, shoulders, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, streetscapes

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 6 of 35
DraftTEP_20160429
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and bus transit facility enhancements such as bus turnouts and passenger amenities.
As an element of this program, the Authority will adopt a “traffic signal
synchronization’ program and award grants for installation of ‘state of the art’
technology oriented at smoothing the flow of traffic along major arterial roadways
throughout the county. Funding from this program will be prioritized to projects that
improve access for all modes to job, commercial and transit, and whose design process
included opportunity for public input from existing and potential users of the facility.
Priority will be given to projects that can show a high percentage of “other funding”
allocated to the project (i.e. — leverage). All projects funded through this program
must comply with the Authority’s Complete Streets Policy and include complete
street elements whenever possible. 20% of the program funding will be allocated to
four Complete Streets demonstration projects within five years of the Measure’s
passage, one in each subregion, recommended by the relevant RTPC and approved
by Authority, to demonstrate the successful implementation of Complete Streets
projects. Demonstration projects will be required to strongly pursue the use of
separated bike lane facilities in demonstration project program. The purpose of these
demonstration projects is to create examples of successful complete street projects in
multiple situations throughout the county. Advanced Mitigation Program eligible
project.

3. BART Capacity, Access and Parking Improvements ---- $300m
This category is intended to provide funding to increase the capacity and ridership of
public transit on the BART corridors and for BART station, access and parking
improvements..Funds in.this category may-are primarily intended to be allocated by
the Authority for the acquisition of new BART cars and associated advanced train
control systems that can be shown to increase capacity and ridership on BART lines
serving Contra Costa, provided that 1) BART agrees to fund a minimum of $100
million-in BART station, access and parking improvements in Contra Costa County
from other BART revenues, and 2) a regional approach, that includes commitments
of equal funding shares from both Alameda and San Francisco counties and
additional regional funding from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, is
developed and approved no later than December 31, 2026. The use of these funds
for other than new BART cars and associated advanced train control systems will not
be considered unless BART informs the Authority it is no longer pursuing the BART
cars and associated advanced train control systems project or after December 31,
2026, whichever occurs earlier. BART station, access and parking improvements
may include station capacity, safety and operational improvements; infrastructure
improvements that facilitate Transit Oriented Development at or near BART stations;
additional on or off site parking; last mile shuttle or shared vehicles that provide
alternatives to driving single-occupant vehicles to BART stations; and bicycle/
pedestrian facilities that provide access to BART stations. Funds not used for BART
cars or associated advance train controls, or for BART station, access and parking
improvements may be used for alternate public transit services that-that accesseperate
along the BART corridors.

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 7 of 35
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4. East Contra Costa Transit Extension (BART or alternative) ---- $70m
Fundingfrom-this-This category is intended to provide fundingshal-be-used to
extend high capacity transit service easterly from the Hillcrest BART Station in
Antioch through Oakley to a new transit station in Brentwood. To the greatest degree
possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to leverage additional
regional, state and/or federal funds for this project. Funds from this category may be
used to complete an interim transit station in Brentwood. Advance Mitigation
Program eligible project.

5. High Capacity Transit Improvements along the 1-80 Corridor in West Contra
Costa County ---- $20m55m
Funding-from-this-This category is intended to fundshat-be-aHocated-by-the-Authority-to
projects / programs for high capacity transit improvements along the 1-80 corridor. Final
determination on the scope of the improvements to be constructed will be based on the
final recommendations in the West County High Capacity Transit Study and in
consultation with the subregion. To the greatest degree possible, local funds generated by
this measure shall be used to leverage additional regional, state and/or federal funds for
this project. Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

6. Interstate 80 Interchange Improvements at San Pablo Dam Road and
Central Avenue ---- $60m
FundingaHecations-from-this-This category is intended to fundshaH-be-approved-by-the-
Autherity-te improvements of the 1-80 interchanges at San Pablo Dam Road, Central
Avenue, and other locations along 1-80 in consultation with the subregion. The
improvements of the interchanges are a priority to gain corridor traffic flow
improvements. Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

7. Improve traffic flow and implement high capacity transit along the
Interstate 680 and State Route 24 corridors in Central and Southwest
Contra Costa County ---- $140m250m
Funding-from-this-This category.is intended to fund anshal-be-used-to-implement-the |-
680 corridor express lane and operational improvement project to facilitate carpools and
increase transit use in the corridors as an alternative to single occupant vehicle travel.
Funding may also be used to implement high capacity transit improvements in the
corridor (including those identified in the 1-680 Transit Investment and Congestion Relief
Options and other relevant studies). Funding may also be used to complete improvements
to the mainline freeway and/or local interchanges along 1-680 and SR 24 as may be
required to implement express lane and/or transit projects as well as advanced traffic
management programs and/or other projects or programs that encourage the use of
connected vehicle and/or autonomous vehicles in the corridor provided that the project
sponsor can show that they reduce congestion, increase mobility and provide alternatives
to single occupant vehicle travel. Selection of final projects to be based on a performance
analysis of project alternatives consistent with Authority requirements. Projects funded
from this category must be physically on or near the 1-680 or the SR 24 corridors. Of the
funds assigned to this category in Southwest County, $20 million will be eligible for
interchange improvements on the SR 24. To the greatest degree possible, local funds

DRAFT 4/29/2016 11:02:59 AM Page 8 of 35
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10.

generated by this measure shall be used to leverage additional regional, state and/or
federal funds for this project. Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

Improve traffic flow along the SR 242 and SR 4 Corridors in Central and Eastern
Contra Costa County ----- $70m122m

Funding-from-this-This category is intended to provide fundingshaH-be-used to improve
traffic flow and reduce congestion between Concord and Brentwood along State Route
242 and State Route 4 to reduce congestion, increase mobility and provide alternatives to
single occupant vehicle travel. To the greatest degree possible, local funds generated by
this measure shall be used to leverage additional regional, state and/or federal funds for
this project. Advanced traffic management programs.and/or other projects or programs
that encourage the use of connected vehicle and/orautonomous vehicles in the corridor
are eligible for funding from this category provided that the project sponsor can
demonstrate that they reduce congestion, increase mobility and provide alternatives to
single occupant vehicle travel. Projects funded from this category must be physically on
or near the SR 242 or SR 4 corridors. Selection of final project to be based on a
performance analysis of project alternatives consistent with Authority requirements.
Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

Interstate 680 / State Route 4 Interchange ----- $60m

Funding-from-this-This category is intended to fund anshal-be-used-te-implement-the
Interstate 680/ State Route 4 interchange improvement project as necessary to improve
traffic flow and enhance traffic safety along both the 1-680 and SR 4 corridors. To the
greatest degree possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to leverage
additional regional, state and/or federal funds for this project. Authority shall prioritize
local funding commitments to this project in such a way as to encourage carpools and
vanpools, public transit usage and other alternatives to the single occupant vehicle.
Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

East County Corridor (Vasco Rd and/or Byron Highway Corridors) ----- $117m
Funding-from-this-This category.is intended to provide fundingshal-be-used to complete
safety improvements to VVasco Road and safety and / or capacity improvements to the
Byron Highway (Tri-Link) Corridors oriented at providing better connectivity between
eastern Contra Costa and the Interstate 205/580 corridors in Alameda and San Joaquin
counties. For the Byron Highway (TriLink) corridor, the Authority shall prioritize
funding for the design-and construction of a new 2-lane limited access Byron Highway /
Vasco Road connector south of Camino Diablo Road improving access to the Bryon
Airport, and other improvements to the Byron Highway that increase safety and facilitate
an improved goods movement network for East Contra Costa County. For the VVasco
Road corridor, the Authority shall prioritize funding for safety improvements and other
improvements oriented at high-capacity transit or high occupancy carpools. To the
greatest degree possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to leverage
additional regional, state and/or federal funds for these projects.

Prior to the use of any local sales tax funds to implement capacity improvements to
either or both of these corridors, the Authority must find that the project includes
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11.

12.

measures to prevent growth outside of the Urban Limit Lines (ULL). Such measures
might include, but are not necessarily be limited to, limits on roadway access in areas
outside the ULL, purchase of abutters’ rights of access, preservation of critical
habitat and/or the permanent protection / acquisition of agricultural and open space.
With the exception of the new connection between Vasco Road, the Byron Airport and
the Byron Highway, funding from this category is not intended to be used for the
construction of new roadways on new alignments. The Authority will work with
Alameda and/or San Joaquin Counties to address project impacts in those jurisdictions.
Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

Bus Transit and Other Non-Rail Transit

Enhancements ---- 10.3% ($2406m295m)

This category is intended to provide funding to.existing bus transit operators and for
future non-rail transit service alternatives. Funding is towt-be provided for bus transit
operations to increase or maintain ridership, including incentivizing transit use by
offsetting fares:-, and improve the frequency and capacity of high demand routes
connecting housing with job, commercial, transit, and medical centers. In addition,
funding can be used to support other non-rail transit services/projects that can
demonstrate innovative approaches to maximizing the movement of people efficiently
and in a manner that reduces VMT and GHG.

Funding will be allocated by the Authority throughout the County based on input from
each Regional Transportation Planning Committee and on performance criteria
established by the Authority in consultation with local and regional bus transit operators,
providers of alternate non-rail transportation, and stakeholders. Funding allocations will
be reviewed on a regular basis. Said performance criteria shall require a finding that any
proposed new or enhanced services demonstrate the ability to improve regional and/or
local mobility for Contra Costa residents. Funds may be used for transit capital projects
or to operate service improvements identified in the adopted plans of an operator or of the
Authority.

Guidelines will be established so that revenues will fund service enhancements in Contra
Costa. The guidelines may require provisions, such as: operational efficiencies requiring
greater coordination, promoting and developing a seamless service; increasing service
frequencies on appropriate routes; and specified performance criteria and reporting
requirements. Services funded in this program will be reviewed in accordance with
implementing guidelines described in this expenditure plan.

Transportation for Seniors & People With Disabilities ----- 3-34.0% ($7#8m1l5m)
Funding in this category is to support mobility opportunities for seniors and people
with disabilities who, due to age or disability, cannot drive or take other transit
options.

To ensure services are delivered in a coordinated system that maximizes both service
delivery and efficiency an Accessible Transportation Service (ATS) Strategic Plan
will be developed and periodically updated during the term of the measure. No
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13.

14.

funding under this category will be allocated until the ATS Strategic Plan has been
developed and adopted. An overarching component in the development and delivery
of the ATS Strategic Plan is using mobility management to ensure coordination and
efficiencies in accessible service delivery. The plan will evaluate the appropriate
model for our local structure including how accessible services are delivered by all
agencies and where appropriate coordination can improve transportation services,
eliminate gaps in service and find efficiencies in the service delivered. The ATS
Strategic Plan would also determine the investments and oversight of the program
funding and identify timing, projects, service delivery options, administrative
structure, and fund leverage opportunities.

The ATS Strategic Plan will be developed by the Authority with participation from
direct users of service publichr-operated-transit-and-paratransit providers-and-selected-
nen-profitand-citizen stakeholders representing seniors and people with disabilities
with mobility barriers, and publicly operated paratransit service providers. Public
transit-operators in Contra Costa must participate in the ATS planning process to be
eligible to receive funding in this category. The ATS Strategic Plan must be adopted
within 12 months of the passage of this Measure. The development of the ATS
Strategic Plan will not affect the allocation of fundsto current operators as prescribed in
the existing Measure J Expenditure Plan.

Safe Transportation for Children ----- 2.2% ($52m64m)

This category is to provide funds to Pregrams-programs and projects whieh-that
promote safe transportation options for children to access schools or after school
programs. Eligible projects include but.are not limited to reduced fare transit passes
and transit incentive programs, school bus programs, and projects for pedestrian and
bicycle safety that provide school-related access.

Authority will allocate funds and will establish guidelines (in cooperation with
project sponsors) to define priorities and maximize effectiveness. The guidelines may
require provisions such as parent contributions; operational efficiencies; specific
performance criteria and reporting requirements.

Intercity Rail/ Ferries ---- $50m

Funds-from-this-This category is intended to provide fundingshal-be-used to
construct station and/or track improvements to the Capitol Corridor and/or the San
Joaquin corridors as well as to implement new or improved ferry services (including
both capital and operations) in Richmond, Hercules, Martinez and/or Antioch.
Projects that increase ridership using existing capacity by incentives including
offsetting fares or other methodologies may also be considered. To the greatest degree
possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to leverage additional
regional, state and/or federal funds for this project. Any projects funded in this category
will be evaluated by the Authority and demonstrate progress toward the Authority’s
goals of reducing VMT and green-house gas reductions. Selection of final projects to
be based on a performance analysis of project alternatives consistent with Authority
requirements. Sponsors of projects requesting funding from this category will be
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16.

required to demonstrate to the Authority that sufficient funding is available to operate
the proposed project and/or service over a long period of time.

Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities ---- 2:94.0% ($67m115m)

Two-thirds of the funds from this program wiH-are to be used to implement projects
in the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, consistent with the current Measure J
program. These funds wiH-are to be allocated competitively to projects that improve
safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, serve the greatest number of users and
significant destinations, and remove missing segments and existing barriers to
walking and bicycling. The review process shall also.consider project feasibility and
readiness and the differing needs of the sub-regions when identifying projects for
funding. Funding available through this program shatl-is to be primarily used for the
construction, maintenance, and safety or other improvements of bicycle, pedestrian
and trail projects. Design, project approval, right-of-way purchase and environmental
clearance may not be funded as part of a construction project. Planning to identify a
preferred alignment for major new bicycle, pedestrian or trail connections may also
be funded through this program.

One third of the funds are to be allocated to the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD) for the development and rehabilitation of paved regional trails. EBRPD is
to spend its allocation proportionally.in each sub-region, subject to the review and
approval of the applicable sub-regional committee, prior to funding allocation by the
Authority. The Authority in conjunction with EBRPD will develop a maintenance-
of-effort requirement for funds under this component of the funding category.

Consistent with the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and the complete streets
policy established in this expenditure plan, project sponsors receiving funding
through other funding categories in this Plan shall incorporate, whenever possible,
pedestrian, bicycle, and trail facilities into their projects.

Community Development Transportation

Program----- 6-03.0% ($140m86mM)

Fundsfrem-this-This category is intended to provide funding towi-be-used
implement athis new Community Development Transportation Program_(CDTP) to
be administered by the Authority in conjunction with the Authority’s Transportation
for Livable Communities Program (TLC) with projects identified-administered by
the Authority’s Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPC’s). Funds will
be allocated by the Authority on a competitive basis to transportation projects or
programs that promote economic development, job creation and/or housing within
established (or planned) transit supportive community centers. Project sponsors must
demonstrate that at least 20% of the project is funded from other than local

transportation sales tax revenue-and-the-Authority-will-prioritize funding-to-projects-
that-demonstrate-over 50% fundingfrom-otherseudrees. Additional priority will be

given to projects where the sponsor can demonstrate that the project supports and
facilitates development of jobs or housing for all income levels_including proposals
to secure grants for the Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities Program
(AHSC) administered by the State’s Strategic Growth Council (SCG) and/or other
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similar programs. Working with the RTPCs, the Authority will prepare guidelines
and establish overall criteria for the program_with the intent of complementing and
administering the program in conjunction with the Authority’s Measure J TLC
program no later than December 31, 2017.

Innovative Transportation Technology / Connected

Communities Program ----- 2.3% ($53m65m)

Fundingfrom-this-This category is intended to provide fundingwil-be-alocated for
the planning and development of projects and programs that include innovative
solutions intended to (a) develop and demonstrate transportation innovation through
real-world applications, (b) reduce GHG emissions, and (c) implement connected
transportation solutions and integrate this approach with other community services such
as public safety, public services, water, communications and energy to promote economic
development and jobs opportunities by increasing government efficiency and reducing
consumption. Examples of eligible projects include but are not limited to expanding
opportunities for zero emission vehicle charging; smart rideshare, carshare and
bikeshare services; on-demand and personal transit services that compliment
traditional fixed-route transit; smart and automated parking; intelligent, sensor-based
infrastructure; smart payment systems; and data sharing to improve mobility choices
for all users. Projects are intended to promote connectivity between all users of the
transportation network (cars, pedestrians, bikes, buses, trucks, etc.) and automation
technologies that collectively facilitate the transformation toward connected
communities. Funding is intended to match State, federal, or regional grants and
private-sector investment to achieve maximum benefits. By investing in these
solutions Contra Costa County can become a national model in sustainable,
technology-enabled transportation.

A minimum of twenty-five percent shat-is to be allocated to each sub-program (a, b and
cabove) over the life of the measure. The Authority will prepare guidelines and establish
overall criteria for the Innovative Transportation Technology / Connected Communities
Program and provide technical resources to project sponsors. The RTPC’s will submit
programs/projects for the Authority to consider allocating funds to on a competitive basis
for each of the sub-programs. Project sponsors must demonstrate that the programs
provide highly efficient services that are cost effective, integrated and responsive to the
needs of the community.

As technology continues to impact how people live and travel in Contra Costa County,
the Authority will also use this funding to study the impact that technoloqgy, as it relates
to transportation, might have on future job sectors in Contra Costa County and consider
fields that may benefit or that potential mitigations may be considered for in the future.
This plan will be developed by the Authority with participation from transportation
sector stakeholders representing agencies that contract for and deliver transportation
projects and services, local business organizations that provide contracted services
and labor organizations. The plan will be adopted within 18 months of the passage of
this Measure.
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18.  Transportation Planning, Facilities and Services ---- 1.0% ($23m29m)
This category is intended to provide funding to Hmplementimplement the
countywide GMP, prepare the countywide transportation plan; and support the
programming and monitoring of federal and state funds, as well as the Authority’s
Congestion Management Agency functions.

19.  Regional Transportation Priorities ---- $19m
Funding-frem-this-This category is intended to fundshal-be-used-for any project or
program identified in the Expenditure Plan or eligible under the provisions of the
Act, including activities that promote alternatives to eemmuting-travel in single
occupant vehicles. Program and project recommendations shall be made by each
subregion for consideration and funding by the Authority.

20.  Administration ---- 1.0% ($23m29m)
Funds-This category is intended to fundadministration of new measures.
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The Growth Management Program

Goals and Objectives

The overall goal of the Growth Management Program is to preserve and enhance the
quality of life and promote a healthy, strong economy to benefit the people and areas of
Contra Costa through a cooperative, multi-jurisdictional process for managing growth,
while maintaining local authority over land use decisions.*

The objectives of the Growth Management Program are to:

e Assure that new residential, business and commercial growth pays for the
facilities required to meet the demands resulting from that growth.

e Require cooperative transportation and land use planning among Contra Costa
County, cities, towns, and transportation agencies.

e Support land use patterns within Contra Costa that make more efficient use of the
transportation system, consistent with the General Plans of local jurisdictions.

e Support infill and redevelopment in existing urban and brownfield areas.

Components

To receive its share of Local Transportation Maintenance and Improvement funds and to
be eligible for Contra Costa Transportation for Livable Communities funds, each
jurisdiction must:

1. Adopt a Growth Management Element

Each jurisdiction must adopt, or maintain in place, a Growth Management Element as part
of its General Plan that outlines the jurisdiction’s goals and policies for managing growth
and requirements for achieving those goals. The Growth Management Element must show
how the jurisdiction will comply with sections 2—7 below. The Authority will refine its
model Growth Management Element and administrative procedures in consultation with
the Regional Transportation Planning Committees to reflect the revised Growth
Management Program.

Each jurisdiction is encouraged to incorporate other standards and procedures into its
Growth Management Element to support the objectives and required components of this
Growth Management Program.

1 The Authority will, to the extent possible, attempt to harmonize the Growth Management and
the State-mandated Congestion Management Programs. To the extent they conflict, Congestion
Management Program Activities shall take precedence over Growth Management activities.
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2. Adopt a Development Mitigation Program

Each jurisdiction must adopt, or maintain in place, a development mitigation program to
ensure that new growth is paying its share of the costs associated with that growth. This
program shall consist of both a local program to mitigate impacts on local streets and
other facilities and a regional program to fund regional and subregional transportation
projects, consistent with the Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan.

The jurisdiction’s local development mitigation program shall ensure that revenue
provided from this measure shall not be used to replace private developer funding that
has or would have been committed to any project.

The regional development mitigation program shall establish fees, exactions, assessments
or other mitigation measures to fund regional or subregional transportation improvements
needed to mitigate the impacts of planned or forecast development. Regional mitigation
programs may adjust such fees, exactions, assessments or other mitigation measures
when developments are within walking distance of frequent transit service or are part of a
mixed-use development of sufficient density and with necessary facilities to support
greater levels of walking and bicycling. Each Regional Transportation Planning
Committee shall develop the regional development mitigation program for its region,
taking account of planned and forecast growth and the Multimodal Transportation
Service Objectives and actions to achieve them established in the Action Plans for Routes
of Regional Significance. Regional Transportation Planning Committees may use
existing regional mitigation programs, if consistent with this section, to comply with the
Growth Management Program.

3. Address Housing Options

Each jurisdiction shall demonstrate reasonable progress in providing housing
opportunities for all income levels as part of a report on the implementation of the actions
outlined in its adopted Housing Element. The report will demonstrate progress by:

a.- Comparing the number of housing units approved, constructed or occupied within
the jurisdiction over the preceding five years with the number of units needed on
average each year to meet the housing objectives established in the jurisdiction’s
Housing Element; or

b. Hlustrating how the jurisdiction has adequately planned to meet the existing and
projected housing needs through the adoption of land use plans and regulatory
systems which provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain, housing
development; or

c. Ilustrating how a jurisdiction’s General Plan and zoning regulations facilitate the
improvement and development of sufficient housing to meet those objectives.

In addition, each jurisdiction shall consider the impacts that its land use and development
policies have on the local, regional and countywide transportation system, including the
level of transportation capacity that can reasonably be provided, and shall incorporate
policies and standards into its development approval process that support transit, bicycle
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and pedestrian access in new developments.

4. Participate in an Ongoing Cooperative, Multi-Jurisdictional
Planning Process.

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 growth.
Jurisdictions shall work with the Regional Transportation Planning Committees to:

a. Identify Routes of Regional Significance, and establish Multimodal
Transportation Service Objectives for those routes and actions for achieving those
objectives.

b. Apply the Authority’s travel demand model and technical procedures to the
analysis of General Plan Amendments (GPASs) and developments exceeding
specified thresholds for their effect on the regional transportation system,
including on Action Plan objectives.

c. Create the development mitigation programs outlined in section 2 above.

d. 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
will 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 subregional 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.

5. Continuously Comply with an Urban Limit Line (ULL)

In order to be found in compliance with this element of the Authority’s Growth
Management Program, all jurisdictions must continually comply with an applicable voter
approved Urban Limit Line (ULL). Said ULL may either be the Contra Costa County
voter approved ULL (County ULL) or a locally initiated, voter approved ULL (LV-
ULL).

Additional information and detailed compliance requirements for the ULL are fully
defined in the ULL Compliance Requirements, which are incorporated herein as
Attachment A.
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Any of the following actions by a local jurisdiction will constitute non-compliance with
the Growth Management Program:

1. The submittal of an annexation request to LAFCO for lands outside of a
jurisdictions applicable ULL.

2. Failure to conform to the Authority’s ULL Compliance Requirements
(Attachment A).

6. Develop a Five-Year Capital Improvement Program

Each jurisdiction shall prepare and maintain a capital improvement program that outlines
the capital projects needed to implement the goals and policies of the jurisdiction’s
General Plan for at least the following five-year period. The Capital Improvement
Program shall include approved projects and an analysis of the costs of the proposed
projects as well as a financial plan for providing the improvements. The jurisdiction shall
forward the transportation component of its capital improvement program to the
Authority for incorporation into the Authority’s database of transportation projects.

7. Adopt a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordinance or
Resolution

To promote carpools, vanpools and park and ride lots, each jurisdiction shall adopt a local
ordinance or resolution that conforms to the model Transportation Systems Management
Ordinance that the Transportation Authority has drafted and adopted. Upon approval of
the Authority, cities with a small employment base may adopt alternative mitigation
measures in lieu of a TSM ordinance or resolution.

Allocation of Funds

Portions of the monies received from the retail transaction and use tax will be returned to
the local jurisdictions (the cities and the county) for use on local, subregional and/or
regional transportation improvements and maintenance projects. Receipt of all such funds
requires compliance with the Growth Management Program as described below. The
funds are to be distributed on a formula based on population and road miles.

Each jurisdiction shall demonstrate its compliance with all of the components of the
Growth Management Program in a completed compliance checklist. The Growth
Management Program compliance checklist will include the disclosure of whether or not
a jurisdiction has an adopted: Hillside Development Ordinance, Ridgeline Protection
Ordinance, Open Space System with Ridgelines defined, protections for wildlife
corridors, a plan to conserve buffers around open space and agriculture, prohibitions on
the culverting of ‘blue-line creeks’ for anything other than road crossings and
prohibitions on development in designated ‘non-urban Priority Conservation Areas. The
jurisdiction shall submit, and the Authority shall review and make findings regarding the
juris- diction’s compliance with the requirements of the Growth Management Program,
consistent with the Authority’s adopted policies and procedures.
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If the Authority determines that the jurisdiction complies with the requirements of the
Growth Management Program, it shall allocate to the jurisdiction its share of Local Street
Maintenance and Improvement funding (No. 1). Jurisdictions may use funds allocated
under this provision to comply with these administrative requirements.

If the Authority determines that the jurisdiction does not comply with the requirements of
the Growth Management Program, the Authority shall withhold those funds and also
make a finding that the jurisdiction shall not be eligible to receive Community
Development Transportation Program funds (No. 16) until the Authority determines the
jurisdiction has achieved compliance. The Authority’s findings of noncompliance may
set deadlines and conditions for achieving compliance.

Withholding of funds, reinstatement of compliance, reallocation of funds and treatment
of unallocated funds shall be as established in adopted Authority’s policies and
procedures.
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Attachment A

Urban Limit Line (ULL) Definitions and
Compliance Requirements

Definitions - the following definitions apply to the GMP ULL requirement:

1. Urban Limit Line (ULL): An urban limit line, urban growth boundary, or other
equivalent physical boundary judged by the Authority to clearly identify the physical
limits of the local jurisdiction’s future urban development.

2. Local Jurisdictions: Includes Contra Costa County, the 19 cities and towns within
Contra Costa, plus any newly incorporated cities or towns established after April 1, 2017.

3. County ULL: A ULL placed on the ballot by the Contra Costa County Board of
Supervisors, approved by voters at a countywide election, and in effect through the
applicable GMP compliance period. The current County ULL was established by
Measure L approved by voters in 2006.

The following local jurisdictions have adopted the County ULL as its applicable ULL:

City of Brentwood Town of Moraga
City of Clayton City of Oakley

City of Concord City of Orinda

Town of Danville City of Pinole

City of El Cerrito City of Pleasant Hill
City of Hercules City of Richmond
City of Lafayette City of San Pablo
City of Martinez City of Walnut Creek

4. Local Voter ULL (LV-ULL): A ULL or equivalent measure placed on the local
jurisdiction ballot, approved by the jurisdiction’s voters, and recognized by action of the
local jurisdiction’s legislative body as its applicable, voter-approved ULL. The LV-ULL
will be used as of its effective date to meet the Authority’s GMP ULL requirement and
must be in effect through the applicable GMP compliance period.

The following local jurisdictions have adopted a LV-ULL:

City of Antioch City of San Ramon
City of Pittsburg
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5.
6.

Minor Adjustments: An adjustment to the ULL of 30 acres or less.

Other Adjustments: Other adjustments that address issues of unconstitutional takings,
and conformance to state and federal law.

Revisions to the ULL

1.

2.

A local jurisdiction which has adopted the County ULL as its applicable ULL may revise
its ULL with local voter approval at any time during the term of the Authority’s GMP by
adopting a LV-ULL in accordance with the requirements outlined for a LV-ULL
contained in the definitions section.

A local jurisdiction may revise its LV-ULL with local voter approval at any time during
the term of the Authority’s GMP if the resultant ULL meets the requirements outlined for
a LV-ULL contained in the definitions section.

If voters, through a countywide ballot measure, approve a revision to the County ULL,
the legislative body of each local jurisdiction relying on the County ULL shall:

a. Accept and approve its existing ULL to continue as its applicable ULL, or
b. Accept and approve the revised County ULL as its applicable ULL, or

c. Adopta LV-ULL in accordance with the requirements outlined for a LV-ULL
contained in the definitions section.

Local jurisdictions may, without voter approval, enact a Minor Adjustments to their
applicable ULL subject to a vote of at least 4/5 of the jurisdiction’s legislative body and
the following requirements:

a. Minor adjustment may include one or several parts that in total shall not exceed
30 acres;

b. Adoption of at least one of the findings listed in the County’s Measure L (882-
1.018 of County Ordinances 2006-06 § 3, 91-1 § 2, 90-66 § 4);

c.. The Minor Adjustment is not contiguous to one or more non-voter approved
Minor Adjustments that in total exceed 30 acres;

d. The Minor Adjustment does not create a pocket of land outside the existing urban
limit line, specifically to avoid the possibility of a jurisdiction wanting to fill in
those subsequently through separate adjustments;

e. Any jurisdiction that approves a minor adjustment to its applicable ULL that
impacts designated agricultural lands is required to have an adopted Agricultural
Protection Ordinance or must demonstrate how the loss of the designated
agricultural lands will be mitigated by permanently protecting farmland.
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5. Alocal jurisdiction may revise its LV-ULL, and the County may revise the County ULL,
to address issues of unconstitutional takings or conformance to State or federal law, if the
revision does not exceed 30 acres and the revision is approved by at least 4/5 of the
members of the legislative body.

Conditions of Compliance

1. Submittal of an annexation request of greater than 30 acres by a local jurisdiction to
LAFCO outside of a voter-approved ULL will constitute non-compliance with the GMP.

2. For each jurisdiction, an applicable ULL shall be in place through each GMP compliance

reporting period in order for the local jurisdiction to be found in compliance with the
GMP requirements.

3. These conditions shall replace the conditions regarding the ULL outlined in Measure J.
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Complete Streets Policy

Vision

This Plan envisions a transportation system in which each component provides safe, comfortable
and convenient access for every user allowed to use it. These users include pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit riders, automobile drivers and their passengers, and truckers, and people of
varying abilities, including children, seniors, people with disabilities and able-bodied adults. The
goal of every transportation project is to provide safer, more accessible facilities for all users and
shall be planned, designed, constructed and operated to take advantage of that opportunity.

By making streets more efficient and safe for all users, a complete streets approach will expand
capacity and improve mobility for all users, giving commuters convenient options for travel and
minimizing need to widen roadways.

Policy

To achieve this vision, all recipients of funding through this Plan shall consider and
accommodate, wherever possible, the needs of all users in the planning, design, construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation and maintenance of the transportation system. This determination
shall be consistent with the exceptions listed below. Achieving this vision will require balancing
the needs of different users, and may require reallocating existing right of way for different uses.

The Authority shall revise its project development guidelines to require the consideration and
accommodation of all-users in the design and construction of projects funded with Measure funds
and shall adopt peer review and design standards to implement that approach. The guidelines
will allow flexibility in responding to the context of each project and the needs of users specific
to the project’s context, and will build on accepted best practices for complete streets and
context-sensitive design.

To ensure that this policy is carried out, the Authority shall prepare a checklist that sponsors of
projects using Measure funds must submit that documents how the needs of all users were
considered and how they were accommodated in the design and construction of the project. In
the checklist, the sponsor will outline how they provided opportunity for public input, in a
public forum, from all users early in the project development and design process. If the
proposed project or program will not provide context appropriate conditions for all users, the
sponsor shall document the reasons why in the checklist, consistent with the following section on
“exceptions” below. The completed checklist shall be made part of the approval of programming
of funding for the project or the funding allocation resolution.

Recipients of Local Street Maintenance and Improvement funds shall adopt procedures that
ensure that all agency departments consider and accommaodate the needs of all users for projects
or programs affecting public rights of way for which the agency is responsible. These procedures
shall:
1) be consistent with and be designed to implement each agency’s general plan policies once
that plan has been updated to comply with the Complete Streets Act of 2008,
2) involve and coordinate the work of all agency departments and staff whose projects will
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affect the public right of way,

3) consider the complete street design standards adopted by the Authority, and

4) provide opportunity for public review by all potential users early in the project
development and design phase so that options can be fully considered. This review could
be done through an advisory committee such as a Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee or as part of the review of the agency’s capital improvement program.

As part of their biennial Growth Management Program checklist, agencies shall list projects
funded by the Measure and detail how those projects accommodated users of all modes.

As part of the multi-jurisdictional planning required by the Growth Management Program,
agencies shall work with the Authority and the Regional Transportation Planning Committees to
harmonize the planning, design and construction of transportation facilities for all modes within
their jurisdiction with the plans of adjoining and connecting jurisdictions.

Exceptions
Project sponsors may provide a lesser accommodation or forgo complete street accommodation
components when the public works director or equivalent agency official finds that:

1. Pedestrians, bicyclists, or other users are prohibited by law from using the transportation
facility,
2. The cost of new accommodation would be excessively disproportionate to the need or
probable use, or
3. The sponsor demonstrates that, such accommodation is not needed, based on objective
factors including:
a. current and projected user demand for all modes based on current and future land
use; and
b. lack of identified conflicts, both existing and potential, between modes of travel.

Project sponsors shall explicitly approve exceptions findings as part of the approval of any
project using measure funds to improve streets classified as a major collector or above.! Prior to
this project sponsors must provide an opportunity for public input at an approval body (that
regularly considers design issues) and/or the governing board of the project sponsor.

! Major Collectors and above, as defined by the California Department of Transportation
California Road System (CRS maps);
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Advance Mitigation Program

The Authority is committed to participate in the creation and funding of an Advance Mitigation
Program as an innovative way to advance needed infrastructure projects more efficiently and
provide more effective conservation of our natural resources, watersheds and wetlands, and
agricultural lands. As a global biodiversity hot spot, the Bay Area and Contra Costa County
hosts an extraordinarily rich array of valuable natural communities and ecosystems that provide
habitat for rare plants and wildlife, and support residents’ health and quality of life by providing
clean drinking water, clean air, opportunities for outdoor recreation, protection from disasters
like flooding, landslides, and adaptation to climate change. The Advance Mitigation Program
aims to integrate conservation into infrastructure agencies’ plans and project development well in
advance and on a regional scale to reduce potential impacts of transportation projects, as well as
to drive mitigation dollars to protect regional conservation priorities and protect important
ecological functions, watersheds and wetlands, and agricultural lands that are at threat of loss.
The Advance Mitigation Program will be foeuseg-provide on environmental mitigation activities
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Clean Water Act Section 401 and Section 404, and applicable regulations in
the implementation of the major highway, transit and regional arterial and local streets and roads
projects identified in the Plan.

The Authority's participation in an Advance Mitigation Program is subject to the following
conditions:

1. Development of a Regional Conservation Assessment / Framework for-Contra-Cesta-County-
that identifies conservation priorities and mitigation opportunities for all of Contra Costa
County. The Regional Conservation Assessment / Framework will include countywide
opportunities and strategies that are; among other requirements, consistent with and support
the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation
Plan (HCP/NCCP)Pregram. The Authority will review and approve the Regional
Conservation Assessment / Framework prior to the allocation of funds for Advance
Mitigation Program.

2. Development of a Project Impacts Assessment that identifies the portfolio of projects to be
included in the Advance Mitigation Program and the estimated costs for mitigation of the
environmental impacts of the projects._This estimate does not in any way limit the amount of
mitigation that may be necessary or undertaken for the environmental impacts of the projects.
The Authority will review and approve the Project Impacts Assessment prior to the allocation
of funds for the Advance Mitigation Program.

3. Development of the legislative and regulatory framework necessary to implement an
Advance Mitigation Program in Contra Costa County.

4. The identification of the Implementing Agency to administer the Advance Mitigation
Program for Contra Costa County or portions of the Bay Area Including Contra Costa
County.

The Authority will determine the amount of funds to be dedicated to this Program following the
satisfaction of the above conditions. Funds from the Plan will be allocated consistent with the
Regional Conservation Assesment / Framework to fund environmental mitigation activities
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required in the implementation of the major highway, transit and regional arterial and local
streets and roads projects identified in the Plan. The intent is to establish a program to provide
for large-scale acquisition and management of critical habitat areas and to create a reliable
approach for funding required mitigation for future transportation improvements thereby
reducing future costs and accelerating project delivery. If this approach cannot be fully
implemented, these funds shall be used for environmental mitigation purposes on a project by
project basis._Mitigation required for future transportation improvements identified in the Plan
are not limited by the availability of funding or mitigation credits available in the Program.
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Governing Structure

Governing Body and Administration
Authority is governed by a Board composed of 11 members, all elected officials, with the
following representation:
e Two members from the Central County Regional Transportation Planning Commission
(RTPC) also referred to as TRANSPAC
Two members from the East County RTPC, also referred to as TRANSPLAN
Two members from the Southwest County RTPC, also referred to as SWAT
Two members from the West County RTPC, also referred to as WCCTAC
One member from the Conference of Mayors
Two members from the Board of Supervisors

The Authority Board also includes three (3) ex-officio, non-voting members, appointed by the
MTC, BART and the Public Transit Operators.in Contra Costa County.

Public Oversight Committee

The Public Oversight Committee (Committee) shall provide diligent, independent and public
oversight of all expenditures of Measure funds by Authority or recipient agencies (County, cities
and towns, transit operators, etc). The Committee will report to the public and focus its oversight
on the:

e Review of allocation and expenditure of Measure funds to ensure that all funds are used
consistent with the Measure.

e Review of fiscal audits of Measure expenditures.

e Review of performance audits of projects and programs relative to performance criteria
established by the Authority, and if performance of any project or program does not meet
its established performance criteria, identify reasons why and make recommendations for
corrective actions that can be taken by the Authority Board for changes to project or
program guidelines.

e Review of the maintenance of effort compliance requirements of local jurisdictions for
local streets, roads and bridges funding.

e Review of each jurisdiction’s Growth Management Checklist and compliance with the
Growth Management Plan policies.

The Committee shall prepare an annual report including an account of the Committee's activities
during the previous year, its review and recommendations relative to fiscal or performance
audits, and any recommendations made to the Authority Board for implementing the expenditure
plan. The report will be noticed in local media outlets throughout Contra Costa County, posted to
the Authority Website and continuously available for public inspection at Authority offices. The
report shall be composed of easy to understand language not in an overly technical format. The
Committee shall make an annual presentation to the Authority Board summarizing the annual
report subsequent to its release.
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Committee members shall be selected to reflect community, business organizations and other
interests within the County. The goal of the membership makeup of the Public Oversight
Committee is to provide a balance of viewpoints including but not limited to geography, age,
gender, ethnicity and income status to represent the different perspectives of the residents of
Contra Costa County. One member will be nominated byehesen-at-large-from each of the four
subregions with the RTPC representing each subregion nominating the members. The Board of
Supervisors will nominate four members, with each of these four members residing in and
representing one of the county’s four subregions. Seven members will be nominated by each
respective organization detailed here, with each having one representative: League of Women’s
Voters, Contra Costa Taxpayers Association, East Bay Leadership Council, Centra-Cesta-
BuHding-and-CoenstructionTrades-Councillabor organizations operating in Contra Costa County
(specific organization may vary of the life of the measure), Paratransit Coordinating Council,
Bike East Bay, and environmental and/or open space organizations.operating in Contra Costa
County (specific organization may vary of the life of the measure)Save-Meunt-Biable. About
one half of the initial member appointments will be for two years and the remaining
appointments will be for three year terms. Thereafter, members will be appointed to two year
terms. Any individual member can serve on the Committee for no more than 6 consecutive years.

Committee members will be private residents who are not elected officials at any level of local
government, nor public employees from agencies that either oversee or benefit from the proceeds
of the Measure. Membership is limited to individuals who live in Contra Costa County.
Membership is restricted to individuals with no economic interest in any of Authority’s projects
or programs. If a member's status changes so that he/she no longer meet these requirements, or if
a member resigns his/her position on the Committee, the Authority Board will issue a new
statement of interest from the same stakeholder category to fill the vacant position.

The Committee shall meet up to-once a month to carry out its responsibility, and shall meet at
least once every 3 months. Meetings shall be held at the same location as the Authority Board
meetings are usually held, shall be open to the public and must be held in compliance with
California's open meeting law (Brown Act). Meetings shall be recorded and the recordings shall
be posted for the public.

Members are expected to attend all meetings. 1f a member, without good reason acceptable to
the Chair of the Committee, fails to attend either (a) two or more consecutive meetings or (b)
more than 3 meetings a year, the Authority Board will request a replacement from the
stakeholder categories listed above.

Authority commits to support the oversight process through cooperation with the Committee by
providing access to project and program information, audits, and other information available to
the Authority, and with logistical support so that the Committee may effectively perform its
oversight function. The Committee will have full access to Authority's independent auditors, and
may request Authority staff briefings for any information that is relevant to the Measure. The
Committee Chair shall inform the Authority Board Chair and Executive Director of any concern
regarding Authority staff’s commitment to open communication, the timely sharing of
information, and teamwork.
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The Committee shall not have the authority to set policy or appropriate or withhold funds, nor
shall it participate in or interfere with the selection process of any consultant or contractor hired
to implement the expenditure plan.

The Committee shall not receive monetary compensation except for the reimbursement of travel
or other incidental expenses, in a manner consistent with other Authority advisory committees

In order to ensure that the oversight by the Committee continues to be as effective as possible,
the efficacy of the Committee's Charter (ie this document) will be evaluated on a periodic basis
and a formal review will be conducted by the Authority Board, Executive Director and the
Committee a minimum of every five years to determine if any amendments to this Charter
should be made. The formal review will include a benchmarking of the Committee's activities
and charter with other best-in-class oversight committees. Amendments to this Charter shall be
proposed by the Committee and adopted or rejected by the Authority Board.

The Committee replaces the Authority's existing Citizens Advisory Committee.

Advisory Committees

The Authority will continue the committees that were established as part of the Transportation
Partnership Commission organization as well as other committees that have been utilized by the
Authority to advise and assist in policy development and implementation. The committees
include:

e The Regional Transportation Planning Committees that were established to develop
transportation plans on a geographic basis for sub-areas of the County, and

e The Technical Coordinating Committee that will serve as the Authority's technical
advisory committee.

e The Paratransit Coordinating Council

e ( The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

e The Transit Committee
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Implementing Guidelines

This Transportation Expenditure Plan (Plan) is guided by principles that ensure the revenue
generated by the sales tax is spent only for the purposes outlined in this Plan in the most efficient
and effective manner possible, consistent with serving the transportation needs of Contra Costa
County. The following Implementing Guidelines shall govern the administration of sale tax
revenues by the Authority. Additional detail for certain Implementing Guidelines is found
elsewhere in this Plan.

Duration of the Plan
The duration of the Plan shall be for 25-30 years from April 1, 2017 through March 31,
20422047.

Administration of the Plan

1. Funds only Projects and Programs in the Plan: Funds collected under this Measure may
only be spent for purposes identified in the Plan, as it may be amended by the Authority
governing body. Identification of Projects or Programs in.the Plan does not ensure their
implementation. As authorized, the Authority may amend or delete Projects and Programs
identified in the Plan, including to provide for the use of additional federal, state and local
funds, to account for unexpected revenue,to maintain consistency with the current Contra
Costa Countywide Transportation Plan, to take.into consideration unforeseen circumstances,
and to account for impacts, alternatives, and potential mitigation determined during review
under the CaliforniaiEnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA) at such time as each Project and
Program is proposed for approval.

2. All Decisions Made in Public Process: The Authority is given the fiduciary duty of
administering the transportation sales tax proceeds in accordance with all applicable laws and
with the Plan. Activities of the Authority will be conducted in public according to state law,
through publically noticed meetings. The annual budgets of Authority, strategic plans and
annual reports will all'be prepared for public review. The interest of the public will be
further protected by a Public Oversight Committee, described previously in the Plan.

3. Salary and Administration Cost Caps: Revenues may be expended by the Authority for
salaries, wages, benefits, overhead and those services including contractual services
necessary to administer the Measure; however, in no case shall the expenditures for the
salaries and benefits of the staff necessary to perform administrative functions for the
Authority exceed one percent (1%) of revenues. The allocated costs of Authority staff who
directly implement specific projects or programs are not included in the administrative
costs.

4. Expenditure Plan Amendments Require Majority Support: The Authority may review
and propose amendments to the Expenditure Plan and the Growth Management Program to
provide for the use of additional federal, state and local funds, to account for unexpected
revenues, or to take into consideration unforeseen circumstances. Affected Regional
Transportation Planning Committee(s) will participate in the development of the proposed
amendment(s). A majority of the Authority Board is required to approve an amendment and
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all jurisdictions within the county will be given a 45 day period to comment on any proposed
Expenditure Plan amendment.

5. Augment Transportation Funds: Funds generated pursuant to the Measure are to be used
to supplement and not replace existing local revenues used for transportation purposes. Any
funds already allocated, committed or otherwise included in the financial plan for any project
in the Plan shall be made available for project development and implementation as required
in the project's financial and implementation program.

Taxpayer Safeguards, Audits and Accountability

5.6.Public Oversight Committee: The Public Oversight Committee will provide diligent,
independent and public oversight of all expenditures of Measure funds by Authority or
recipient agencies (County, cities and towns, transit operators, etc). The Committee will
report to the public and focus its oversight on annual audits, the review and allocation of
Measure funds, the performance of projects and programs in the Plan, and compliance by
local jurisdictions with the maintenance of effort and Growth Management Program
described previously in the Plan

6-7.Fiscal Audits: All Funds expended by Authority directly and all funds allocated by formula
or discretionary grants to other entities are subject to fiscal audit. Recipients of Local Streets
Maintenance & Improvements (No. 1) or transit (Bus Transit and Other Non-Rail Transit
Enhancements (No. 11), Transportation for Seniors & People With Disabilities (No. 12)
programs) funding (County, cities and towns and transit operators) will be audited at least
once every five (5)years, conducted by an independent CPA. Any agency found to be in
non-compliance shall have its formula sales tax funds withheld, until such time as the agency
is found to be in compliance.

7-8.Performance Audits: The following funding categories shall be subject to performance
audits by the Authority: Local Streets Maintenance and Improvements (No. 1), Major
Streets/Complete Streets/Traffic Signal Synchronization Program (No. 2), Bus Transit and
Other Non-Rail Transit Enhancements (No. £211), Transportation for Seniors and People
with Disabilities (No. 12), Safe Transportation for Children (No. 13), Intercity Rail and Ferry
Service (No. 14), Pedestrian and Bicycle, and Trail Facilities (No. 15), Community
Development Transportation Program (No. 16), and Innovative Transportation Technology /
Connected Communities Program (No. 17). Each year, the Authority shall select and perform
a focused performance audit on two or three of the funding categories listed above, so that at
the end of the fourth year all funding categories listed above are audited. This process shall
commence two years after passage of the new sales tax measure. Additional Performance
Audits shall continue on a similar cycle for the duration of the Plan. The performance audits
shall provide an accurate quantitative and qualitative evaluation of the funding categories to
determine the effectiveness in meeting the performance criteria established by the Authority.
In the event that any performance audit determines that a funding category is not meeting the
performance requirements established by the Authority, the audit shall include
recommendations for corrective action including but not limited to revisions to Authority
policies or program guidelines that govern the expenditure of funds.
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8:9.  Maintenance of Effort (MOE): Funds generated by the new sales tax Measure are to
be used to supplement and not replace existing local revenues used for streets and
highways purposes. The basis of the MOE requirement will be the average of
expenditures of annual discretionary funds on streets and highways, as reported to the
Controller pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2151 for the three most recent
fiscal years before the passage of the Measure where data is available. The average
dollar amount will then be increased once every three years by the construction cost
index of that third year. Penalty for non-compliance of meeting the minimum MOE is
immediate loss of all Local Streets Maintenance and Improvements funds (No. 1 and 1a)
until MOE compliance is achieved. The audit of the MOE. contribution shall be at least
once every five years. Any agency found to be in non-compliance shall be subject to

annual audit for three years after they come back into compliance.

Any local jurisdiction wishing to adjust its maintenance of effort requirement shall
submit to the Authority a request for adjustment and the necessary documentation to
justify the adjustment. The Authority staff shall review the request and shall make a
recommendation to the Authority. Taking into consideration the recommendation, the
Authority may adjust the annual average of expenditures reported pursuant to Streets and
Highways Code Section 2151. The Authority shall make an adjustment if one or more of
the following conditions exists:

1. The local jurisdiction has undertaken one or more major capital projects during those
fiscal years, that required accumulating unrestricted revenues (i.e. revenues that are
not restricted for use on streets and highways such as general funds) to support the
project during one or more fiscal years.

2. A source of unrestricted revenue used to support the major capital project or projects
is no_longer available to the local jurisdiction and the local jurisdiction lacks
authority to continue the unrestricted funding source.

3. One or more sources of unrestricted revenues that were available to the local
jurisdiction is producing less than 95 percent of the amount produced in those fiscal
years, and the reduction is not caused by any discretionary action of the local
jurisdiction.

4. The local jurisdictionPavement Condition Index (PCI) is 70 or greater, as calculated
by the jurisdiction Pavement Management System and reported to the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission.

9:10. Annual Budget and Strategic Plan: Each year, the Authority will adopt an annual
budget that estimates expected sales tax receipts, other anticipated revenue and planned
expenditures for the year. On a periodic basis, the Authority will also prepare a Strategic Plan
which will identify the priority for projects; the date for project implementation based on
project readiness and availability of project funding; the state, federal and other local funding
committed for project implementation, and other relevant criteria. The annual budget and
Strategic Plan will be adopted by the Authority Board at a public meeting.
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10:11. Requirements for Fund Recipients: All recipients of funds allocated in this expenditure
plan will be required to sign a Master Cooperative Agreement that defines reporting and
accountability elements and as well as other applicable policy requirements. All funds will be
appropriated through an open and transparent public process.

11.12. Geographic Equity: The proposed projects and programs to be funded through the Plan
constitute a “balanced” distribution of funding allocations to each subregion in Contra Costa
County. However, through the course of the Measure, if any of the projects prove to be
infeasible or cannot be implemented, the affected subregion may request that the Authority
reassign funds to another project in the same subregion, as detailed in an Authority Fund
Allocations policy, and to maintain a “balanced” distribution of funding allocations to each
subregion.

Restrictions On Funds

12.13. Expenditure Shall Benefit Contra Costa County: Under no circumstance may the
proceeds of this transportation sales tax be applied for any purpose other than for
transportation improvements benefitting residents of Contra Costa County. Under no
circumstance may these funds be appropriated by the State of California or any other local
government agency as defined in the implementing guidelines.

14. Environmental Review: All projects funded by sales tax proceeds are subject to laws and
regulations of federal, state, and local government, including the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Prior to approval or commencement of any
project or program‘included in.the Plan, all necessary environmental review required by
CEQA shall be completed.

13-Performance--based #ewviewReview: Before the allocation of any measure funds for the
actual-construction of capital projects with an estimated capital construction cost in excess of
$25 million (including components of projects that combined for a total project with a capital
construction cost in excess of $25 million), the Authority will verify that the project_is
consistent with the currently approved Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) and Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and sponsor utilized an Authority
approved perfermance based review process of the project alternativeswas-selected-using-a-
performance-based-review-of project-alternatives. The performance based review will
include, but not be limited to, an analysis of the project impact on: greenhouse gas emissions,
vehicle miles travelled, goods movement effectiveness, travel mode share, delay (by mode),
safety, maintenance of transportation system, and consistency with adopted Authority plans.
Other criteria may be evaluated depending on the specific project proposals. The Authority,
within 18 months of the effective date of this measure, will adopt detailed guidelines for
evaluating project performance and applying performance criteria in the review and selection
of a preferred project alternative.

15.

16. Countywide Transportation Plan: State law allows each county in the San Francisco Bay
Area and that is subject to the jurisdiction of the regional transportation planning agency to
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prepare a countywide transportation plan for the county and cities within the county. Both
Measure C and Measure J also require the Authority to prepare and periodically update a
Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) for Contra Costa. State law also created an inter-
dependent relationship between the CTP and regional planning agency. Each CTP must
consider region’s most recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) while the adopted CTPs must form the “primary basis” for the
next RTP and SCS. The Authority shall follow applicable statutes and the most current
guidelines for preparing the CTP, as established and periodically updated by the regional
transportation planning agency. The Authority shall also use the CTP to convey the
Authority’s investment priorities, consistent with the long-range vision of the RTP and SCS.

14.17. Complete Streets: The Authority has adopted a policy requiring all recipients of funding
through this Plan to consider and accommodate, wherever possible, the needs of all users in
the planning, design, construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation;- and maintenance;and-
operation of the transportation system. Achieving this vision will require balancing the needs
of different users, and may require reallocating existing right of way for different uses.

15.18. Compliance with the Growth Management Program: If the Authority determines that
a jurisdiction does not comply with the requirements of the Growth Management Program,
the Authority shall withhold funds and also make a finding that the jurisdiction shall not be
eligible to receive Local Streets Maintenance & Improvements (No. 1) or Community
Development Transportation Program (CDTP)(No. 16) funding until the Authority
determines the jurisdiction has achieved compliance, as detailed in the Growth Management
Program section of the Plan.

16.19. Local Contracting and Good Jobs: Authority will develop a policy supporting the
hiring of local contractors and businesses, including policy requiring prevailing wages,
apprenticeship programs for Contra Costa residents, and veteran hiring policy (such as the
Helmets to Hardhats program)geedjebs to the extent permitted by law. The Authority,
within 12 months of the effective date of this measure, will adopt the aforementioned policy
for projects and programs funded by the measure.

17.20. New Agencies: New cities or new entities (such as new transit agencies) that come into
existence in Contra Costa County during the life of the Plan may be considered as eligible
recipients of funds through a Plan amendment.

Project Financing Guidelines and Managing Revenue

18.21. Fiduciary Duty: Funds may be accumulated for larger or longer term projects. Interest
income generated will be used for the purposes outlined in the Plan and will be subject to
audits.

19.22. Project and Program Financing: The Authority has the authority to bond for the
purposes of expediting the delivery of transportation projects and programs. Authority will
develop a policy to identify financing procedures for the entire plan of projects and
programs.
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20:23. Programming of Variations from the Expected Revenue: Actual revenues may, at
times be higher or lower than expected in this Plan due to changes in receipts. Additional
funds may become available due to the increased opportunities for leveraging or project costs
less than expected. Revenue may be lower than expected as the economy fluctuates.
Determination of when the contingency funds become excess will be established by a policy
defined by the Authority. Funds considered excess will be prioritized first to expenditure plan
projects and programs, and second to other projects of regional significance that are
consistent with the expenditure plan. The new project or program will be required to be
amended into the expenditure plan.

2+.24. Fund Allocations: Through the course of the Measure, if any of the projects do not
require all funds programmed for that project or have excess funding, or should a planned
project become undeliverable, infeasible or unfundable due to circumstances unforeseen at
the Hem-time the expenditure plan was created, funding for that project will be reallocated to
another project or program. The subregion where the project or program is located may
request that the Authority reassign funds to-another project in the same subregion. In the
allocation of the released funds, the Authority in consultation with the subregion RTPC will
in priority order consider: 1) a project or program of the same travel mode (i.e. transit,
bicycle/pedestrian, or road) in the same subregion, 2) a project or program for other modes of
travel in the same subregion, 3) other expenditure plan projects or programs, and 4) other
projects or programs of regional significance. The new project or program or funding level
may be required to be amended into the expenditure plan.

22.25. Leveraging Funds: Leveraging or matching of outside funding sources is strongly
encouraged. Any additional transportation sales tax revenues made available through their
replacement by matching funds will be spent based on the principles outlined for fund
allocations described above.
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Attachment C

GRAY - BOWEN - SCOTT

April 20,2016
TO: Ross Chittenden, Chief Deputy Executive Director, Projects

FR:  William R. Gray, Principal

RE: Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016)
Identified Issues and Recommendations

The CCTA Authority Board (Authority), in a special meeting session on April 6, 2016 reviewed,
discussed and authorized staff to release the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016). The Draft TEP
considers the collective input received from the Regional Transportation Planning Committees,
the Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee (EPAC), the Public Manager’s Association (PMA),
and the public through a comprehensive outreach program. In addition, correspondence was
received just prior to the April 6, 2016 meeting from two subgroups of EPAC members with
recommendations related to the proposed TEP programs, projects and policies.

Concurrent with the Board’s release of the Draft TEP, the Gray-Bowen-Scott team (GBS) was
asked to review the Draft TEP (April 8, 2016 version) in relation to the input received from all
sources, including the two recent letters from the EPAC subgroups. Our team was asked to
provide the Board with recommendations related to changes and/or modifications to the draft
TEP that might improve public support of the TEP as relates to a possible November 2016 ballot
measure.

Considering all of the input received to date, including that received during the Authority’s
extensive public outreach efforts as well as public opinion surveys and input received through
the EPAC and at various Authority and RTPC meetings, the GBS team recommends
consideration of the following proposed changes/edits to the draft TEP and that these changes be
incorporated into the next version of the TEP (anticipated to be released May 4, 2016). Because a
number of the recommendations propose increased funding for projects and programes, it is
recommended that the Authority extend the term of the proposed measure from 25-years to 30-
years.

Corridors / Projects:

1. Increase the total allocation to the I-680 corridor to $250 million. Additional funding in this
corridor is warranted. As noted above, it is recommended the Authority revise the TEP to
reflect a measure with a 30-year term to provide the necessary capacity to increase the
allocation on the 680 corridor to $250 million.
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April 20,2016 Page 2 of 4
RE: Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016)
Identified Issues and Recommendations

2. Allocate additional funds to improve commutes in the [-80 corridor. Shifting to a 30-year
term provides sufficient capacity to increase funding in the High Capacity Transit category to
$55m. In addition, our team would recommend that the two 1-80 related items (High
Capacity Transit Improvements along the I-80 corridor and the I-80 IC Improvements) be
merged (as they were in an earlier version of the TEP) providing a total of $115m for this
category. WCCTAC’s recommendation to ‘split out’ the IC improvements from the I-80
Corridor Improvements could be interpreted as prioritizing one mode over another. In this
regard, the TEP should make it clear that the IC improvements are eligible for funding and
their completion is a priority for WCCTAC.

3. Allocate additional funds to the 242/4 corridor category. Shifting to a measure with a 30-year
term provides sufficient capacity to increase funding to this important corridor.

Programs:

4. Increase funding in the Transportation for Seniors & People with Disabilities category to 4%
total and allocate the additional funds in a manner that better balances the program
countywide. Honor the various RTPC requests as ‘minimums’ in this category.

5. Provide additional funding for the Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities program and
allocate the additional funding in a manner that better balances the program countywide.
Shifting to a 30-year term measure provides sufficient capacity to increase funding in this
category to 4%. As previously noted, it is recommended that the Authority honor the existing
RTPC requests per sub-region as minimums in this category.

6. Reallocate a portion (3%) of the funds now allocated to the CDI program to the Major
Streets/ Complete Streets/ Traffic Signal Synchronization Grant Program to better balance
the program countywide. As with the other categories, the existing RTPC requests per sub-
region should be treated as a minimum allocation per sub-region. In central county,
additional funds should be allocated to Improve Traffic Flow along the SR 242 and SR 4
Corridors in Central and Eastern Contra Costa County funding category.

Policies:

7. The CDI program as proposed in the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016) has received little
support from stakeholders with some suggesting dropping the program and others suggesting
a reduced program focused on job creation. The GBS team recommends 3% of the total
revenue be allocated to the proposed new CDI program (compared to the 6% identified in the
Draft TEP). We recommend that the Authority consider combining this new program with a
restructured Measure J TLC program. This would allow the Authority to focus a significant
amount of resources on an enhanced program with the goal of pro-actively assisting
jurisdictions with the development of transportation infrastructure that can be demonstrated
to incentivize the development of housing and jobs within their communities. It is
recommended that the Authority make funds from this category available to jurisdictions
seeking funding from the State’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC) for Affordable Housing
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RE:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016)
Identified Issues and Recommendations

Sustainable Communities (AHSC) grants from this program as well as other similar
programs. CCTA staff should work with PMA and other stakeholders to refine the proposal
for an updated / combined CDI/ TLC program. The TEP should require the Authority to
define and adopt this new program within 12 months of the passage of the new measure.

A number of stakeholders have suggested that a portion of the funding proposed to be
allocated to the jurisdictions for Local Streets and Road Maintenance and Improvements be
allocated based on the number of housing units permitted by that jurisdiction over some
period of time (3 years) with ‘bonuses’ for certain types of housing and/or proximity to
‘quality transit’. The GBS team does not recommend this approach, but as noted above
would suggest that 3% of the total revenue from this measure be allocated to the proposed
new CDI program.

A number of stakeholders have suggested the inclusion of meaningful ‘Performance Criteria’
to ‘screen’ project alternatives. The GBS team recommends that the TEP require projects
with a capital cost of over $25m be subject to review using defined performance criteria. The
TEP should include provisions requiring the Authority to adopt and apply said performance
criteria within 12 months of the effective date of this measure.

The language in the current Draft TEP reflects efforts by the Authority to respond to previous
comments regarding the ULL and should be maintained. Our team does recommend

removing the proposed 5-year ‘cap’ on the number of non-voter approved amendments to the
ULL.

Require jurisdictions that might be considering a non-voter approved amendment to their
ULL that would impact defined Agricultural lands outside of the ULL to adopt an
Agricultural Protection Ordinance and/or mitigate the loss of designated Agricultural lands
by permanently protecting farmland.

With respect to the Growth Management Program, the GBS team recommends that the
Authority add additional disclosure items (not requirements) to its Growth Management
Checklist to include whether or not a jurisdiction has adopted any or all of the following — a
Hillside Development Ordinance, a Ridgeline Protection Ordinance, an Open Space System
with Ridgelines defined, protections for wildlife corridors, a plan to conserve buffers around
open space and agriculture, prohibitions on the culverting of ‘blue-line creeks’ for anything
other than road crossings and prohibitions on development in designated ‘non-urban Priority
Conservation Areas.

In addition, the GBS team would recommend that provisions be added to the TEP requiring
the Authority to establish policies requiring the payment of prevailing wages on all projects
funded using measure funds, apprenticeship programs where appropriate and a helmets to
hardhats program.

A number of stakeholders have suggested the inclusion of a more comprehensive vision
statement in the final TEP. As part of a task to revise the format of the TEP into a more voter
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RE: Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 8, 2016)
Identified Issues and Recommendations

friendly/ modern looking document, we recommend that the Authority direct the staff/
consultant team to include a vision statement into the final draft for consideration by the
Authority.

The attached tables reflect the changes recommended herein and indicates how the allocations to
the various projects and programs (as well as the allocations to the regions) would change.

Attachment
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Attachment D

GRAY : BOWEN « SCOT

April 29, 2016
TO: Ross Chittenden, Chief Deputy Executive Director

FR:  William R. Gray, Principal
RE: Supplemental Recommendations (related to April 20, 2016 memorandum)

This is a follow-up to our memorandum dated April 20, 2016 transmitting recommendations
related to changes and/or modifications to the draft TEP oriented at maximizing public support
of the TEP for a possible November 2016 ballot measure. The Authority Board, at its April 20,
2016 special meeting directed staff and our consultant team to incorporate the GBS
recommendations in the updated draft TEP and present it for consideration at the Board’s next
scheduled special meeting on May 4, 2016.

Over the past couple of weeks, CCTA staff and the GBS team have reviewed the GBS proposed
changes with the Authority’s Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee (EPAC) as well as other
key stakeholders. Concurrent with this effort, our team has been working with staff to refine
language and incorporate our recommendations into the April 29, 2016 draft of the TEP.

The following is a summary of the changes that staff and the GBS team have made to the April
20" recommendations to enhance and/or clarify the language in the draft TEP. These changes
have been incorporated in the current draft TEP.

Corridors / Projects and Programs:

Recommended funding levels proposed in Items 1 through 6 of the April 20, 2016 GBS
memorandum are reflected in the Table of Allocations in the April 29, 2016 draft of the TEP.
Upon further review and discussion regarding presentation and formatting of the TEP, the 1-80
investments are maintained in two separate funding categories.

Policies:

Item 7 - proposed CDT Program. The language related to the proposed Community
Development Transportation Program (CDTP) has been updated to reinforce the intent of the
Authority to maintain regional equity with the program and to more clearly indicate the intent
of the Authority to administer this program in conjunction with the Authority’s Transportation
for Livable Community’s (TLC) program. This combined program will allow the Authority to
focus almost $200 million (approximately $120 million remains unallocated in the Measure J
TLC program) on an enhanced program with the goal of pro-actively assisting jurisdictions
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April 29, 2016 Page 2 of 2
RE: Supplemental Recommendations (related to April 20, 2016 memorandum)

with the development of transportation infrastructure that can be demonstrated to incentivize
the development of housing and jobs within their communities.

Item 9 — Performance Criteria. The draft TEP now includes language (Implementing
Guidelines, Section 15) that requires the Authority to consider performance criteria when
evaluating future funding decisions regarding projects and programs. This will insure that
funding decisions reflect the vision of the TEP to enhance mobility and traffic smoothing,
support transit, bike and pedestrian projects, consider the effects of GHG's and VMT, and
minimize reliance on single-occupancy vehicles.

Item 10 — ULL. The April 29, 2016 draft of the TEP removes language from the previous
version of the Draft TEP related to 5-year "caps"” for minor ULL adjustments.

Item 11 — ULL. The April 20" GBS recommendation that those jurisdictions considering a
‘non-voter approved” amendment to their ULL be required to adopt an Agricultural Protection
Ordinance and/or mitigate the loss of designated Agricultural lands if said amendment impacts
designated agricultural lands has been modified. The language in the April 29, 2016 draft of
the TEP instead requires jurisdictions proposing any amendment to their ULL impacting
designated agricultural lands to adopt an Agricultural Protection Ordinance or must
demonstrate how the loss of the designated agricultural lands will be mitigated by permanently
protecting farmland.

Item 12 — Growth Management Program. The April 20" GBS recommendation proposed
additional disclosure items to the Growth Management Checklist to include whether or not a
jurisdiction has adopted various open space and wildlife ordinances. The Growth Management
Program section of the Draft TEP (April 29, 2016) includes proposed updated language
reflecting this disclosure requirement.

Please note that the GBS team is now modifying this recommendation and is now
recommending that your Board consider requiring jurisdictions (where applicable) to have or
adopt (within a specified time period) a Hillside Development Policy, a Ridgeline Protection
Policy, a policy to protect wildlife corridors and a policy prohibiting development in
designated ‘non-urban’ Priority Conservation Areas. This proposal is not included in the
language of the April 29, 2016 draft of the TEP, however, additional information and proposed
language is included in the GBS memorandum - Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 29,
2016); Additional Issues and Recommendations.

Item 13 — Local Contracting and Good Jobs. The language in the April 29, 2016 draft of the
TEP for Implementing Guidelines, Section 19, Local Contracting and Good Jobs has been
updated.

Item 14 — Vision. The language in the April 29, 2016 draft of the TEP in the Preface /
Introduction section has been updated.
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April 29, 2016
TO: Ross Chittenden, Chief Deputy Executive Director

FR:  William R. Gray, Principal

RE: Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 29, 2016)
Additional Issues and Recommendations

This is a follow-up to our memorandum dated April 20, 2016 transmitting recommendations
related to changes and/or modifications to the draft TEP oriented at developing key stakeholder
buy-in necessary to maximize the opportunity for public support of a possible November 2016
ballot measure.

Consistent with your Board’s April 6™ request, our team has continued to work with key
stakeholders. In this regard, the following are changes (not included in the current draft TEP)
that the GBS team believes will facilitate key stakeholder buy-in with the TEP. The GBS team
would recommend that the Board consider incorporating these changes into the TEP.

Corridors / Projects:

1. The description of the East County Corridor project should be modified to more clearly
define the Authority’s intent. The recommended language:

Redline/strikeout Format

East County Corridor (Vasco Rd and/or Byron Highway Corridors) ----- $117m
Funding-from-thisThis category shal-be-usedis intended to provide funding to complete a
new 2-lane limited access roadway connection between Vasco Road and the Bryon
Highway as well as safety improvements to both the Vasco Road-and-safety and £er
capacity-tmprovements-to-the-Byron Highway (Fri-Link)-Corridors eriented-at
providingto provide better connectivity and goods movement between eastern Contra
Costa and the Interstate 205/580 corridors in Alameda and San Joaquin counties. Forthe

Byren-Highway-(Fribink)-corrider-theThe Authority shall prieritizeprovide funding for

the-design-and-construetion-ofto construct a new 2-lane limited access connector between
Byron Highway and Vasco Road eennecter-south of Camino Diablo Road #npreving

aceess-to-the Bryon-Adrpert;as well as shoulder and other improvements to the Bryon
Highway that-inerease(including a railroad grade separation) to improve safety and
access to the Bryon Airport and facilitate an improved access for goods movement
network-for-Eastin Eastern Contra Costa County. For the Vasco Road corridor, the

Authority shall prieritizeprovide funding for safety #mprovements-and other
improvements oriented at facilitating the use of high-capacity transit and/or high

1.1-85


cbroadfoot
Text Box
Attachment E
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RE: Review of the Draft TEP (dated April 29, 2016); Additional Issues and Recommendations

occupancy carpools_and discouraging the use of single occupancy vehicles. To the
greatest degree possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to leverage
additional regional, state and/or federal funds for these projects.

Prior to the use of any local sales tax funds to implement eapacity-improvements to
either or both of these corridors, the Authority must find that the project(s) includes
measures to prevent growth outside of the Urban Limit Lines (ULL). Such measures
might include, but are not necessarily be limited to, limits on roadway access in
areas outside the ULL, purchase of abutters’ rights of access, preservation of critical
habitat and/or the permanent protection / acquisition of agricultural and open space.
With the exception of the new connection between Vasco Road;-the Byren-Airpert-and the
Byron Highway, funding from this category isshall not intended-to-be used ferthe
eoenstruetion-efto construct new roadways on new alignments. The Authority will work
with Alameda and/or San Joaquin Counties to address project impacts in those
jurisdictions. Advance Mitigation Program eligible project.

With Redline/Strikeout Revisions Accepted

East County Corridor (Vasco Rd and/or Byron Highway Corridors) ----- $117m
This category is intended to provide funding to complete a new 2-lane limited access
roadway connection between Vasco Road and the Bryon Highway as well as safety
improvements to both the Vasco Road and Byron Highway Corridors to provide better
connectivity and goods movement between eastern Contra Costa and the Interstate
205/580 corridors in Alameda and San Joaquin counties. The Authority shall provide
funding to construct a new 2-lane limited access connector between Byron Highway and
Vasco Road south of Camino Diablo Road as well as shoulder and other improvements to
the Bryon Highway (including a railroad grade separation) to improve safety and access
to the Bryon Airport and facilitate an improved access for goods movement in Eastern
Contra Costa County. For the Vasco Road corridor, the Authority shall provide funding
for safety and other improvements oriented at facilitating the use of high-capacity transit
and/or high occupancy carpools and discouraging the use of single occupancy vehicles.
To the greatest degree possible, local funds generated by this measure shall be used to
leverage additional regional, state and/or federal funds for these projects.

Prior to the use of any local sales tax funds to implement improvements to either or
both of these corridors, the Authority must find that the project(s) includes measures
to prevent growth outside of the Urban Limit Lines (ULL). Such measures might
include, but are not necessarily be limited to, limits on roadway access in areas
outside the ULL, purchase of abutters’ rights of access, preservation of critical
habitat and/or the permanent protection / acquisition of agricultural and open space.
With the exception of the new connection between Vasco Road and the Byron Highway,
funding from this category shall not be used to construct new roadways on new
alignments. The Authority will work with Alameda and/or San Joaquin Counties to
address project impacts in those jurisdictions. Advance Mitigation Program eligible
project.
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2. To clarify and strengthen the Major Streets / Complete Streets / Traffic Signal

Synchronization Grant Program, we would recommend including additional language to this
section to clarify that the program will have a competitive project selection process within
each subregion with the Authority approving the final program of projects. This approach
will support a comprehensive countywide approach, while recognizing subregional needs, to
implement the overall program policy.

Policies: Urban Limit Line (ULL)

3. The TEP should clarify and strengthen the circumstances under which non-voter approved

(up to 30-acre) exemptions to the ULL could be considered. In this regard, language should
be added to require jurisdictions considering a non-voter approved amendment to their ULL
to adopt an additional “finding’ (over and above the “at least one of the findings listed in the
County’s Measure L’) to make it clear that the proposed expansion is for a clearly defined
‘public benefit’.

To ensure compliance with the purpose of the ULL, we would recommend language be
added to the draft TEP to more clearly define ‘minor adjustment’ to the ULL. In this regard,
the draft TEP defines “minor adjustments” as adjustments of 30 acres or less that are
intended to address unanticipated circumstances that have, will or could have a significant
impact on the public.

Policies: Growth Management Program

5. To insure the protection of agricultural lands, the following should be added to the

7.

Authority’s Growth Management Checklist - any jurisdiction with agricultural lands (farming
and ranching) within its designated Planning Area must have adopted an Agricultural Impact
Policy. The Policy would require local agencies to identify and disclose the impacts of
converting agricultural land to other uses and will provide information about the impact of
future land use decisions on the County’s important agricultural lands.

With respect to our April 20, 2016 recommendation that your Authority include additional
disclosure requirements on its Growth Management checklist, we would recommend that
your Board consider requiring jurisdictions (where applicable) to have or adopt (within a
specified time period) a Hillside Development Policy, a Ridgeline Protection Policy, a policy
to protect wildlife corridors and a policy prohibiting development in designated ‘non-urban’
Priority Conservation Areas.

A new section is proposed to be included in the Implementing Guidelines that provides
background and clarification regarding the requirements and process CCTA follows for
regional transportation planning, including the relation between the Countywide
Transportation Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Community Strategy
(RTP/SCS). The recommended language is included in the Draft TEP (April 29, 2016).
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Draft TEP (April 29, 2016)

Change Log and Additional GBS Comments

Attachment F

Section Description of Changes in April 29 Additional Comments in April 29
Draft TEP Gray-Bowen-Scott Memorandum

Table of e Revise to reflect 30 years of
Expenditure Plan sales tax revenue
Allocations e Add footnote regarding

Community Development

Transportation Program (CDTP)
Category 2: e Consider development as a
Major Streets/ competitive subregional program

Complete Streets/
Traffic Signal Sync
Grant Program

Category 3:

BART Capacity,
Access and Parking
Imp.

e (Clarify the primary intended use
of funds for BART cars

o (Clarify timing when alternative
uses can occur

e Other minor edits

Category 10:
East County

Corridors (Vasco Rd.

/Byron Highway)

e Consider revised language to clarify
intent is to provide safety and
goods-movement benefits while
ensuring that the project includes
measures to prevent growth outside
the ULL

Category 12:
Transportation for
Seniors & People
With Disabilities

e Revisions to participants in
creating strategic plan. Clarified
ability of existing services to
continue to operate during ATS
development.

Category 16:
Community
Development
Transportation

e Revisions reference program to
be complementary to Measure J
TLC program and matching
opportunities

Program

Category 17: e Addition of language requiring a
Innovative study regarding impact of
Transportation technology on future
Technology / transportation sector jobs
Connected

Communities

Program
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The Growth
Management
Program (GMP)

Added compliance checklist
disclosure categories for
planning standards

e Consider requiring applicable
jurisdictions to adopt Agricultural
Impact Policy

e Considering requiring jurisdictions to
adopt applicable planning standards
/ ordinances

Urban Limit Line
(ULL)

Removed 5 year caps

Edits including requirement for
Agricultural land protection
(associated with minor
adjustments to ULL)

e Consider additional edits to clarify
the intent, definition of and possible
additional required conditions for
approval of a less than 30-acre
minor adjustment to the ULL

Advanced
Mitigation Program

Addition of agricultural lands
and wetlands / watersheds
Other technical corrections and
edits

Governing Structure
/ Public Oversight
Committee

Revise for generic membership
categories for labor and
environmental / open space
Clarify eligibility of appointees
Other edits

Implementing
Guidelines

Edits to MOE adjustment
conditions

Edits to performance measure
analysis

Edits to Local Contracting and
Good Jobs Section

e Addition of proposed Section 16,
Countywide Transportation Plan
Section

Other

Edits suggested by CCTA legal
counsel to clarify intent and
consistency with CEQA
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Attachment G

SWAT

Danville « Lafayette * Moraga * Orinda * San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

April 20, 2016

Randell H. lwasaki, Executive Director
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
2999 Oak Road, Suite 100
Walnut Creek, CA 94597

RE: SWAT Meeting Summary Report for April 19, 2016 Comments on Draft
Transportation Expenditure Plan (“TEP”), Dated April 8, 2016

Dear Mr. lwasaki:

The Southwest Area Transportation Committee (“SWAT”’) met on Tuesday, April 19, 2016
and received an update from Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“Authority”) staff on
the Draft Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan (“TEP”), dated April 8, 2016.

SWAT appreciates the opportunity to provide input and acknowledges that the plan
represents a tremendous amount of hard work and collaboration. SWAT also wishes to
express its gratitude and appreciation to Authority staff, in particular Hisham Noeimi, for
attending SWAT TAC and SWAT meetings over last several months in assisting SWAT
through this process.

To date, SWAT has held a series of meetings in which the Draft TEP has been the focus of
discussion. At the April 19, 2016 meeting, the Draft TEP Plan, funding allocations and
description language were discussed in detail. SWAT is forwarding the following
comments and recommendations for the Authority’s consideration:

Funding Category 3: BART Capacity, Access and Parking Improvements

1. With respect to the Proposed Category Description, SWAT submits the following
comments (in bold):

“Funds in this category may be allocated by the Authority for the acquisition of
new BART cars and associated advanced train control systems that can be shown to
increase capacity and ridership on BART lines serving Contra Costa, provide that
1) BART agrees to fund a minimum of $100 million in BART station, access and
parking improvements in Contra Costa County from other BART revenues, and 2) a
regional approach, that includes commitments of equal funding shares from both
Alameda and San Francisco counties and additional—regional—funding a
commitment of $420 million from Metropolitan Transportation Commission, is
developed no later than December 31, 2016.
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BART station, access and parking improvements may include station capacity,
safety and operational improvements; infrastructure improvements that facilitate
Transit Oriented Development at or near BART stations; additional on or off site
parking; last mile shuttle or shared vehicles that provide alternatives to driving
single-occupant vehicles to BART stations; and bicycle/pedestrian facilities that
provide access to BART stations. Funds not used for BART cars or associated
advance train controls, or for BART station, access and parking improvements may

be used for alternate public transit services that eperate-along-the BART-corridors
access BART.”

2. BART Maintenance of Effort (MoE) — SWAT recommends that a Maintenance of
Effort requirement be established for BART that demonstrates a financial
commitment (other than local sales tax) for station, access and parking
improvements.

Funding Category 7: Improve traffic flow and implement high capacity transit along
the Interstate 680 and State Route 4 corridors in Central and Southwest Contra Costa
County

3. SWAT recognizes that improvements along the 1-680 corridor are a priority.
Therefore, SWAT supports efforts to increase the funding allocation for the
program category as it will provide support to implement much needed corridor
investments, as outlined in the recently adopted [1-680 Transit
Investment/Congestion Relief Options Study.

Funding Category 11: Bus Transit and Other Non-Rail Transit Enhancements

4. Reuvision to sentence 2 - “Funding will be provided for bus transit operations to
include or maintain ridership.” SWAT opposes the phrase “or maintain”. Rather,
SWAT recommends the following:

”Funding will be provided for bus transit operations to increase or support
ridership.”

Advance Mitigation Program

5. SWAT recommends the following changes to the draft program language:

Revision to sentence 3 - “The Advance Mitigation Program will be-fecused provide
environmental mitigation activities required under CEQA, NEPA and applicable
regulations in the implementation of the major highway, transit and regional
arterial and local streets and roads projects identified in the Plan.
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With respect to the conditions outlined, SWAT recommends the following changes
to Condition 1:

“Development of a Regional Conservation Assessment/Framework for Contra
Costa County that identifies conservation priorities and mitigation opportunities.
The Regional Conservation Framework will include countywide opportunities and
strategies that are eensistent-te similar to programs such as the East Contra Costa
Habitat Conservation Program.”

SWAT also recommends adding the following statement to Condition 1:

“The identified funds shall be used for environmental mitigation purposesS on a
project by project basis.’

Public Oversight Committee

6. SWAT recommends the following changes to the proposed language:

Revision to sentence 3 - “One member will be nominated by each of the four
Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPC).

Revision to sentence 4 — “The Board of Supervisors will nominate four members,
with each of the four members residing in and representing one of the county’s
four subregions.

Additionally, it is recommended that the draft language include a statement such as:

“Nominations from the RTPCs will be forwarded to the Contra Costa
Transportation Authority for the Board’s consideration and/or appointment.”

Implementing Guidelines — Maintenance of Effort (MoE)

7. The MOoE, as proposed, includes three adjustment conditions. SWAT recommends
adding a fourth condition:

“The local jurisdiction Pavement Condition Index (PCI) is 70 or greater, as
calculated by the jurisdiction Pavement Management System and reported to the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission.”

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input and for considering SWAT’s
comments and recommendations. Please contact Lisa Bobadilla, SWAT Administrative
staff, at (925) 973-2651 or email at Ibobadilla@sanramon.ca.gov, if you should have any
questions.
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Sincerely,

Karen Stepper

SWAT Chair

Cc: Ross Chittenden, CCTA; Hisham Noeimi, CCTA; SWAT; SWAT TAC;
Anita Tucci-Smith, TRANSPAC; John Nemeth, WCCTAC; Jamar Stamps,
TRANSPLAN
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Attachment H

Contra Costa Paratransit Coordinating Council
2999 Oak Road, Suite 100
Walnut Creek, CA 94597

April 20, 2016

Mr. Ross Chittenden

Chief Deputy Executive Director
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
2999 Oak Road, Suite 100

Walnut Creek, CA 94597

RE: Contra Costa Paratransit Coordinating Council (PCC) Comments on Draft Transportation
Expenditure Plan (TEP) Program 12 — Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities

Mr. Chittenden:

At its meeting on April 18, 2016 the Contra Costa PCC took action to recommend to the Contra
Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) specific revisions associated with the Draft TEP Program
12.

1. That the specified language in the draft TEP for program 12 be revised as follows:
12. Transportation for Seniors & People With Disabilities -- 3.3% (578m)

Funding in this category is to support mobility opportunities for seniors and people with
disabilities who, due to age or disability, cannot drive or take other transit options.

To ensure services are delivered in a coordinated system that maximizes both service
delivery and efficiency an Accessible Transportation Service (ATS) Strategic Plan will be
developed and periodically updated during the term of the measure. No funding under this
category will be allocated until the ATS Strategic Plan has been developed and adopted. An
overarching component in the development and delivery of the ATS Strategic Plan is using
mobility management to ensure coordination and efficiencies in accessible service delivery.
The plan will evaluate the appropriate model for our local structure including how
accessible services are delivered by all agencies and where appropriate coordination can
improve transportation services, eliminate gaps in service and find efficiencies in the
service delivered. The ATS Strategic Plan would also determine the investments and
oversight of the program funding and identify timing, projects, service delivery options,
administrative structure, and fund leverage opportunities.
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The ATS Strategic Plan will be developed by the Authority with part:c;patlon from direct
users of services and L
p#eﬁt—e-ﬂd—eﬁtﬁen—stakeholders representing seniors and people with disabilities with
mobility barriers; and publicly operated paratransit —providers. Public trensit-operators in
Contra Costa must participate in the ATS planning process to be eligible to receive funding
in this category. The ATS Strategic Plan must be adopted within 12 months of the passage
of this Measure._The development of the plan will not affect the allocation of funds to
current operators as prescribed in the existing voter approved Measure J Expenditure Plan.

2. That the CCTA Board support a 30 year measure timeline and that some of the additional
revenue be used to increase the program funding above the current 3.3%
recommendation to 5%.

The action was supported unanimously by a quorum of the PCC at the meeting.

Sincerely,
M

'janet Abelson
PCC Chair
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Attachment |

West Contra Costa
El Cerrito Transportation
Advisory Committee
Hercules
April 22, 2016
Pinole

Ross Chittenden

Chief Deputy Executive Director

Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA)
2999 Oak Road, Suite 100

Richmond Walnut Creek, 94597

RE: Draft Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP)
Dear Mr. Chittenden:

San Pablo

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft TEP and also appreciate the ability of
CCTA staff to be present at our meeting to answer the WCCTAC Board’s questions.

Contra Costa | The WCCTAC Board met this morning, on April 22, 2016, and reviewed the Draft Transportation

County Expenditure Plan (TEP) that was approved by the Authority Board on April 6, 2016. In addition,
the WCCTAC Board considered the suggestions provided by the Gray-Bowen-Scott consultant
team in their recent memorandum, which were discussed at the Authority Board’s Special TEP
Meeting on April 20, 2016.

AC Transit
The WCCTAC Board directed staff to forward the following comments to CCTA:
1. Gray-Bowen-Scott proposal
The WCCTAC Board supports the Gray-Bowen-Scott proposal for a 30-year measure, as well
BART as the funding allocations for West Contra Costa that were included in that proposal.
WestCAT

6333 Potrero Avenue, Suite 100, El Cerrito CA 94530
Phone: 510.210.5930 ~ www.wcctac.org
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2. Two distinct categories for 1-80
The WCCTAC Board recommends that funding category #5 (High Capacity Transit
Improvements along the 1-80 Corridor in West County) and funding category #6 (I-80
Interchange Improvements at San Pablo Dam Road and Central Avenue) be distinct and
separate. There is a concern among WCCTAC Board members that by combining these two
categories, one type of improvement could end up absorbing all of the future funding.

3. Flexibility in funding category #15 (Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Trail Facilities)
The description of funding category #15 (Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Trail Facilities) states that it
will be used “primarily for construction”. It also says that the program can be used to fund
planning activities. However, it explicitly prohibits the funding of project development
activities that occur between the planning and construction phase, such as: design, project
approvals, right-of-way acquisition, and environment clearance. The WCCTAC Board
recommends that this category be more flexible and allow for project development activities

to be funded as well.

Thanks again and please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

%M‘

John Nemeth
Executive Director, WCCTAC

Page 2 of 2
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April 25, 2016

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
2999 Oak Road
Walnut Creek CA 94597

Re: GBS Proposal for Revised Measure J TEP
Dear CCTA:

Bike East Bay generally supports the GBS Proposal for a revised Measure J TEP and
appreciates its increase in funding for dedicated bike ped projects to 4%, and its increase in
funding for Major Complete Streets to 10.9%. These increased funding levels will make a big
difference in the coming years for walking and bicycling in Contra Costa County. We also
support added funding for Bus Service, for Transportation for Seniors and People with
Disabilities and for the 680 corridor. These changes are moving in the right direction.

There are some key further changes that need to be made to solidify this plan.

1. ‘Competitive’ Major Complete Streets: Explicitly state that the Major Streets Complete
Streets category is competitive and projects will be evaluated against an agreed set of
performance goals consistent with the Countywide Transportation Plan. There has to be
an understanding that this program does not just routinely fund the next set of roadway
widening ‘routes of regional significance.” As everyone has seemingly agreed that the
freeway corridor projects are not widening freeways or building new ones, but rather will
be designed to move more people smartly and not just move more single-occupant cars,
this program does the same for major arterials. And in fact it is this concept of not
widening but rather better designing and operating existing roadways to move more
people rather than cars that makes this plan potentially transformative;

2. Top Off, Don’t Extend: It is a much smarter approach to ‘top off the last seven years of
the current proposal (years 2035-2042), keeping Contra Costa’s transportation sales tax
at a full cent until 2042, rather extending this new Measure J an additional five years to
2047 at one-half cent.

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604
510 845 RIDE (7433) - info@bikeeastbay.org
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Top Off

1 cent
1/2 cent T

2017 2035 2042

Extend

1 cent
1/2 cent T

2017 2035 2047

Extending rather than topping off creates two avoidable problems:

a.

It requires you add additional funding to categories such as Local Streets
Maintenance and Bus Service, which are added funds just to maintain efforts in
the additional five years. In this sense it is really not ‘more’ money to add
resources, but a maintenance of effort in outer years that will be needed to
maintain roads and operate transit. However, Bike Ped projects need more
money in these outer five years also, but are not getting anything over what Bike
East Bay has been asking for (5% or $115 million), and in fact are getting 1%
less. Topping Off completely avoids this problem and allows you to directly add
$1 for $1 additional money to categories that need funfing and whose
stakeholders have said is required for their support. As it is, some stakeholders
may not support this plan because they need need more money now and in the
next 25 years. Yet their support is entirely within your reach.

Secondly, the new proposal sets up the county to have to go back to voters twice
within a 12 year period--yuck! Yes, the current proposal does the same for a
seven year period, but having to go back twice to the voters within a relatively
short time period is completely avoided by topping off rather than extending. Who
wants to have to spend years in TEP development and raise millions for a
winning campaign twice within 12 years? We don’t and the county should not
have to.

Please poll on a topping off scenario and find out what voter sentiment is on this
preferable approach. Measure BB in Alameda County topped off rather than
extended and it worked--by that | mean it was a non-issue to voters. We realize
Contra Contra may be more reluctant to vote for tax increases than Alameda
County, but the issue of topping off rather than extending is not a tax issue--both
raise the same amount in taxes, but over a different time period, and this

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604
510 845 RIDE (7433) * info@bikeeastbay.org
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difference in timing is not going to be an issue to voters. Plus, to the extent
Contra Costa voters are more tax averse, who wants to go to them twice within a
12 year period and ask that they tax themselves?
3. Urban Limit Line: we support strengthening the Urban Limit Line as it allows existing
communities to grow into walkable neighborhoods served by better transportation
options, and equally important helps keep needed stakeholders at the table.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns and we hope you can incorporate them into
the next version of a new Measure J Transportation Expenditure Plan.

Cordially yours

== S (ontie”

Dave Campbell
Advocacy Director

cc: Bill Gray
Matt Todd
Eric Zell

PO Box 1736, Oakland, CA 94604
510 845 RIDE (7433) - info@bikeeastbay.org
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Attachment K

= [riends of Five Creeks

Volunteers preserving and restoring watersheds of
North Berkeley, Albany, Kensington, south El Cerrito and Richmond since 1996
1236 Oxford St., Berkeley, CA 94709
5108489358 fHcrecks@gmail.com www.fivecreeks.org

Mr. Ross Chittenden

Deputy Executive Director, Projects
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
Subject: Advance Mitigation Program

Dear Mr. Chittenden:

Friends of Five Creeks, a 20-year-old, all-volunteer watershed restoration group working in western
Contra Costa County, has the following suggestions regarding environmental mitigation for
measures financed by a proposed transportation-tax measure for Contra Costa County. (We have no
position on the measure itself.)

e The Transportation Expenditure Plan should contain language allowing funds to be spent
for an Advance Mitigation Program, to take advantage of the cost-effectiveness of advance
planning and larger, more unified projects.

e Any Advance Mitigation Program should be developed with broad stakeholder input and an
explicit broad focus, including groups working on creeks and watersheds as well as urban
interests such as smart growth and environmental justice. In this regard:

O Effects suchas greenhouse-gas emissions and urban-runoff pollution, which affect
specific species indirectly, can be mitigated in many ways other than acquiring or
restoring tracts of habitat or wildlife corridors. Examples include transit, green- and
complete-streets projects, runoff-focused low-impact-development, and alternative
sources of energy.

O Acquiringand protecting relatively small and expensive urban green areas can have
benefits such as public education, providing green space usable by people, making
dense housing more livable and acceptable, and lessening urban heat-island effects.

O Fish and riparian habitats may be best helped by small and physically isolated
projects. Simple examples are removing a dam or creating a fish ladder. For certain
endangered plants or breeding or wintering birds, it may be critical to acquire small
areas. (Consider the small Antioch Dunes and Alameda national wildlife refuges.)

e Any Advance Mitigation Program should explicitly embrace priotities for avoiding
environmental harms and mitigating close to the area harmed. This may be particularly true
in urban areas, where the cost of projects makes it tempting to mitigate elsewhere.

Friends of Five Creeks is a partner project of 501(c)3 Berkeley Partners for Parks
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e Any Advance Mitigation Program should be treated as something of a trial, with flexibility
and broad latitude for change. Contra Costa would in effect pilot a Bay-Area-wide
application. The agencies promoting this approach appear to be largely focused on land
acquisition and restoration; there has been no broad review. And it is unwise to predict what
mitigation will be best for some 25 years in a period of rapid climate and environmental
change. As has happened in the past, planning money may be wasted; projects may turn out
to be the wrong solutions.

Thank you for considering these ideas. Please consider Friends of Five Creeks as stakeholders and
inform us of meetings or other discussion of mitigation.

Sincerely,

J

Susan Schwartz, President

Friends of Five Creeks

Cc: Elizabeth O’Donoghue, Nature Conservancy; Robert Simmons, Walnut Creek Watershed
Council; Carla Din, John Muir Land Trust; Igor Skaredoff, Friends of Alhambra Creek

Friends of Five Creeks operates under the fiscal sponsorship of 501(c)3 Berkeley Partners for Parks
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Attachment L
CONTRA COSTA

(925) 672-6522 | PHONE
(925) 672-8064 | FAX

RESOURCE

CEEA . - 1 AA OAEDA
5552 Clayton Road, Concord, CA 9452
CORSERVATION DISTRICT ")“'Ll'll n Road, Conco d, \ Y !

April 8, 2016

Ross Chittenden
Deputy Executive Director, Projects
Contra Costa Transportation Authority

Subject: Advance Mitigation Program
Dear Mr. Chittenden:

As Executive Director of Contra Costa Resource Conservation District (CCRCD), | am writing to
express my strong support for the inclusion of a Regional Advance Mitigation Program (RAMP)
in the Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) that is being developed by the Contra Costa
Transportation Authority (CCTA).

CCRCD further requests that it be recognized as one of the stakeholders, and encourage you to
make the following changes to the RAMP in the TEP:
e Modify the current language to include restoration of watersheds, wetlands, and creeks,
and
°  Locate the mitigation close to the project, within the same watershed.

Working in partnership with local creek groups throughout the County, CCRCD has identified
many watershed, wetland, and creek restoration opportunities in urbanized areas. It is critical
to restore watershed functions within the built environment in order to balance our
communities’ transportation and environmental needs. We look forward to working with CCTA
to develop a highly successful RAMP that will contribute to a safe, efficient and reliable
transportation system and keep our watersheds healthy and attractive. Thank you.

Sincerely

—

g

en Wallace
Executive Director

www.ccrcd.org
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Attachment M

The Board of Supervisors Contra  DavidTwa
County Administration Buildi and
651 Pine Sircet, Room 106 Costa County Adminisirator

Martinez, California 94553 (925) 335-1900

John Gioia, 1% District
Candace Andersen, 2™ District
Mary N. Piepho, 3" District
Karen Mitchoff, 4" District
Federal D. Glover, 5" District

April 29, 2016

Dave Hudson, Chair

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
2999 Oak Road, Suite 100

Walnut Creek, CA 94597

Subject: Transportation Expenditure Plan

Dear Chair Hudson:

On April 26, 2016, the Board of Supervisors (Board) approved the following comments
on 1) the latest version! of the Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) and 2) the April 20,
2016 memo from Gray, Bowen, Scott re: Review of the Draft TEP/Identified Issues and
Recommendations. This comment letter does not constitute an endorsement by the Board
of the concept of a 2016 transportation sales tax. The Board will consider that broader
issue at a future meeting.

TEP: Detailed Descriptions of Funding Categories: Community Development
Transportation Program: The Board believes there is an adequate amount of attention
paid to the “housing” side of the jobs/housing balance. The comments below are meant
to provide some additional focus on the “jobs” side of the ratio by encouraging higher
quality employment.

..Funds will be allocated on a competitive basis to
transportation projects or programs that promote economic
development, job creation (targeting businesses that create
significant direct employment and indirect jobs)and/or housing
within established (or planned) transit supportive community
centers.

! April 8,2016 CCTA Memo to RTPCs re: Draft Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) - Release for Review and
Comment
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Dave Hudson, Chair - CCTA
April 29, 2016
Page 2 of 3

Additional priority will be given to projects where the sponsor
can demonstrate that the project supports and facilitates
development of housing for all income levels or supports
creating jobs in areas with a deficit of proximate, middle-wage
employment opportunities. Working with the RTPCs, the Authority
will prepare guidelines and establish overall criteria for the
program including the recognition of localized jobs/housing
imbalances and the consequential impacts, including: imbalanced
and excessive commute times; quality of life, higher vehicle
miles traveled/greenhouse gas production and; under-utilized
transportation infrastructure.

TEP: Detailed Descriptions of Funding Categories: Local Streets Maintenance &
Improvements: The description of eligible maintenance activities should be explicit in
what activities are funded. We want to ensure that road-related, non-pavement
infrastructure is also eligible for these funds. This includes but is not limited to water
conveyance features, environmental mitigation, safety features, vegetation &
landscaping, ADA obligations, etc. While transportation facility maintenance typically
focuses on pavement costs, the road-related non-pavement infrastructure costs are often
higher.

Gray, Bowen, Scott Memo: Urban Limit Line: 11. Require jurisdictions that might be
considering a non-voter approved amendment to their ULL that would impact defined
Agricultural lands outside of the ULL to adopt an Agricultural Protection Ordinance and/or
mitigate the loss of designated Agricultural lands by permanently protecting farmland.

The Board does not support this recommendation. We prefer that the TEP retain a focus
on transportation issues and that local jurisdictions maintain more autonomy on
agricultural preservation. Local agencies are free to take this issue up if circumstances
warrant.

Gray, Bowen, Scott Memo: The Growth Management Program: 12. With respect to the
Growth Management Program, the GBS team recommends that the Authority add additional
disclosure items (not requirements) to its Growth Management Checklist to include whether or
not a jurisdiction has adopted any or all of the following — a Hillside Development Ordinance. ..

Similar to the comment above, the Board believes the TEP should have a tighter focus on
transportation and avoid addressing other, ancillary issues.
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Dave Hudson, Chair - CCTA
April 29, 2016
Page 3 of 3

The Board of Supervisors appreciates the tireless efforts of the Authority Board, staff and
consultants in moving this important effort ahead and for the consideration of these
comments. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

o XA

Candace Andersen, Chair
Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors
Supervisor, District 11

C:
Members, Board of Supervisors
David Twa, County Administrator
Sharon Anderson, County Counsel
Julie Bueren, Director — Public Works Department
John Kopchik, Director - Conservation and Development
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P 1415 L Street, Suite 1080
Sacramento, CA 95814

AI-I-IANcE Office: (916) 446-2259

\ Fun JnBs Fax: (916) 4.46-2253
www.rebuildca.org

Advocate for the Heavy Construction Industry
April 29, 2016

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
Dave Hudson, Chair

2999 Oak Road, Suite 100

Walnut Creek, CA 94597

RE: 2016 Transportation Expenditure Plan — PROPOSED AMMENDMENTS

Dear CCTA Commissioners:

On behalf of the California Alliance for Jobs (CAJ), please find in this letter recommended changes to the most recent draft of the
2016 Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP) to ensure the most ardent support of the heavy construction industry and our partners.
We believe the priorities listed herein will not only provide the optimal path forward to achieve the high bar of 2/3 support
necessary in the November 2016 election, but also best serves the residents of Contra Costa County and addresses the most dire
needs of those traveling within the county. As commissioners you hold a difficult and important task of balancing the needs of
citizens in one of the most diverse counties in the state, and enabling commuters of al kinds a better, safer and more efficient means
of traveling to work, school, and all the wonderful recreational opportunities that exist in Contra Costa County.

It is our ultimate desire to support the TEP, as this is the only real way to ensure the county has the funds necessary to improve the
transportation system. Unfortunately, and unlike in years past, there is no help coming from the State or Federal governments. |
don’t have to recount all the ways in which transportation funding is being cut at those levels, including the declining purchasing
power of the gas tax, re-appropriation of State-collected funds, the cutting of STIP funding, etc. The adoption of the following
recommendation will allow us — and our industry partners — to more fully support the measure and engage in an upcoming
campaign.

It should be noted that these recommendations assume that the Gray Bowen Scott recommendations are adopted, and will address
the TEP as if they are already included.

CORRIDORS/PROJECTS
Recommendation: Increase funding for I-680 from $250m to $300m

Interstate-680 is one of the most crowded corridors in the County. Every day hundreds of thousands of commuters spend an equal
number of hours idling in their vehicles, sitting in traffic. The TEP plan to increase capacity on the route further encourage the use of
carpools, will allow commuters to flow more quickly, thus reducing the whole tonnage of green house gas emissions that occur in an
extremely concentrated area, and will introduce mass transit to a new number of residents by including dedicated high capacity
transit improvements along the corridor. Together with the implementation of improvements cited in the Transit Investment and
Congestion Relief Options and other relevant studies, this will help alleviate the stress on this particular corridor, and all major
thoroughfares in the county.

Associated Operating United Northern California Northern
General Contractors Engineers Contractors District Council California
of California Local Union #3 of Laborers Carpenters
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Furthermore, improvement to the I-680 corridor is one of the most important factors to the residents of the County, as evidenced by
numerous rounds of public polling. It is our view that to ensure the necessary improvements are effective, and to achieve the
overarching goals of increased mobility, decreased GHG emission, and the TEP ultimately passing with a 2/3 threshold in November,
a minimum of $300m should be included.

BART CAPACITY, ACCESS AND PARKING IMPROVEMENTS
Recommendation: Increase the ratio of returned project funds from BART and shorten regional commitment deadline

Like the I-680 corridor, BART and its inclusion in the TEP is of the utmost importance to the voters polled. Simply put, the measure
cannot win in November without BART — after local street and pothole repair (the number one issue in every county in the State)
BART is the top polling item, and therefore the public needs to assured that the money invested in the BART system is handled
properly and that the county is receiving a payoff from its TEP investment.

As such, a 1-to-3 return in projects from BART is unacceptable. We believe that a 1-to-1 ratio is the only equitable way for the
money to be allowed to be used to purchase rolling stock and advanced train systems for BART. While increased cars may increase
capacity, the $300m being spent in this category can have a much more tangible impact on the BART users within the county by
ensuring they have safe parking areas, more comfortable and reliable stations and other in-county improvements. We sympathize
with BART and their need to ask for funding for rolling stock and the like, but we feel that voters will need a guarantee that the
money they spend in sales tax revenue will be used to better their own commutes.

In the CAJ’s 20-plus years of experience in assisting county sales tax measures, including co-chairing the Contra Costa Measure J
campaign in 2004, in order for an expenditure plan to pass it must be seen by the voters as a promise to provide the projects and
programs enumerated therein. A 1-to-1 match from BART is the only way to ensure that voters accept the premise of this promise
to deliver specific improvements, and therefor necessary for the overall passage of the measure.

Additionally, the deadline included for regional cooperation, whereby Alameda and San Francisco counties along with MTC must
provide an equal share (read: $300m each) for this money to be used for BART’s rolling stock and train control systems, is too long.
The seemingly arbitrary included deadline of December 31, 2026 allows for ten years to achieve regional cooperation. That is ten
years that money collected will be held up until cooperation is either achieved or deemed unachievable, while projects stand
unstarted and commuters are left with no improvements to show for their sales tax investment. If we believe the TEP is necessary in
the most immediate, it makes little sense to keep this money held up for ten years, especially in this time of historically-low interest
rates when the ability to bond against revenues will never yield as much as they will now.

We recommend shortening the time frame from ten to five years to both allow for time to ensure regional cooperation or to allow
CCTA to make the improvements that are so necessary to in-county BART stations and structures.

Following these recommendations, we believe that the Alliance for Jobs will be one of the most ardent supporters of the measure,
and will likely play a major role in the campaign to get the measure passed the voters in November. If you have any questions or
concerns regarding our position, please do not hesitate to call me at (916) 446-2259. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

%OZQ

Andrew Fields, Deputy Director
California Alliance for Jobs

The California Alliance for Jobs is a unique partnership between labor and management, representing more than 2,000 heavy construction companies and 80,000
union construction workers from Kern County to the Oregon border.

Associated Operating United Northern California Northern
General Contractors Engineers Contractors District Council California
of California Local Union #3 of Laborers Carpenters
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