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Agenda Item 4 


 


TO: Planning Committee DATE: June 4, 2010 


FR: Executive Director  


RE: Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis: Snapshot Analysis  Follow-Up 


Background 
Last November, staff presented an initial framework to the Planning Committee for a Snapshot Analysis 
of transportation-related measures related to MTC’s low-income and minority communities of concern. 
Based on a recommendation in the Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report, the Snapshot Analysis is 
intended to drill-down on key transportation-related indicators in order to assess differences between 
communities of concern today and track changes over time. Regular updates to these indicators will 
inform multiple regional planning efforts at once, including the RTP and its associated Equity Analysis, 
the sustainable communities strategy, and development of the Coordinated Public Transit–Human 
Services Transportation Plan.  
 
Throughout 2009, staff worked with members of the former Minority Citizens Advisory Committee 
(MCAC) to identify high-priority questions for the Snapshot Analysis to address. Staff then identified 
specific metrics to address those questions using data that MTC currently collects or uses regularly (see 
Attachment A), which were then mapped regionally and against locations of communities of concern (see 
Attachment B). Not all priority questions could be addressed with available data. 
 
In November, Committee members requested additional information from staff, including: 


 More detailed information on travel behavior of low-income households 
 Access to localized data, including data on the effects of transit service cuts by location 
 Further information on how data from the Snapshot could inform the RTP/SCS process. 


 
Overall, the process of mapping the metrics regionally and tabulating the data for each community of 
concern revealed the following key findings: 


 Each metric revealed considerable differences among the 44 communities of concern as they relate 
to regional averages.  


 The ability to combine related measures can further reveal areas where communities face multiple 
transportation-related issues and to what degree. 


 Mapping local conditions against regional averages gives context of how a local community 
compares to the region overall, but local context must be taken into account to address issues 
identified. 


 
Recommendations 
Based on the Committee’s input and the ongoing work with MCAC members, staff presented a report on 
the proposed Snapshot framework and metrics to MCAC in March 2010, and concur with MCAC 
regarding the measures included in the analysis. At their March meeting, MCAC approved the report and  







 
 
staff recommendations, and also adopted additional recommendations summarized in the attached 
memorandum.  
 
Based on the work done to date and the metrics agreed upon by both MTC staff and MCAC members, 
staff intends to use the measures developed as follows:  


1. Update demographic socioeconomic data for communities of concern in early 2011 and review 
current definitions of communities of concern. 


2. Update current set of Snapshot metrics in early 2011 to complement and inform RTP/SCS 
development and analysis, and distribute to all partner agencies. 


3. Advance issues identified in developing Snapshot metrics for consideration in the upcoming 
California Household Travel Survey as well as MTC’s future regional data collection efforts. 


 
 
 
       _____________________________________ 
       Steve Heminger 


Attachment A: Summary of Snapshot metrics 
Attachment B: Snapshot Analysis map book 
Attachment C: MCAC Memorandum 
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Tuesday, May 6, 2008
6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sonoma County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
Finley Community Center Auditorium
2060 W. College Ave., Santa Rosa


Wednesday, May 7, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Solano County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
County Government Center
Multi-Purpose Room
675 Texas Street, Fairfield


Thursday, May 8, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Santa Clara County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
Dr. Martin Luther King Library
2nd floor, Room 225
150 E. San Fernando Street, San Jose


Monday, May 12, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Contra Costa County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
Civic Park Community Center
Social Hall
1375 Civic Drive, Walnut Creek


Tuesday, May 13, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


San Mateo County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
San Mateo County Government Center
Board of Supervisors Chambers
400 County Center, Redwood City


Wednesday, May 14, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Alameda County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter Auditorium
101 Eighth Street, Oakland


Monday, May 19, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Marin County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
San Rafael Community Center Auditorium
618 B Street, San Rafael


Tuesday, May 20, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Napa County
Transportation 2035 Workshop
Napa City-County Library
Community Meeting Room
580 Coombs Street, Napa


Thursday, May 22, 2008
6 p.m. to 8 p.m.


City and County of San Francisco
Transportation 2035 Workshop
San Francisco State Downtown Campus
Room E673
835 Market Street, San Francisco


Find a Transportation 2035 Workshop in your neighborhood


Spring brings a new wave of opportunities to help


shape the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s


Transportation 2035 Plan, a work in progress that


looks 25 years down the road. With a title of “Change


in Motion,” the effort signals MTC’s commitment to


promoting sustainability and mobility in the face of


continued growth and global warming impacts.


Following extensive outreach in the fall and the submission


of hundreds of possible transportation projects, we are


now seeking input on the next phase of the plan’s devel-


opment: the trade-offs among various options for investing


the region’s limited transportation resources. Attend one of


the workshops above, and join the discussion.


Please RSVP to info@mtc.ca.gov or 510.817.5981 (or
TTY/TDD 510.817.5769). Please leave your name,
address, phone number and e-mail, and let us know
which workshop you plan to attend.


Sign Language Interpreter or Reader: A sign language
interpreter or reader will be provided if requested at least
three business days in advance (five or more days
notice is preferred). Printed materials are available in
alternative formats upon request.
Translation Services: Every effort will be made to provide
interpreters for non-English speakers if requested at
least five business days in advance. Please call MTC
at 510.817.5757 (or TTY/TDD 510.817.5769) for more
information.


Refreshments will be provided.


Help steer the Bay Area toward
a better transportation future.


For more informat ion or transi t d i rect ions: www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035








Appendix C: FTA Grant Recipients in MTC Region


Includes programs for which MTC is designated or direct recipient.  Earmarked/FTA discretionary programs, or with Caltrans as designated
        or direct recipient not included.


FTA I.D. # OPERATOR 5307 1 ARRA TCA STP CMAQ ARRA STP 5309 FG1 ARRA FGII
1632 Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District X X
1648 Fairfield Transit X X X
1655 Metropolitan Transportation Commission X2


1668 Vallejo Transit X X X X
1671 San Mateo County Transit District X X
1674 Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority X X X X
1677 Santa Rosa City Bus X X X
1697 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency X X X X
1701 Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transit District X X X
1957 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District X X X X X
2584 Central Contra Costa Transit Authority X X
2713 Petaluma Transit X
2765 Sonoma County Transit X X
5001 Napa County Transportation & Planning Agency X X X
5296 Livermore-Amador Valley Transportation Authority X X
5537 Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board X X X X X
5601 Vacaville City Coach X X X
5617 Eastern Contra Costs Transit Authority X X
5624 Western Contra Costa Transit Authority X X
5651 Union City Transit X X
5772 Benicia Breeze X X
5859 San Joaquin Regional Rail Authority X X X
6570 Water Emergency Transportation Authority X X
6536 Transbay Joint Powers Authority


Notes:
1. Operators that are eligible for 5307 and 5309 FG may not receive funds from each program every year, depending on capital needs.
2. MTC programmed $1M in 5307 to itself for Regional Transit Capital Inventory Project. In this case, MTC was both designated recipient and direct recipient. 


  Funds were not passed through to any subrecipients.


All operators eligible, 
program varies from year 


to year


Supplemental Agreement to FTA Grant
MTC Designated Recipient, Operator Direct Recipient Operator Direct 


Recipient


J:\PROJECT\Title VI Report\2010 Report\Appendix C-FTA Recipients by Geographical Area\Appendix C_FTA Direct Grant Recipients in MTC Region.xls 9/30/2010








Online Web Survey (Mid-November 2007 – Mid-January 2008) 


Postcard Announcement 
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Public Participation Plan 
 
 
 
 


I know of no safe depository of the ultimate powers of the society but the people 
themselves; and if we think them not enlightened enough to exercise their control  
with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to take it from them but to inform  
their discretion.  
  — Thomas Jefferson  
 
 
 
 


I. Introduction 


 


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is the transportation planning and financing agency 


for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. It also serves as the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA), 


with oversight of the toll revenue from the region’s seven state-owned toll bridges. And, as the 


Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (SAFE), MTC oversees a regionwide network of 


freeway call boxes and roving tow trucks.  


 


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public involvement process aims to give the public 


ample opportunities for early and continuing participation in critical transportation projects, plans 


and decisions, and to provide full public access to key decisions. Engaging the public early and often 


in the decision-making process is critical to the success of any transportation plan or program, and is 


required by numerous state and federal laws, as well as by the Commission’s own internal 


procedures.  


 


This Public Participation Plan spells out MTC’s process for providing the public and interested 


parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the regional transportation planning process. 
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A. MTC’s Commitment to Public Participation 


 
 


Guiding Principles  


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public involvement procedures are built on the 


following guiding principles: 
 


1. Public participation is a dynamic activity that requires teamwork and commitment at all 
levels of the MTC organization. 


 
2. One size does not fit all — input from diverse perspectives enhances the process. effective 


public participation strategies must be tailored to fit the audience and the issue. 
 
3. MTC can learn from many voices in the region through its citizen advisory committee.  
 
3. Effective public outreach and involvement requires relationship building — with local 


governments, with stakeholders and advisory groups.  
 
4. Engaging interested persons in ‘regional’ transportation issues is challenging, yet possible, by 


making it relevant, removing barriers to participation, and saying it simply.   
 
5. An open and transparent public participation process empowers low-income communities and 


communities of color to participate in decision making that affects them. * 
* This environmental justice principle was adopted by the Commission in March 2006, as 
proposed by its Minority Citizens Advisory Committee.  


 


MTC Environmental Justice Principle on Public Involvement 


In March 2006, the Commission adopted the following environmental justice principle relating to 


public participation, proposed by the Commission’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC).  
 


Environmental Justice Principle #1:  Create an open and transparent public participation process that 


empowers low-income communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that 


affects them.   
 


MTC undertakes specific strategies to involve the public, including low-income persons and 


communities of color, in MTC’s planning and investment decisions. 
 
Strategy 1: Early Engagement Is Best 


MTC structures its major planning initiatives and funding decisions to provide for meaningful 


opportunities to help shape outcomes. For example, because MTC’s regional transportation plan is 
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the blueprint for both new policies and investments for the Bay Area, updates to the RTP are one of 


the best places for interested persons to get involved.  
 


Strategy 2: Access to All 


MTC works to provide all Bay Area residents opportunities for meaningful participation, regardless 


of disabilities or language barriers. Further, we recognize that one should not need to be a 


transportation professional to understand our written and oral communications. In this spirit, we:  


� provide auxiliary aids or interpreters to persons with disabilities or language 


translation barriers  


� strive to communicate in plain language, and  


� use visual tools to translate detailed data into information that is more readily 


understood. 


 


Strategy 3: Response to Written Comments 


MTC pays close attention to the views of the public. MTC is committed to responding to every 


letter, fax and e-mail sent by individual members of the public. 
 


Strategy 4: Inform Commissioners and Public of Areas of Agreement and Disagreement 


MTC staff summarizes comments heard by various parties so that the Commissioners and the public 


have a clear understanding of where there is consensus on a given issue and where there is not.  
 


Strategy 5: Notify Public of Proposed or Final Actions 


MTC staff makes every effort to ensure that meeting minutes reflect public comments and 


document how comments are considered in MTC’s decisions. We strive to inform citizen 


participants on how public meetings/participation are helping to shape or have contributed to 


MTC’s key decisions and actions. When outcomes don’t correspond to the views expressed, every 


effort is made to explain why not. 
 







 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Page 4 
2010 Draft Public Participation Plan    


B. Federal and State Requirements 
 
 


SAFETEA 


The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users — better 


known as SAFETEA — signed into law in 2005, underscores the need for public involvement and 


requires metropolitan planning agencies such as MTC to “provide citizens, affected public agencies, 


representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of transportation and other 


interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment” on transportation plans and programs.  


 


SAFETEA legislation also requires MTC — when developing the Regional Transportation Plan and 


the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) — to coordinate transportation plans with 


expected growth, economic development, environmental protection and other related planning 


activities within our region. Toward this end, this Public Participation Plan outlines key decision 


points for consulting with affected local, regional, state and federal agencies and Tribal governments. 
 


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that transportation planning and programming be 


non-discriminatory on the basis of race, color, national origin or disability. The federal statute was 


further clarified and supplemented by the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 and a series of 


federal statutes enacted in the 1990s relating to the concept of environmental justice. The 


fundamental principles of environmental justice include: 
 
o Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or 


environmental effects on minority and low-income populations; 
 


o Ensuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process; and 
 


o Preventing the denial, reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 
populations and low-income communities. 


 


Executive Orders 


An Executive Order is an order given by the president to federal agencies. As a recipient of federal 


revenues, MTC assists federal transportation agencies in complying with these orders. 
 


� Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 


Low-Income Populations 
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In February 1994, President William Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice for Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, 
which mandates that federal agencies make achieving environmental justice part of their 
missions.   


 


� Executive Order 13166: Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency 
 


Executive Order 13166 states that people who speak limited English should have meaningful 
access to federally conducted and federally funded programs and activities.  It requires that 
all federal agencies identify any need for services to those with limited English proficiency 
and develop and implement a system to provide those services so all persons can have 
meaningful access to services. MTC’s Plan for Special Language Services to Limited English 
Proficient Populations can be found in English, Spanish and Chinese on MTC’s website at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/lep.htm.  


 


� Executive Order 12372: Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs 
 


Executive Order 12372 calls for intergovernmental review of projects to ensure that federally 
funded or assisted projects do not inadvertently interfere with state and local plans and 
priorities. The Executive Order does not replace public participation, comment, or review 
requirements of other federal laws, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
but gives the states an additional mechanism to ensure federal agency responsiveness to state 
and local concerns. 


 


2008 California Legislation 


Under a new state law (SB 375, Steinberg, Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes), MTC and the Association of 


Bay Area Governments must develop a regional Sustainable Communities Strategy to integrate 


planning for growth and housing with long-range transportation investments, including goals for 


reducing greenhouse gas emissions for cars and light trucks. The law also calls for a separate Public 


Participation Plan for development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy and the regional 


transportation plan. In the Bay Area, MTC and ABAG are working together with the Bay Area Air 


Quality Management District and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission to develop 


the region’s response to this new law. Appendix A of this plan includes a Public Participation Plan 


for the Sustainable Communities Strategy and the regional transportation plan.  


 


Other Requirements 


A number of other federal and state laws call on MTC to involve and notify the public in its 


decisions. MTC complies with all other public notification requirements of the state’s Ralph M. 


Brown Act, the California Public Records Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, as well as 


the public participation mandates of the federal Americans with Disabilities Act, those contained in 


the state’s Katz-Kopp-Baker-Campbell Transportation Blueprint for the Twenty-First Century 


(Government Code Section 65080), and other applicable state and federal laws. 
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C.  Development of the Public Participation Plan 
 


MTC’s Public Participation Plan was first adopted in September 2007, and updated in 2010. The 


2010 update reflects a re-structuring of MTC’s advisory committees into a single, broad based Policy 


Advisory Council; the addition of a Public Participation Plan for the Sustainable Communities 


Strategy and regional transportation plan; plus other minor edits.  


 


In drafting the 2007 Public Participation Plan, MTC staff began consulting consulted with a wide 


range of interested parties as required by the SAFETEA legislation. prior to drafting its Public 


Participation Plan. The process is outlined below. The following section (I-D) of this document 


summarizes key themes that emerged.  The comments and guidance resulting from the public 


outreach process undertaken as part of the  2007 Public Participation Plan remain relevant and 


continue to inform the principles and procedures contained in this revised 2010 Plan. As part of the 


update, MTC will consult with its Policy Advisory Council, as well as an advisory group to the 


development of the SCS. Focus groups held with limited English proficient persons also will serve 


to inform procedures contained in this plan.  


 


Details of the 2007 outreach efforts — which included six focus groups with various stakeholders; a 


web survey; and outreach to local, state and federal environmental resource agencies plus Native 


American tribal governments — are described in Appendix B and C. More Detailed information on 


comments received is included in Appendix A. 


 
 
 
 
 
D.  What We Heard From the Public 
 


This section will include a summary of comments received on the 2010 update to the Public 


Participation Plan, and will be completed following the close of the public comment period —  


August 23, 2010.  
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II. Continuing Public Engagement  
 


MTC is committed to an active public involvement process that provides comprehensive 


information, timely public notice and full public access to key decisions. 


 


 


 


 


MTC provides the public with myriad opportunities for continuing involvement in the work of the 


agency, through the following methods: 


 


Advisory Panels  


MTC has established three citizen advisory committees to foster ongoing public awareness of and 


involvement in transportation decision-making, especially by those groups who have been 


traditionally underserved by transportation systems. The advisory committees are consulted during 


the development of MTC policies and strategies, and their recommendations on various issues are 


reported directly to the Commission. Advisory committees may pursue their own policy/program 


discussions and forward independent ideas to the Commission for consideration. They address 


commissioners directly at MTC committee and Commission meetings. MTC Resolution No. 3516 
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spells out the role and responsibilities of the Commission’s three citizen advisory committees, 


including ways to encourage more dialogue between Commissioners and advisors.  


 


All advisory committee meetings are open to the public. In fact, tracking the agenda and discussions 


of MTC’s advisory committees is one of the best ways for interested residents to engage early in the 


major policy and fiscal issues confronting MTC. Agendas are posted on the Web and citizens can 


request to be placed upon the mailing list to receive them. MTC advisory groups include: 


 


� MTC Advisory Council – serves as a citizen advisory group to the Commission. The Advisory 


Council — composed of 24 members from a number of interest categories — ensures 


commissioners receive a diverse spectrum of input. The Advisory Council, whose members are 


appointed to two-year terms, includes the following interest categories: academia, architecture, 


business, community, construction, engineering, environmental, labor, public safety, the news 


media as well as user categories:  freight, automobile, transit and non-motorized transportation. 


Additionally, two members are drawn from other existing MTC advisory groups: the Elderly and 


Disabled Advisory Committee and the Minority Citizens Advisory Council. 


 


� Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee – set up to advise MTC regarding issues of 


concern to older adults and to persons with disabilities, including access to transportation 


services and implementation of the Americans with Disabilities Act. The 20-member panel 


includes one elderly and one disabled advisor from each of the nine counties, selected by the 


Commissioner(s) representing each county. Commissioners representing the Association of Bay 


Area Governments and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 


each select an additional advisor, either elderly or disabled, from the region at large.   


 


� Minority Citizens Advisory Committee – created to ensure that the views and needs of 


minority and low-income communities are adequately reflected in MTC policies. The 


Commission appoints, for two-year terms, 26 members from the nine Bay Area counties to 


represent the region’s major ethnic minority groups: African American, Asian American, 


Hispanic and Native American. In addition, two members represent the views of low-income 


communities.  


 


MTC’s Policy Advisory Council  


As part of the evaluation of MTC’s public participation program for the Transportation 2035 Plan, 


MTC looked at the effectiveness of three existing citizen advisory committees. After months of 


discussion and dialogue, the Commission approved a reorganization of its three separate advisory 







 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Page 9 
2010 Draft Public Participation Plan    


committees — the Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee, the Minority Citizens Advisory 


Committee and the multi-interest MTC Advisory Council — into a single 27-member advisory panel 


reflecting the “Three E’s” of the Economy, The Environment and Social Equity. (More information 


on the review of the advisory committee structure can be found in a report on MTC’s website: 


http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1346/3_AdvCommEvalAtt-2.pdf.) 


 


The Policy Advisory Council — which met for the first time in March 2010 — will be consulted 


during the development of MTC policies and strategies, and their recommendations on various 


issues will be reported directly to the Commission. The Council may pursue its own policy/program 


discussions and forward independent ideas to the Commission for consideration. The Council will 


address Commissioners directly at MTC committee and Commission meetings. MTC Resolution 


No. 3516 spells out the role and responsibilities of the Policy Advisory Council, including ways to 


encourage more dialogue between Commissioners and the Council.  


 


All Policy Advisory Council meetings are audiocast and archived on MTC’s website. Meetings are 


open to the public. In fact, tracking the agenda and discussions of MTC’s Policy Advisory Council is 


one of the best ways for interested persons to engage early in the major policy and fiscal issues 


confronting MTC. Agendas are posted on MTC’s website and persons can request to be placed on 


the mailing list.  


 
 


 


 


Get Involved: Serve on Advisory Committee MTC’s Policy 
Advisory Council 
A major recruitment is done periodically to fill advisory council seats. 
However, MTC may open recruitment to fill interim vacancies. A major 
recruitment is done every two years to fill each advisory committee seat. 
However, vacancies occur periodically between recruitments. Check MTC’s 
website for current opportunities (www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/) or call 
MTC’s Public Information Office at 510.817.5757. 
 


 


 


Bay Area Partnership  


The Bay Area Partnership collaboratively assists the Commission in fashioning consensus among 


federal, state, regional, and local transportation agency partners regarding the policies, plans, and 


programs to be adopted and implemented by the Commission. MTC Resolution 3509 specifies the 
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membership and role of the Partnership Board in advising MTC. Membership includes the chief 


staff from all public agencies representing:  
 
o transit operators 
o transportation facilities 
o congestion management agencies 
o public works agencies 
o airports and seaports 
o regional, state and federal transportation, environmental, and land use agencies 


 


The Partnership Board has one primary subcommittee — the Partnership Technical Advisory 


Committee (PTAC) — that delves into the more technical aspects of policy issues prior to their 


presentation and discussion among Partnership Board members. Agendas and meeting materials for 


PTAC are available on MTC’s website or by calling MTC’s public information office.  


 


In addition to the panels listed above, MTC facilitates policy and technical discussions through 


numerous ad hoc working groups, and serves on other multi-agency advisory committees. 
 
Working With Neighboring Regions 


MTC and its counterpart agencies in adjacent regions often coordinate with each other to identify 


transportation programs and projects of mutual interest for key travel corridors traversing both 


regions. While no formal agreements are in place, MTC works closely with the neighboring regions 


on a number of planning initiatives with the Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Santa Cruz and 


Monterey regions, among others. When updating long-range plans and Transportation Improvement 


Programs, the regions do keep each other informed and solicit input on planning and programming 


activities. For air quality planning purposes, MTC has an agreement with the Sacramento Area 


Council of Governments to detail agency responsibilities relating to transportation conformity and 


to coordinate the funding of certain projects receiving federal air quality funding in eastern Solano 


County, which is within the Bay Area but falls partly in the Yolo-Sacramento air basin.  


 


Commission and Committee Meetings 


MTC encourages interested persons to attend MTC Commission and standing committee meetings to 


express their views. Items on the Commission agenda usually come in the form of recommendations 


from MTC’s standing committees. Much of the detailed work of MTC is done at the committee level, 


and the Commission encourages the public to participate at this stage, either in person or by tracking 


developments via the web. Current MTC standing committees are shown below:  
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MTC Standing Committee Structure & Responsibilities 
 


 


Legislation 
Committee 
 


  


Administration 
Committee 
 


  


Planning  
Committee 
 


  


Programming &  
Allocations 
Committee 
 


  


Operations 
Committee 
 


Annual MTC 
Legislative Program 
 
Positions on 
Legislation & 
Regulations 
 
Public Participation 
 
Policy Advisory 
Council 


 Oversight of 
Agency Budget and 
Agency Work 
Program 
 
Agency Financial 
Reports/Audits 
 
Contracts 
 
Commission 
Procedures 


 
Staff Salaries and 
Benefits  


 Regional 
Transportation Plan  
 
Other Regional 
Plans (airports, 
seaports)  
 
State and Federal 
Air Quality Plans 
 
Corridor Planning 
Studies 
 
Transportation and 
Land Use Initiatives  


 Annual Fund 
Estimate 
 
Fund Allocations  
 
State Transportation 
Improvement 
Program (STIP) 
 
Federal 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Program (TIP)  


 Transportation 
System 
Management and 
Operational 
Activities  
 
Contracts Related 
to System 
Management and 
Operations 
 
Service Authority 
for Freeways and 
Expressways 
(SAFE) 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


Get Involved: Accessible Meetings 
All Commission public meetings, workshops, forums, etc. are held in locations accessible 
to persons with disabilities. Monthly meetings of the Commission, and those of MTC 
standing committees and advisory committees, usually take place at MTC’s offices: 
 


Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium 
101 Eighth Street (across from the Lake Merritt BART Station) 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 


Assistive listening devices or other auxiliary aids are available upon request. Sign-language 
interpreters, readers for persons with visual impairments, or language translators will be 
provided if requested through MTC Public Information (510.817.5757) at least three 
working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting (five or more days’ notice is preferred).  
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Access to MTC Meetings 
 


Web Access to MTC Meetings 


[www.mtc.ca.gov] 


Meeting 


Materials 


WHAT …  


is available on the 


web? 


WHEN …  


is it posted on the 


web? 


HOW LONG… 


is it available on the 


web? 


If You Have Limited or No 


Web Access  


     


Meeting 


Agendas 


♦Commission 


meetings 


♦Standing 


committees 


♦Advisory 


committees 


One week prior to 


meeting ** 


6 months Mailed to interested public or 


available at meeting* 


Meeting 


Packets 
Same as above Same as above 6 months Same as above 


Audiocast of 


Meetings 


♦Commission 


meetings  


♦Standing 


committees 


♦Partnership Board 


meetings 


♦ Policy Advisory 


Council meetings 


Listen to meeting 


live  
6 months Meeting minutes will be 


mailed to interested public; 


copies of electronic recordings 


are available* 


Monthly 


Tentative 


Meeting 


Schedule 


Schedule of all 


Commission and 


advisory committee 


meetings 


Posted and updated 


continuously  


Posted and updated 


continuously 


Mailed to interested public or 


available at MTC* 


 
*  Contact the MTC Library or the Public Information Office to request meeting materials. 
** Final agendas are posted 72 business hours in advance of the meeting time in the MTC Library. 
 
 


Database Keeps Interested Persons in the Loop 


MTC maintains a master database of interested persons, public agency staff, and stakeholders. The 


database, which includes mailing information, e-mail addresses and other contact information, is 


organized around issues or events. This allows MTC to send targeted mailings to keep the public 


updated on the specific issues they are interested in, including information on how public 


meetings/participation have contributed to its key decisions and actions.  


 


 


 


Get Involved: Sign Up for MTC’s Database 
Signing up to receive mailings or periodic email concerning major MTC 
initiatives is a good way stay informed. Any member of the public may 
request to be added to MTC’s contact database by calling MTC’s Public 
Information Office at 510.817.5757 or e-mailing info@mtc.ca.gov. 
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Public Meetings, Workshops and Forums 


Public meetings on specific issues are held as needed. If statutorily required, formal public hearings 


are conducted, and notice of these public hearings is placed in the legal section of numerous 


newspapers in the MTC region, including newspapers circulated in minority communities of the 


Bay Area. Documents containing the proposals to be considered at MTC public hearings are mailed 


to major libraries throughout the MTC region prior to public hearings, and are made available to 


interested persons upon request. In addition, these documents are placed on file in the MTC 


Library. The MTC Public Information Office can provide the names and addresses of libraries that 


received the public hearing documents. 


 


MTC also conducts workshops, community forums, conferences and other events to keep the 


public informed and involved in various high-profile transportation projects and plans, and to elicit 


feedback from the public and MTC’s partners. MTC holds meetings throughout the nine-county 


San Francisco Bay Area to solicit comments on major plans and programs, such as the long-range 


Regional Transportation Plan. Meetings are located and scheduled to maximize public participation 


(including evening meetings).  


 


For major initiatives and events, MTC typically provides notice through posting information on 


MTC’s website, and, if appropriate, through mailed notices, e-mail notices, and news releases.     


 


 


 


Get Involved: Alternative Language Translations 
If language is a barrier to your participation in meetings, MTC can arrange for 
an interpreter or translate meeting materials. Sign-language interpreters and 
readers for persons with visual impairments are also available. Please call MTC 
Public Information (510.817.5757) at least three working days (72 hours) prior 
to the meeting (five or more days’ notice is preferred). 


 
 
MTC’s Library: Information for the Asking 


The MTC Library, located in the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter (the building that houses MTC 


offices) at 101 Eighth Street in Oakland, is open to the public from 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. week days. 


This special library has an extensive collection of reports, books, and magazines, covering 


transportation planning, demographics, economic analysis, public policy issues and regional planning 


in the San Francisco Bay Area. It is designed to meet the information needs of government agencies, 


researchers, students, the media and anyone else who is interested in transportation, regional 


planning and related fields. Special features include: 


• Extensive reference assistance by telephone, e-mail, fax and in-person  
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• Two public access Internet terminals  


• Newspaper and magazine reading areas  


• Coin-operated copier  


• Open stacks  


The commitment to using technology to extend public outreach continues with MTC Library staff 


posting on MTC’s web site the headlines of transportation and related stories from Bay Area daily 


newspapers as well as key statewide and national journals and other such publications. Readers can 


view the headlines each morning on MTC’s website or subscribe to the service via e-mail or by RSS 


feed (a method of electronic notification of web updates).  


 


 


 


Get Involved: The Facts at Your Fingertips  
MTC’s publications listed on MTC’s web site can be ordered by phone 
(510.817.5836), e-mail (library@mtc.ca.gov) or by completing an online form. 
The entire Library collection can be searched using the online catalog. A wide 
range of MTC publications are available for downloading. 


 


 
 


 


 


Get Involved: Keep on Top of Transportation News 


MTC’s Library compiles an electronic news summary with links to 
transportation-related articles appearing in major Bay Area and national news 
outlets. To subscribe, visit MTC’s web site: 


www.mtc.ca.gov/news/headlines.htm  
 


 


Publications 


The Public Information Office publishes a variety of materials to inform the public about MTC’s 


work, issues relating to Bay Area transportation and guides for transit users. They include: 
 


• MTC’s print and electronic newsletter, Transactions, offering news about MTC’s activities, along 


with general transportation news for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. Between 13,000 


and 15,000 copies are circulated free of charge to interested persons, the news media, public 


officials, legislators, transit staff, national transportation groups, environmental groups, business 


groups and libraries. 


• The ABC’s of MTC, serving as a primer on MTC’s roles and responsibilities for the region’s 


interested persons and local policy-makers, and providing basic information on the Bay Area’s 


transportation network.  
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• MTC’s Annual Report, providing information about MTC allocations and expenditures. 
 


MTC also publishes guides for transit riders and other materials to help Bay Area residents learn 


more about transportation. These publications include working papers, technical memoranda, 


reports based on data from the U.S. Census and other sources that describe regional travel 


characteristics and travel forecasts. They are available to the public through the MTC Library, 


located at MTC offices. Most can be found on MTC’s web site. A charge may be levied to recover 


the cost of producing and (if applicable) mailing the publication.  
 
 


 


 


Get Involved: Accessible Documents 
MTC provides accurate, high-quality and culturally sensitive translations to 
more actively involve bilingual, multilingual and disabled communities in its 
public comment process when appropriate. A request for language 
interpreters at a meeting must be requested at least three working days (72 
hours) prior to the meeting (five or more days’ notice is preferred). 


 
 


 


 


Get Involved: DataMart Offers a Wealth of 
Transportation Information 


Interested persons can access a wealth of data on Bay Area travel and 


commute patterns online at: www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/ 
 Included is access to maps, census data, transit operator statistics, 
background on travel models, and research papers. 
 


 


Website:  www.mtc.ca.gov 


MTC’s website — www.mtc.ca.gov — is targeted to audiences ranging from transit riders seeking 


bus schedules to transportation professionals, elected officials and news media seeking information 


on particular programs, projects and public meetings. 


 


Updated daily, the site provides information about MTC’s projects and programs, the agency’s 


structure and governing body and upcoming public meetings and workshops. It contains the names, 


e-mail addresses and phone numbers for staff and Commission members, all of MTC’s current 


planning documents, publications located in the MTC Library, data from the 2000 census as well as 


detailed facts about the region’s travel patterns. It also includes important links to partner 


government agencies as well as to other sites such as the Bay Area’s 511.org for traveler information 


and the FasTrak®.org site for users of the region’s automated toll system. 
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Get Involved: Track MTC Via Web 
Log onto MTC’s website — www.mtc.ca.gov — for meeting agendas 
and packets.  Live and archived audiocasts of meetings make it possible for 
interested parties to “tune in” at their convenience to all Commission and 
standing committee meetings. 
 


  
 


Media Outlets Help Engage More Persons 


MTC regularly issues news releases about Commission programs and actions of interest to the 


public. These include announcements of public workshops and hearings, recruitment for positions 


on MTC’s advisory committees, and employment opportunities through MTC’s high school and 


college internship programs. News releases are sent to regional, state and national media — 


including minority print and broadcast outlets — and many are translated into Spanish, Chinese and 


other languages. In addition to news releases, MTC staff and Commissioners also host press events 


and news conferences (often in conjunction with other transportation agencies), visit newspaper 


editorial boards, and conduct briefings with Bay Area reporters and editors to discuss key initiatives 


such as the Regional Transportation Plan and MTC’s transportation and land-use policy. These 


briefings provide an opportunity for both print and broadcast journalists to learn about MTC 


programs that may not immediately produce traditional hard news stories, thus providing 


background context for subsequent articles or radio/TV pieces. 
 


Staff Dedicated to Assistance and Outreach 


In addition to the components of MTC’s public outreach program detailed above, MTC’s 


commitment to public participation includes staff dedicated to involving the public in MTC’s work. 


Public Information staff provides the following materials and services: 
 


• Public Information staff can make available to the public any item on the MTC website (including 


meeting notices, agendas, and materials that accompany agenda items for meetings of the 


Commission and its committees and advisory panels) if a person does not have Internet access.  


• Public Information staff works with interested organizations to arrange for MTC staff and 


commissioners to make presentations to community groups.  


• MTC staff participates in regionwide community and special events, especially events in targeted 


ethnic and under-represented communities. 


• Public Information staff will respond by telephone (510.817.5757), U.S. mail (101 Eighth Street, 


Oakland, CA  94607) or e-mail (info@mtc.ca.gov) from the public and the media about MTC. 
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III. Public Participation Techniques 


 


 


MTC selects from an array of options to develop and execute specific public participation programs 


to inform its major decisions, such as for corridor studies, new funding policies or updates to the 


Regional Transportation Plan. 


 


For example, public involvement elements for the Regional Transportation Plan might include 


working with community-based organizations to cosponsor meetings, targeted news releases, a 


regional summit, a telephone and web survey, workshops with interactive exercises and facilitated 


discussions, and a companion web site that serves as a ready reference point to track key milestones 


in the overall development of the plan. 


 


A menu of participation techniques follows, and includes some tried-and-true approaches as well as 


new suggestions we heard from the public while developing this plan. 


 
Public Meetings/Workshops 


• Get on meeting agendas of existing agencies 


• Co-host workshops with community groups, business associations, etc. 


• Contract with community-based organizations in low-income and minority communities for 
targeted outreach 


• Sponsor a forum or summit with partner agencies, with the media or other community organizations 
 
Techniques for Public Meetings/Workshops 


• Open Houses 


• Facilitated discussions 


• Question-and-Answer sessions with planners and policy board members 


• Break-out sessions for smaller group discussions on multiple topics 


• Interactive exercises 


• Customized presentations 


• Vary time of day for workshops (day/evening) 


• Conduct meeting entirely in alternative language (Spanish, Chinese, for example) 
 
Visualization Techniques 


• Maps 


• Charts, illustrations, photographs 


• Table-top displays and models 


• Web content and interactive games 


• Electronic voting 


• PowerPoint slide shows 
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Polls/Surveys 


• Statistically valid telephone polls 


• Electronic surveys via web 


• Intercept interviews where people congregate, such as at transit hubs  


• Printed surveys distributed at meetings, transit hubs, on-board transit vehicles, etc. 
 
 
Focus Groups 


• Participants recruited randomly from telephone polls 


• Participants recruited by interest area 
 
 
Printed Materials 


• User-friendly documents (including use of executive summaries) 


• Post cards 


• Maps, charts, photographs, and other visual means of displaying information 
 
 
Targeted Mailings/Flyers 


• Work with community-based organizations to hand deliver flyers 


• Mail to targeted database lists 


• Distribute “Take-one” flyers to key community organizations  


• Place notices on board transit vehicles and transit hubs 
 
 
Utilize local media  


• News Releases 


• Invite reporters to news briefings 


• Meet with editorial staff 


• Opinion pieces/commentaries 


• Purchase display ads 


• Negotiate inserts into local printed media 


• Visit minority media outlets to encourage use of MTC news releases 


• Place speakers on Radio/TV talk shows 


• Public Service Announcements on radio and TV 


• Develop content for public access/cable television programming 


• Civic journalism partnerships 
 
 
Electronic Access to Information  


• Web site with updated content 


• Audio-cast of past public meetings/workshops 


• Electronic duplication of open house/workshop materials 


• Interactive web with surveys, comment line 
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• Access to planning data (such as maps, charts, background on travel models, forecasts, census 
data, research reports)  Access to maps, charts  


• Provide information in advance of public meeting 
 
Notify Public via 


• Blast e-mails  


• Notice widely disseminated through new partnerships with community-based and interest 
organizations 


• Newsletters  


• Printed materials  


• Electronic access to information  


• Local Media  


• Notices placed on board transit vehicles and at transit hubs 
 
 
Newsletters 


• MTC’s newsletter Transactions 


• Commissioner newsletters 


• Submit articles for publication in community/corporate newsletters 
 
 


Techniques for Involving Low Income Communities and Communities of Color 


See also MTC’s Plan for Special Language Services to Limited English Proficient Populations, which can be 


found in English, Spanish and Chinese on MTC’s website at www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/lep.htm.  
 


• Involve MTC’s Policy Advisory Council 


• Grants to community-based organizations to tailor meetings, customize presentation materials, 
provide incentives and remove barriers to participation 


• “Take One” flyers on transit vehicles and transit hubs 


• Outreach in the community (flea markets, churches, health centers, etc.) 


• Personal interviews or use of audio recording devices to obtain oral comments 


• Translate materials; have translators available at meetings as requested 


• Include information on meeting notices on how to request translation assistance 


• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps and graphics to illustrate trends, 
choices being debated, etc. 


• Use of community and minority media outlets to announce participation opportunities 
 
 
Techniques for Reporting on Impact of Public Comments 


• Summarize key themes of public comments in staff reports to MTC standing committees 


• Direct mail and email to participants from meetings, surveys, etc. to report final outcomes 


• Newsletter articles  


• Updated and interactive web content 
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Techniques for Involving Limited-English Proficient Populations 


• Personal interviews or use of audio recording devices to obtain oral comments 


• Translated documents and web content on key initiatives 


• On-call translators for meetings 


• Translated news releases and outreach to alternative language media 


• Include information on meeting notices on how to request translation assistance 


• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps and graphics to illustrate trends, 
choices being debated, etc. 


• Train staff to be alert to and anticipate the need of low-literacy participants in meetings, 
workshops, and the like  


 
 
Other Outreach 


• Information/comment tables or booths at community events and public gathering spaces 


• Comment Cards/Take-One Cards on-board transit vehicles 
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IV. Public Participation Procedures for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 


 
 


There are two key transportation initiatives of MTC’s that are specially called out in federal law as 


needing early and continuing opportunities for public participation — development of the Regional 


Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program.  


 


Public Participation Opportunities in the RTP and TIP 


Because of its comprehensive, long-term vision, the RTP provides the earliest and the best 


opportunity for interested persons and public agencies to influence MTC’s policy and investment 


priorities for Bay Area transportation. It is at this earlier RTP stage where investment priorities and 


major planning-level project design concepts are established, and broad, regional impacts of 


transportation on the environment are addressed. Thus, there is comparatively less value for public 


to participation in the TIP, which is a programming document that identifies funding for only those 


programs and projects that are already included in the RTP.  


 


One easy way to engage on transportation policies and investment is to request to be added to 


MTC’s RTP database (see below for instructions). 


 


 


 


 


 


Get Involved: Sign Up for MTC’s RTP Database at 
www.OneBayArea.org 
One of the ways to have the most impact on MTC’s policy and investment 
decision is to participate in an update of the regional transportation plan 
(RTP). Contact MTC’s Public Information Office online at 
www.OneBayArea.org or at info@mtc.ca.gov, or call at 510.817.5757,  and 
ask to be included in MTC’s database. 
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A. Regional Transportation Plan  
 


The long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prioritizes and guides all Bay Area 


transportation development over 25 years. The RTP is the comprehensive blueprint for 


transportation investment (transit, highway, local roads, bicycle and pedestrian projects), and 


establishes the financial foundation for how the region invests in its surface transportation system by 


identifying how much money is available to address critical transportation needs and setting the 


policy on how projected revenues are to be spent. The RTP is updated at least once every four years 


to reflect reaffirmed or new planning priorities and changing projections of growth and travel 


demand based on a reasonable forecast of future revenues available to the region. 


 


Under a new state law (SB 375, Steinberg, Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes), the RTP must include a 


regional Sustainable Communities Strategy for achieving a regional target for reducing greenhouse 


gases for cars and light trucks and identify specific areas in the nine-county Bay Area to 


accommodate all the region’s projected population growth, including all income groups, for at least 


the next 25 years. The legislation requires MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments 


(ABAG) to jointly develop the regional Sustainable Communities Strategy to integrate planning for 


growth and housing with long-range transportation investments. In the Bay Area, MTC and ABAG 


are joined by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Bay Conservation and 


Development Commission to develop an SCS that also incorporates shoreline planning and air 


quality objectives.  


 


The law also calls for a separate Public Participation Plan for development of the Sustainable 


Communities Strategy and the regional transportation plan. Appendix A describes a Public 


Participation Plan for the Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan. 


 


MTC prepares two technical companion documents for RTP updates: a program-level 


Environmental Impact Report per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, and 


transportation air quality conformity analyses (to ensure clean air mandates are met) per federal 


Clean Air Act requirements. Certain revisions to the RTP may warrant a revision or update to these 


technical documents. The process for preparing and conducting interagency consultation on the 


conformity analysis is described in MTC Resolution No. 3757.  
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Updating and Revising the Regional Transportation Plan  


A complete update of an existing regional transportation plan is required at least once every four 


years. The RTP also may be revised in between major updates under certain circumstances, as 


described below in the table and narrative: 


 


� RTP Update 


This is a complete update of the most current long-range regional transportation plan, which 


is prepared pursuant to state and federal requirements. 
 


RTP updates include extensive public consultation and participation involving hundreds of 


Bay Area residents, public agency officials and stakeholder groups over many months. 


MTC’s Policy Advisory Council and many stakeholder advocacy groups play key roles in 


providing feedback on the policy and investment strategies contained in the plan. Local and 


Tribal governments, transit operators and other federal, state and regional agencies also 


actively participate in the development of an RTP update via existing and ad hoc forums. 


The Bay Area Partnership — a group of top executive staff from key public agencies at all 


levels who work in the transportation or environmental protection arenas — also actively 


participate in the development of an RTP update.  


 


Specific multi-phased public outreach and involvement programs with performance 


benchmarks are developed for every RTP update, drawing from the public participation 


techniques listed in Section III of this Public Participation Plan. As appropriate, MTC will 


request that county congestion management agencies (CMAs) involve the public in their 


process for nominating projects for inclusion in the RTP, and show how public comments 


helped inform their recommendations.  


 


� RTP Amendment 


An amendment is a major revision to a long-range RTP, including adding or deleting a 


project, major changes in project/project phase costs, initiation dates, and/or design concept 


and scope (e.g., changing project locations or the number of through traffic lanes). Changes 


to projects that are included in the RTP only for illustrative purposes (such as in the 


financially unconstrained “vision” element) do not require an amendment. An amendment 


requires public review and comment, demonstration that the project can be completed based 


on expected funding, and/or a finding that the change is consistent with federal 


transportation conformity mandates. Amendments that require an update to the air quality 
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conformity analysis will be subject to the conformity and interagency consultation 


procedures described in MTC Resolution No. 3757. 


 


� RTP Administrative Modification 


This is a minor revision to the RTP for minor changes to project/project phase costs, 


funding sources, and/or initiation dates.  An administrative modification does not require 


public review and comment, demonstration that the project can be completed based on 


expected funding, nor a finding that the change is consistent with federal transportation 


conformity requirements. As with an RTP amendment, changes to projects that are included 


in the RTP’s financially unconstrained “vision” element may be changed without going 


through this process. 
 


Table 1 
Updating and Revising the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 


 


Public Participation for an RTP Update 


�  Prepare a extensive public participation plan developed and executed over many months to provide early and 
continuing opportunities to comment. 


 Review public outreach and involvement program reviewed with stakeholders and advisory groups 
committees.  


� Implement public outreach and involvement program, which may include:   
• Numerous targeted workshops with local governments, partner agencies, stakeholder groups, advisory 


groups including MTC’s Policy Advisory Council, and the public   MTC advisory committees, stakeholder 
groups and the Bay Area Partnership 


• Opportunities to participate via the web, surveys, etc. 


• Posting draft documents to the web for public review and comment 


• Documents available for viewing at the MTC Library 


� Notify the public of opportunities to participate using such methods as local media outlets, mailings and 
electronic-mailings to MTC’s database, stakeholder and advocacy groups, web postings. MTC database is 
used to notify the public of opportunities to participate. 


� Conduct inter-governmental consultation, as appropriate 
 


� Conduct interagency consultation Review as appropriate based on Air Quality Conformity Protocol (MTC 
Resolution No. 3757)  


� Release Draft Plan for at least a 55-day is released for 30-day public review period 


• Hold at least one three formal public hearings in different parts of the region before MTC’s Planning 
Committee  


• Respond to significant comments   


• Extend public review period by 5-days if changes in the final RTP differs significantly from draft RTP and 
raises new are considered material differences. issues  


� Adoption by the MTC Commission at a public meeting. Notify the public about the Commission’s action 
with electronic mailings to MTC’s database 
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Public Participation for an RTP Amendment 


� Release proposed amendment released for a 30-day public review 


• Notify the public of opportunities to participate and comment using such methods as local media 
outlets, mailings and electronic mailings to MTC’s database, notice to stakeholder and advocacy groups, 
or web postings. 


• Post amendment Posted on MTC’s web site for public review 


• Amendment available for viewing at the MTC Library 


� RTP Amendment reviewed at a public meeting of the MTC Planning Committee  


� Approval at a public meeting by the MTC Commission.  


� Post approved RTP Amendment on the MTC website and notify the public about its approval via 
electronic mailings to MTC’s database. 


 


Public Participation for RTP Administrative Modification       


� No formal public review.  


� Approval by MTC Executive Director 


� RTP Administrative Modification posted on MTC website following approval.  
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B. Transportation Improvement Program  
 
 


The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) implements the policy and investment priorities 


expressed by the public and adopted by MTC in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). In this 


way, public comments made as part of the RTP are reflected in the TIP as well. The TIP covers a 


four- or five-year timeframe, and all projects included in the TIP must be consistent with the RTP, 


which covers 25 years. The TIP is a comprehensive listing of Bay Area surface transportation 


projects — including transit, highway, local roadway, bicycle and pedestrian investments — that: 


• receive federal funds, or are 


• subject to a federally required action, or are 


• regionally significant, for federal air quality conformity purposes. 


 


The TIP includes a financial plan that demonstrates there are sufficient revenues to ensure that the 


funds committed (or “programmed”) to the projects are available to implement the projects or 


project phases. Adoption of the TIP also requires a finding of conformity with federal transportation-


air quality conformity mandates. 


 


Individual project listings may be viewed through MTC’s web-based Fund Management System at 


www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/fms_intro.htm. As part of MTC’s commitment to public involvement, 


many projects in the TIP are mapped to present the online reader with a visual location of the 


project. Individuals without access to the Internet may view a printed copy of the project listings at 


the MTC Library at 101 Eighth Street, in Oakland. 


 


In addition to a Transportation Improvement Program that is accessible online 


(http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/tip/), MTC maintains free, subscription-based e-mail distribution 


lists to inform interested individuals, transportation officials and staff of changes and actions related 


to the TIP. Through this system, individuals are alerted as needed regarding the development and 


approval of a new TIP and updates, such as the notice of a TIP update, or notice and approval of 


the TIP amendments. The TIP-INFO Notification tool helps facilitate public review and comments 


as well as coordination with transportation and other public agencies. Anyone may sign up for the 


service at MTC’s website. 


 


Updating and Revising the TIP 


Federal regulations require that the TIP be updated at least once every four years. From time to 


time, circumstances dictate that revisions be made to the TIP between updates. MTC will consider 
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such revisions when the circumstances prompting the change are compelling, and the change will 


not adversely affect transportation-air quality conformity or negatively impact the financial 


constraint findings of the TIP. 
 


In addition to a TIP update, revisions to the TIP may occur as TIP Amendments, TIP 


Administrative Modifications, or TIP Technical Corrections. Further explanation about TIP 


updates, and how the types of amendments are processed are shown in the table and narrative that 


follows. The criteria for Administrative Modifications and Amendments are defined in federal 


legislation, specifically SAFETEA-LU in Title 23, CFR part 450.104.   


 


The Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and Caltrans agreed on 


Amendment and Administrative Modification Guidelines on November 17, 2008. The guidelines are 


posted online at www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/federal/fedfiles/amend_mod_procedures_approval.pdf. 


Further explanation about TIP updates, and how the types of revisions are processed are shown in the 


narrative and table that follows.   
 


MTC maintains a free, subscription-based e-mail distribution list of individuals, transportation 


officials and staff interested in being informed of TIP-related changes and actions. Pertinent 


information may be distributed to recipients as needed to alert the individuals of notices and 


information regarding the development and approval of a new TIP and updates, such as the notice 


of a TIP update, notice and approval of the TIP amendments, and other information as deemed 


appropriate. Known as TIP-INFO Notification, this is a tool to help facilitate public review and 


comment and coordination with transportation and other public agencies.  
 


Due to occasional unforeseen technical difficulties, and the fact that delivery of e-mail cannot be 


guaranteed, TIP-INFO is not considered a specific requirement for the public involvement process, 


but rather an optional enhanced service to provide added convenience for those interested in the 


TIP.  Anyone may sign up for the service at MTC’s Web site.  
 
 


• TIP Update 


This is a complete update of the existing TIP, to reflect new or revised transportation 


investment strategies and priorities. An update of the TIP is required at least once every four 


years. Because all projects included in the TIP are consistent with the RTP, MTC’s extensive 


public outreach for development of the RTP is reflected in the TIP as well. The TIP 


implements, in the short-term, the financially constrained element of the RTP and is 


responsive to comments received during the development of the RTP.  TIP updates will be 
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subject to the conformity and interagency consultation procedures described in MTC 


Resolution No. 3757.   


 


� TIP Amendment  


This is a revision that involves a major change to the TIP, such as the addition or deletion of 


a project; a major change in project cost or project/project phase initiation date; or a major 


change in design concept or design scope (e.g., changing project termini or the number of 


through traffic lanes). An amendment is a revision that requires public review and comment, 


re-demonstration of fiscal constraint, or an air quality conformity determination. 


Amendments requiring a transportation-air quality conformity analysis will be subject to the 


conformity and interagency consultation procedures described in MTC Resolution No. 3757. 


 


� TIP Administrative Modification 


An administrative modification includes minor changes to a project’s costs or to the cost of a 


project phase; minor changes to funding sources of previously included projects; and minor 


changes to the initiation date of a project or project phase. An administrative modification 


does not require public review and comment, re-demonstration of fiscal constraint, or 


conformity determination.   
 
 


� TIP Technical Correction  


Technical corrections may be made by MTC staff as necessary. Technical corrections are not 


subject to an administrative modification or an amendment, and may include revisions such 


as: changes to information and projects that are included only for illustrative purposes; 


changes to information outside of the TIP period; changes to information not required to be 


included in the TIP per federal regulations; or changes to correct simple errors or omissions 


including and data entry errors. These technical corrections cannot significantly impact the 


cost, scope, or schedule within the TIP period, nor will they be subject to a public review and 


comment process, re-demonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination.  
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Table 2 
Public Participation for  


Updating and Revising the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 


TIP Update  


�  Notify public of opportunities to participate including RTP participants, via U.S. mail; use appropriate 
lists within MTC’s database, including list of Regional Transportation Plan participants 


 Notify public via TIP-INFO Notification (e-mail)  
 Also notify the public using such methods as local media outlets; electronic-mailings to stakeholder and 


advocacy groups; the TIP-INFO Notification (e-mail); or via an electronic subscription system that is 
open for anyone to sign up to be kept informed about the TIP. 


 


� Review by Bay Area Partnership  
 Conduct Intergovernmental consultation, as appropriate 


 


�  Release Draft TIP for 30-day public review and comment period 
� Draft TIP available for viewing in MTC Library; and mailed to major libraries throughout the Bay 


Area 
� Posted on MTC web site for public review and comment 


 
 Extend public review period by 5-days if final TIP differs significantly from draft TIP and the changes are 


considered raises new material differences. issues.  
 


� Inform media, as appropriate 
 MTC’s response Respond to significant comments; MTC’s response compiled into an appendix in the 


final TIP.  
 


� Review by an MTC standing committee, typically the Programming & Allocations Committee  
(a public meeting); referral to Commission 


 


� Adoption by Commission at a public meeting 
Approval by Caltrans 
Approval by Federal Highway and Federal Transit Administrations (FHWA/FTA) 
  


� Notify the public about the Commission’s action with electronic mailings, including via an electronic 
subscription system that is open for anyone to sign up to be kept informed about the TIP. 


 


TIP Amendment  


� Notify public via TIP-INFO Notification (e-mail)  or other electronic notification methods 
 


� Review by Bay Area Partnership  
 Posted Available for viewing in MTC Library  
 Posted on MTC web site for public review 
  


�  
� Amendments deleting or adding a project or changing an existing project that is subject to a new air 


quality conformity analysis:  
o 30-day public review and comment period, with review by an MTC 
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standing committee at a public meeting; and 
o Approval by the full Commission at a public meeting.  


 


• Amendments deleting or adding a project that is not subject to an air quality conformity analysis (such 
as a roadway rehabilitation):  


o Review by an MTC standing committee at a public meeting; and 
o Review and approval by an MTC standing committee or the full 


Commission at a public meeting.  
 


• An amendment changing an existing project that is not subject to an air quality conformity analysis, or 
changing an existing grouped project listing (such as the highway bridge program), or making a 
financial change to a project previously listed in the TIP,  bringing a previously listed project or phase 
back into the TIP for financial purposes; or changing TIP funding revenues:  


o Approval by the MTC Executive Director or designee, following 5-day 
notice on MTC’s website, or  


o Review and approval by an MTC standing committee or the full 
Commission at a public meeting.  


 


� Approval by Caltrans 
 Approval by FHWA/FTA 
 
  Notify public via TIP-INFO Notification or via an electronic subscription system open to anyone who 


requests to be kept informed about the TIP. 
 


 


TIP Administrative Modification  


� No public review.  


� Approval by delegated authority (authority is delegated by the Federal Highway Administration or Federal 
Transit Administration)Executive Director or designee, per Commission delegation 


 
 Approval by Caltrans 


� After approval, review by Bay Area Partnership 


� After approval:  


• post in MTC Library  


• post on MTC web site 


• notify public via TIP-INFO Notification or via an electronic subscription system open to anyone who 
requests to be kept informed about the TIP. 


 


TIP Technical Correction 


� No public review.  


� Technical corrections by staff 


� No approval required.  
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Annual Listing of Obligated Projects 


By federal requirement, MTC publishes at the end of each calendar year an annual listing of obligated 


projects, which is a record of project delivery for the previous year. The listing also is intended to 


increase the awareness of government spending on transportation projects to the public. Copies of this 


annual listing may be obtained from MTC’s web site: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/delivery/ or by 


calling MTC’s Library at 510.817.5836. 


 


 
Congestion Management Process 
 


Under Federal SAFETEA regulations, MTC is required to prepare a congestion management 


process (CMP) for the Bay Area that includes strategies for managing travel demand, traffic 


operational improvements, public transportation improvements, and the like. MTC’s Planning 


Committee at a public meeting adopts a CMP approximately every two years, with the results of this 


technical evaluation used to inform MTC decisions on program and investment priorities, including the 


Regional Transportation Plan. Those interested in this exercise may obtain copies of the relevant 


memoranda via MTC’s web site, or by requesting to be added to the Planning Committee’s mailing list.  
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V. Interagency and Tribal Government Consultation Procedures for the Regional 


Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 
 


A. Public Agency Consultation 
 
 


The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users – better 


know as SAFETEA – expanded and specified a public participation process, directing metropolitan 


transportation agencies like MTC to consult with officials responsible for other types of planning 


activities that are affected by transportation in the area, be that conservation and historic 


preservation or local planned growth and land use management.  


 


The most effective time to involve the public and governmental agencies in the planning and 


programming process is as early as possible. As such, the development of the regional transportation 


plan, with its 25-year timeframe, is the earliest and the key decision point for the interagency 


consultation process. It is at this stage where funding priorities and major projects’ planning-level 


design concepts and scopes are introduced, prioritized and considered for implementation. 


Furthermore, MTC’s funding programs and any projects flowing from them are derived directly 


from the policies and the transportation investments contained in the RTP. Because the RTP 


governs the selection and programming of projects in the TIP, MTC considers the agency 


consultation process as a continuum starting with the regional transportation plan. The RTP is the 


key decision point for policy decisions regarding project and program priorities that address 


mobility, congestion, air quality, and other planning factors; the TIP is a short-term programming 


document detailing the funding for only those investments identified and adopted in the RTP.  


 


MTC will use the following approaches to coordinate and consult with affected agencies in the 


development of the RTP and the TIP. Throughout the process, consultation will be based on the 


agency’s needs and interests. At a minimum, all agencies will be provided an opportunity to 


comment on the RTP and TIP updates.  


 


• Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 


MTC’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) serves as the 


framework to consult, as appropriate, in the development of the RTP with federal, state and 


local resource agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, 


environmental protections, conservation, and historic preservation. This consultation will 
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include other agencies and officials responsible for other planning activities in the MTC 


region that are affected by transportation, to the maximum extent practicable.  


 


As required by CEQA, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) stating that MTC as the lead 


agency will prepare a program-level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the RTP is the 


first step in the environmental process. The NOP gives federal, state and local agencies and 


the public an early opportunity to identify areas of concern to be addressed in the EIR and 


to submit them in writing to MTC. Further, MTC also will hold agency and public scoping 


meeting(s) to explain the environmental process and solicit early input on areas of concern. 


During the development of the Draft EIR, MTC will consult with affected agencies on 


resource maps and inventories for use in the EIR analysis. 


 


MTC will consider the issues raised during the NOP period and scoping meetings(s) during 


its preparation of the EIR. Subsequently, as soon as MTC completes the Draft EIR, MTC 


will file a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the State Clearinghouse and release the Draft 


EIR for a 45-day public review period. MTC will seek written comments from agencies and 


the public on the environmental effects and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 


During the comment period, MTC may consult directly with any agency or person with 


respect to any environmental impact or mitigation measure. MTC will respond to written 


comments received prior to the close of comment period and make technical corrections to 


the Draft EIR where necessary. The Commission will be requested to certify the Final EIR, 


and MTC will file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five days of Commission 


certification.  


 


Note that while the RTP is not subject to the federal National Environmental Policy Act 


(NEPA), MTC will consult with federal agencies as appropriate during the preparation of the 


CEQA environmental document. Additionally, the involvement of federal agencies in the 


RTP can link the transportation planning process with the federal NEPA process. As the 


projects in the RTP and TIP continue down the pipeline toward construction or 


implementation, most must comply with NEPA to address individual project impacts. 


 


� Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 


As discussed above, crucial decisions whether or not to support or fund a transportation 


program or project in the region first occurs at the RTP level. In contrast, the TIP defines 


project budgets, schedules and phasing for those programs and projects that are already part 


of the RTP. By the time the TIP is developed, the Commission has already made planning 
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decisions and project selection decisions. Therefore, for many agencies there is 


comparatively less value in consulting with MTC during the development of a TIP, in 


particular for agencies that are not project sponsors or are not concerned with air quality 


conformity. Additionally, the TIP does not provide any additional information regarding 


environmental impacts, beyond that found in the program-level environmental analysis 


prepared for the RTP.   


 


As such, starting at the RTP development stage, MTC staff will concurrently consult with all 


agencies regarding the TIP. Subsequent to the RTP, additional consultations at the TIP stage 


will be based on an agency’s needs and interests. At a minimum, all agencies will be provided 


with an opportunity to comment on the TIP. Project sponsors — including the California 


Department of Transportation (Caltrans), local jurisdictions, transit operators, and county 


congestion management agencies (CMAs) — review and consult with MTC on each of their 


respective projects in the TIP. Furthermore, through the Bay Area Partnership, these 


agencies (and any other interested agency) are involved every step of the way in the 


establishment of MTC programs, selection of projects and their inclusion in the TIP. 
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B. Other Protocol for Working With Public Agencies 
 


� The Bay Area Partnership Review and Coordination 


MTC established the Bay Area Partnership in 2002 to collaboratively assist the Commission 


in fashioning consensus among its federal, state, regional, and local transportation agency 


partners regarding the policies, plans, and programs to be adopted and implemented by the 


Commission. Membership includes a chief staff officer from all public agencies representing 


the following transportation interests:  


� Transit operations 


� Transportation facilities 


� Congestion management agencies 


� Public works agencies 


� Airports and seaports 


� Regional, state and federal transportation, environmental, and land use agencies 


 


The Partnership Board discusses critical transportation policies issues, while the Partnership 


Technical Advisory Committee (PTAC) delves into the on-going and more technical aspects 


of these policy issues. These meetings are open to the public. The Partnership Board 


meetings are audiocast live and later archived on MTC’s web site. The primary means for 


promoting exchange of information and ideas with partner agencies on the Bay Area’s 


Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 


updates and amendments is through the Partnership. The status of any RTP/TIP 


amendments and administrative modifications and are reviewed via the PTAC and/or its 


working group meetings. For RTP/TIP updates, PTAC and/or its working groups will be 


kept informed and consulted throughout the process through meeting items, e-mails and 


presentations as appropriate.  


 


 
� Air Quality Conformity and Interagency Consultation  


A dialogue between agencies over transportation-air quality conformity considerations must 


take place in certain instances prior to MTC adoption of its RTP or TIP. These consultations 


are conducted through the Air Quality Conformity Task Force — which includes 


representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal Highway 


Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the California Air 


Resources Board (CARB), Caltrans, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and 


other state and local transportation agencies. These agencies review updates and, in certain 
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instances, amendments to the RTP and TIP to ensure they conform to federal transportation 


conformity regulations via transportation-air quality conformity analysis.  


 


In accordance with Transportation-Air Quality Conformity and Interagency Consultation 


Protocol procedures (MTC Resolution No. 3757), MTC must implement the interagency 


consultation process for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area before making a 


transportation conformity determination on the RTP or TIP. In developing an update to the 


RTP/TIP, MTC will bring important issues to the Partnership for discussion and feedback. 


All materials that are relevant to interagency consultation, such as the RTP/TIP schedule, 


important RTP/TIP-related issues, and draft RTP/TIP, will also be transmitted to the 


Conformity Task Force for discussion and feedback. Similar consultation will occur for 


RTP/TIP amendments requiring an air quality conformity analysis.  


 
 


� Intergovernmental Review via Regional and State Information Clearinghouses 


The intent of intergovernmental review, per Executive Order 12372, is to ensure that 


federally funded or assisted projects do not inadvertently interfere with state and local plans 


and priorities. Applicants in the Bay Area with programs/projects for inter-governmental 


review are required to submit documentation to Association of Bay Area Government’s 


(ABAG) Area-wide Clearinghouse and the State Clearinghouse in Sacramento, which are 


responsible for coordinating state and local review of applications for federal grants or loans 


under state-selected programs. In this capacity, it is also the function of the Clearinghouses 


to coordinate state and local review of federal financial assistance applications, federally 


required state plans, direct federal development activities, and federal environmental 


documents. The purpose of the clearinghouses is to afford state and local participation in 


federal activities occurring within California. The Executive Order does not replace public 


participation, comment, or review requirements of other federal laws, such as the National 


Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), but gives the states an additional mechanism to ensure 


federal agency responsiveness to state and local concerns.  


 


ABAG’s clearinghouse notifies, via the bi-weekly e-mail Intergovernmental Review 


Newsletter, entities and individuals at all governmental levels, as well as certain public 


interest groups that might be affected the proposed project or program. The state and area-


wide clearinghouses are a valuable tool to help ensure that state and local agency comments 


are included along with any applications submitted by an applicant to the federal agencies. 


MTC uses this service to notice TIP updates and those TIP amendments that require an air 
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quality determination. This service is not used for TIP amendments that do not require an 


air quality conformity determination, for TIP administrative modifications and for TIP 


technical corrections. The clearinghouses also receive and distribute environmental 


documents prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 


coordinate the state-level environmental review process. The RTP is subject to CEQA and 


therefore is reviewed through the clearinghouses as well.  
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C. Tribal Government Consultation  
 


There are six federally recognized Native American tribes in the San Francisco Bay Area. MTC 


invites the tribes to conduct government-to-government consultation during development of the 


regional transportation plan and the companion Transportation Improvement Program as well as 


throughout the regional transportation planning process. MTC lays the groundwork for consultation 


early in the process of developing the regional transportation plan, and generally includes a “Tribal 


summit” for all six Tribal governments. MTC expresses to each tribe a willingness to conduct 


individual meetings at the tribe’s convenience. 


 


MTC board members and executive staff participate in consultation with the Tribal governments. MTC 


will conduct consultation and associated activities in locations convenient for the Tribal governments. 


Past meetings have been held in Sonoma County, where most of the Tribal governments are located. 


 


The Tribal summit often will include MTC’s partner agencies, the Association of Bay Area 


Governments, the state Department of Transportation and the appropriate congestion management 


agencies. The Tribal summit also may include facilitation by an individual or organization known to 


the Tribal governments.  
 


The Tribal summit will include discussion about how the Tribal governments will participate in 


development of the long-range plan, as well as the companion TIP. The Tribal summit also serves to 


introduce the Tribal governments to MTC’s partner agencies.  


 


As a next step after the tribal summit, MTC encourages individual meetings with each tribal government 


throughout development of the regional transportation plan to discuss issues and concerns specific to 


each tribe. MTC offers to conduct consultation at a time and location convenient for the tribe, which 


may include attendance at meetings of the tribal council or committees. The governments also receive 


material from MTC throughout the RTP planning effort.  
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VI.  Evaluation and Update of the Public Participation Plan 
 
 


MTC’s Public Participation Plan is not a static document, but an on-going strategy that will be 


periodically reviewed and updated based on our experiences and the changing circumstances of the 


Commission and the transportation community it serves.  


 


As part of every public outreach and involvement program developed for the regional transportation 


plan and other major planning studies that feed into the plan, MTC will set performance measures 


for the effectiveness of the participation program and report on the results. These performance 


reports will serve to inform and improve future outreach and involvement programs, including 


future updates to this Public Participation Plan.  


 


For example, MTC identified specific performance measures to gauge progress toward 


accomplishing a set of goals laid out in the Transportation 2030 Public Outreach Plan. Evaluation 


forms, available in English and three other languages, were handed out at the end of each public 


outreach meeting, including the kick-off summit. These forms asked participants to evaluate nine 


aspects of the public involvement program related to the quality of outreach, meeting handouts, 


presentation, facilitation, and opportunities for feedback. More than 80 percent of the participants 


responded positively to all nine aspects of the outreach program.  


 


Additionally, MTC will periodically evaluate various components of the items identified under 


Section II, “Continuing Public Engagement,” which form the core of MTC’s public involvement 


activities.  


 


This Public Participation Plan may be subject to minor changes from time to time. Any major 


updates will include a review by MTC’s advisory committees, 45-day public comment period with 


wide release and notification of the public about the proposed changes, review by the Commission’s 


Legislation and Public Affairs Committee (a public meeting), and approval by the Commission. We 


will extend the public comment period by an additional 45 days in instances where major revisions 


are proposed in response to comments heard. 
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A Public Participation Plan for the  
Bay Area Sustainable Communities Strategy and  


Regional Transportation Plan 
 
 
 
 


I. Introduction 


 


California Senate Bill 375 (2008) aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through development of a 


Sustainable Communities Strategy, or SCS, which integrates transportation and land-use planning. 


It’s a tall order, but it’s also an opportunity to leave our nine-county San Francisco Bay Area in 


better shape for future generations. In addition to seeking to achieve a new state greenhouse gas 


target, the Bay Area must also continue to work together to accommodate anticipated population 


growth while keeping the region affordable for our residents, preserve open spaces, protect our 


environment, and get our residents where they need to go, when they need to get there. 


 


The law calls upon the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay 


Area Governments (ABAG) to develop a plan to involve the public in this process, which is detailed 


on the following pages. This plan is rooted in the principles that are included in MTC’s federally 


required Public Participation Plan (to which this plan is appended). The goal is to promote an open, 


transparent process that encourages the ongoing and active participation of local governments and a 


broad range of stakeholders. 


 


In developing the Bay Area’s SCS, MTC and ABAG will team with two partner regional agencies — 


the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) and the San Francisco Bay 


Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) — to integrate transportation and land use 


planning with clean air and shoreline planning. Developing the Bay Area’s SCS will involve working 


together with local governments, county congestion management agencies, public transit agencies, 


along with business and community groups, nonprofits, stakeholders and interested residents to 


ensure that those with a stake in the outcome have the opportunity to be involved. We invite all Bay 


Area residents to join in the dialogue to make our region a better, more sustainable place. 
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One Bay Area 


 


The four regional agencies — ABAG, the Air District, BCDC and MTC — each have a number of 


separate initiatives under way toward the goal of creating a more sustainable and livable Bay Region. 


To connect these efforts, a single, unifying campaign has been developed — OneBayArea. A single 


web portal, www.OneBayArea.org, provides the public with ready access to information about the 


joint efforts of the four agencies. Information on the Sustainable Communities Strategy is located 


there. To learn more and get involved, visit the www.OneBayArea.org site. Interested participants 


are encouraged to sign up to receive updates, get meeting schedules and materials and otherwise 


keep up to date on progress toward a sustainable Bay Area.  


 


 


Planning Basics 


ABAG and MTC’s current land use and transportation planning efforts include three key elements, 


which now must be woven together under SB 375. 


 


Projections — ABAG prepares 25-year long-term forecasts for population, housing and 


employment for the region, known as Projections. These policy-based projections inform the 


development of required housing and transportation planning efforts. 


 


Regional Housing Need Allocation — ABAG also coordinates the state-mandated Regional 


Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process. The California Department of Housing and Community 


Development (HCD) determines the region’s overall housing need, then ABAG is responsible for 


distributing to local governments their share of housing units, including affordable units, that the 


Bay Area should plan for in order to accommodate future growth. 


 


Regional Transportation Plan — A long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is prepared 


and adopted by MTC every four years, taking into account population, housing and employment 


forecasts and the regional housing allocation process. The Regional Transportation Plan must be a 


financially viable plan, and also conform with clean air goals. Under SB 375, the RTP must include 


the Sustainable Communities Strategy for achieving the regional target for reducing greenhouse 


gases. (In cases where it is determined that the target cannot be achieved, an alternative planning 


strategy will be developed.) The RTP is slated for adoption by the spring of 2013, upon expiration of 


the current long-range plan, the Transportation 2035 Plan. 
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Other Key Initiatives — A number of other ongoing initiatives will also help shape development 


of the SCS. The FOCUS program is the regional land-use blueprint plan lead by ABAG and MTC to 


support voluntary, incentive-based efforts to direct development toward a more compact land use 


pattern for the Bay Area. Through FOCUS, local governments and regional agencies are 


encouraging the development of complete, livable communities in areas served by transit, and 


promoting conservation of the region’s most significant resource lands. MTC’s recently launched 


Transit Sustainability Project to ensure the long-term viability of the region’s public transit network 


will also help inform the SCS. Other relevant initiatives include MTC’s Climate Initiatives Program; 


BCDC and ABAG’s climate adaptation work to address the impacts of sea-level rise; and 


environmental review guidelines under consideration by the Air District to address health-based 


concerns over impacts of new development in certain low-income communities near transportation 


hubs. 
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Sustainable Communities Strategy Work Plan 
The main work elements of the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan will be led by the Metropolitan 


Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments, with support from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 


and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission.  


 


2010 2011 2012 2013 
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transportation measures  


and policies 


� Begin Regional Housing Need 


Allocation Process 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Draft Sustainable  
Communities Strategy  


 


 
 


 


� Draft Regional Housing Need 


Allocation  


� Draft Sustainable Communities 


Strategy 


� Draft transportation investment 


plan (RTP) 


� Evaluate performance of each 


toward reaching targets;  


refine, revise 


� Adopt Regional Housing  


Need Allocation 


� Complete associated 


environmental impact reviews 


(EIR)  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Review and Adoption of 
Final Plans 
 


� Sustainable Communities 


Strategy 


 


� Regional Transportation Plan 


 


� Alternative Planning Strategy  


(if necessary) 


 


 


 


 


FOUNDATION 


CONSTRUCTION 


INTEGRATION 


Targets/Goals 


Ongoing public and local government engagement  
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II. Government Engagement 


 


In developing the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy, the regional agencies will involve 


both government and non-government agencies, organizations and individuals. A partnership with 


local governments — from elected officials to city managers, planning and public works directors, 


transit operators and congestion management agencies — is critical because without local 


government involvement, a regional strategy will not be attainable.  


 


To launch the planning process for the Bay Area’s development of a Sustainable Communities 


Strategy, a half-day local government summit was held on April 22, 2010, in Oakland. Local elected 


officials received a briefing on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 and an introduction to the 


planning process the Bay Area will utilize to develop the Strategy. The summit was held in 


conjunction with the Association of Bay Area Governments’ spring General Assembly, and drew 


over 350 attendees. The audience included a roughly equal representation of local elected officials, 


government staff, and representatives from a range of interest groups (business, environment and 


social equity).  


 


County/Corridor Meetings   


To involve local governments and transportation agencies, meetings will be organized to lead 


discussions in each county and/or, in certain cases, along major travel routes/corridors. In the 


summer of 2010, the regional agencies, in coordination with congestion management agencies, will 


convene county-level meetings in each of the nine Bay Area counties with elected leaders to 


determine how best to bring local government participants together in their respective counties to 


undertake this task. 


 


The congestion management agencies will then host the follow-up meetings — which will likely vary 


by county and may be based on corridors or other sub-regions — to work with the regional agencies 


in assigning growth. These working groups will continue with participation from city and county 


planning and public works directors, transit operators, as well as staff from the congestion 


management agencies and the four regional agencies. 


 


SCS Executive Working Group 


An SCS Executive Working Group — including city managers, congestion management agency 


directors, regional agency executives, transit officials and others — will be formed to provide a 


forum for input on technical and policy issues surrounding the SCS. Executive Working Group 


meeting times/locations as well as meeting materials will be posted on the OneBayArea website.  
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Regional Advisory Working Group  


Local government staff and Bay Area stakeholders will meet jointly through the newly created ad 


hoc Regional Advisory Working Group, to provide input to regional agency staff during the 


development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. The Working Group includes staff 


representatives from the four regional agencies, local government, county Congestion Management 


Agencies, transit agencies, and stakeholder representatives. Meeting times and locations as well as 


meeting materials will be posted on the OneBayArea website. (More information can be found in 


Section III, titled Participation via Policy and Advisory Committees.) 


 


Additional Outreach to Government 


In addition to the local governments that will be involved in development of the Sustainable 


Communities Strategy, MTC and ABAG will consult with officials responsible for other types of 


planning activities that are affected by transportation in the area, such as federal and state 


conservation and historic preservation agencies. Consultation will be based on the agency’s needs 


and interests. At a minimum, agencies will be informed about the process to develop the SCS and 


RTP, and will be provided an opportunity to participate. 
 


Consultation with the region’s Native American governments also will occur. There are six federally 


recognized Native American tribes in the San Francisco Bay Area. MTC and ABAG will invite the 


tribes to participate in government-to-government consultation during development of the 


Sustainable Communities Strategy and the Regional Transportation Plan. The groundwork for 


consultation will occur early in the process of developing the regional transportation plan, and will 


include a “Tribal summit” for all six Tribal governments. MTC and ABAG will also conduct 


individual meetings at the tribe’s convenience. (See also Tribal Government Consultation in the 


MTC Public Participation Plan.)  
 


Local Government Input on Draft Sustainable Communities Strategy 


As required by SB 375 legislation, at least two informational meetings in each county will be held for 


members of the county board of supervisors and city councils, to review and discuss the Draft 


Sustainable Communities Strategy and consider their input and recommendations. Notice of the 


meeting shall be sent to each city clerk and to the clerk of the board of supervisors. One 


informational meeting will be conducted if attendance at the one meeting includes county board of 


supervisors and city council members representing a majority of the cities representing a majority of 


the population in the incorporated areas of that county. ABAG and MTC will strive for a robust 


engagement with local governments that may well go beyond the number of meetings prescribed in 


the legislation.  
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III. Participation via Policy and Advisory Committees 


 


Participation in regularly scheduled meetings of advisory and policy committees is one way that 


interested stakeholders — whether government or non-government — can get and stay involved. 


Meeting times and locations for these meetings will be posted on the OneBayArea website. If unable 


to attend, stakeholders can find meeting materials at the OneBayArea website 


(www.OneBayArea.org) as well. The diagram below depicts the partnership that will be required to 


develop a successful sustainable strategy for the region.  
 


A Partnership with Local Government/Stakeholders/General Public  
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Policy Boards and Committees 


 


The Joint Policy Committee brings together board members of the four regional agencies 


(ABAG, MTC, the Air District and BCDC) and is the vehicle through which the agencies coordinate 


their regional planning efforts. This committee will provide oversight of the Sustainable 


Communities Strategy planning effort. The Joint Policy Committee meets every other month at  


10 a.m. in Oakland, in the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter.  


 


At key points in the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, the full policy boards of 


the four agencies will discuss SCS issues at their regular board meetings. Final decisions and actions 


related to the SCS will be made by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Executive 


Board of the Association of Bay Area Governments.  


 


MTC is guided by a 19-member policy board composed of local officials from the nine Bay Area 


counties, including two members who represent regional agencies — ABAG and the Bay 


Conservation and Development Commission — as well as three nonvoting members appointed to 


represent the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the U.S. Department of 


Transportation, and the California Department of Transportation. The Commission meets monthly 


on the fourth Wednesday of the month, at approximately 10 a.m., at MTC’s offices in Oakland, in 


the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter.  


 


The ABAG Executive Board carries out policies established by the General Assembly, which is 


composed of representatives of the Bay Area’s 101 cities, towns, and counties. ABAG’s Executive 


Board makes operating decisions and controls expenditures, and acts on recommendations from 


other Association committees. The 38 voting memberships on the Executive Board include elected 


officials reflecting population size of the nine counties, with non-voting members representing state 


or federal agencies invited to serve at the pleasure of the Board. The Executive Committee meets 


the third Thursday of every other month, beginning in January, at 7 p.m. in the auditorium of the 


Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter.  


 


To more fully collaborate, the MTC Planning Committee and ABAG’s Administrative Committee 


will meet jointly as needed to oversee development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
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Advisory Committees  


 


The Regional Advisory Working Group: Bay Area residents and government staff will meet 


jointly through a newly created ad hoc regional working group whose primary purpose is to provide 


input to regional agency staff throughout the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 


The Regional Advisory Working Group will meet as needed. For example, during 2010, the Regional 


Advisory Working Group is expected to meet almost monthly during the April – December 2010 


timeframe, and participants will be asked to offer feedback on regional targets, including regional 


housing and job targets, the “base-case” or starting point land use, alternative land use and 


transportation investment scenarios, and SCS-related public outreach.    


 


The Regional Advisory Working Group will include planning staff representatives of local 


government, county Congestion Management Agencies, transit agencies, and stakeholder 


representatives. Each county is represented by at least one local planning director; 


representatives of various stakeholder groups (including affordable housing, business, real estate 


developers, equity and environmental groups) were invited to participate as well. Meetings will 


be posted on the OneBayArea website and are open to all government staff and members of the 


public.  


 


Existing MTC and ABAG advisory committees will be utilized to garner additional input from 


various stakeholders. These include MTC’s Policy Advisory Council and ABAG’s Regional Planning 


Committee.  


 


• MTC’s Policy Advisory Council is a 27-seat advisory panel established to advise MTC on 


transportation policies in the San Francisco Bay Area, incorporating diverse perspectives 


relating to the environment, the economy and social equity. This panel will be an active 


participant in the development of the SCS by providing input on regional planning efforts 


linking transportation, housing and land use plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The 


Policy Advisory Council meets monthly, on the second Wednesday of the month at  


1:30 p.m. at MTC’s offices in the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter, Oakland.  


 


� The ABAG Regional Planning Committee hears Bay Area planning issues of regional 


concern and makes recommendations to the ABAG Executive Board. The Regional 


Planning Committee includes 36 members, with a minimum of 18 elected officials from the 


nine Bay Area Counties, representatives of the four regional agencies, and stakeholders 


representing a broad range of issues, including business, economic development, 
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recreation/open space, environment, public interest, housing, and labor, as well as 


representatives from ethnic minority groups and special districts. The Regional Planning 


Committee meets the first Wednesday; alternate months, from 1-3 p.m. in the MetroCenter 


Auditorium, in Oakland.  
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IV. Stakeholders 


 


The regional agencies will seek the active participation of a broad range of stakeholder groups in the 


development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. In addition to bringing together 


representatives of local government, county congestion management agencies, transit agencies and 


the four regional agencies as described in Section II, outreach efforts will encourage the participation 


of a broad range of public advocates and stakeholders. We will pay special attention to engagement 


efforts that focus on under-represented communities who do not typically participate in regional and 


local planning. The success of the SCS is dependent on all voices in the region being represented 


and involved, including stakeholders that are specifically identified in SB 375 and in federal 


legislation that governs regional transportation planning, including: 


 


• Other affected public agencies (such as special districts, county health officers, resource 
agencies, etc.) 


• Transportation and environmental advocates 


• Neighborhood and community groups 


• Broad-based business organizations 


• Affordable housing advocates, home builder representatives, homeowner associations  


• Landowners, commercial property interests  


• Low-income communities, communities of color and limited English proficient communities 


• Other interested opinion leaders, advocacy groups and the general public.  
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V.  Public Participation Techniques 


 


Development of the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy will occur in four phases, as 


described in the Work Plan in Introduction Section. Public participation efforts for each phase will be 


developed in advance of each, and posted on www.OneBayArea.org. Detail for Phase One is 


described in Figure 1 below, Planning Process Chart. Throughout each phase, ABAG and MTC will 


use a variety of participation techniques to engage a wide range of residents.  


 


Voices from Underserved Communities 


The success of the Sustainable Communities Strategy is dependent on all voices in the region being 


represented and involved. MTC and ABAG will take special effort to engage minority and low-income 


residents that do not typically participate in regional government planning efforts, and to work with 


social equity advocates to frame regional policies and investment guidelines that can result in equitable 


development.  


 


ABAG and Breakthrough Communities (a non-profit project based in Oakland), with support from 


MTC, submitted a transportation planning grant for funds from the California Department of 


Transportation to assist in engaging these special populations. The funds would allow for a more 


robust public engagement process in this area. Selection of the grant recipients won’t be known until 


mid-2010. 


 


Participation Techniques 


To the extent that funding allows, the public participation efforts will include:  
 
Advance Notice  


� Develop details for the planning process in advance of each phase of the SCS development — 


including details and opportunities for public engagement — and post a detailed Planning 


Process Chart on www.OneBayArea.org. 


� Maintain an updated calendar of events on the OneBayArea website, accessible 24 hours a day, 


seven days a week. 


� Provide timely notice about upcoming meetings. Post agendas and meeting materials on the web 


one-week in advance of policy committee meetings or ad hoc advisory group meetings 


� Use a mailing list database to keep participants notified throughout the multi-year process (via e-


mail or U.S. mail)  
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� Circulate a Draft Sustainable Communities Strategy or Alternative Planning Strategy, if one is 


prepared, for public review at least 55 days before the adoption of the Final Sustainable 


Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan.   


� Work with media outlets to encourage news coverage in advance of meetings 
 
Workshops, Presentations, Hearings 


• Provide for a robust discussion in each county on important issues surrounding how to create a 


sustainable Bay Area future. Pursuant to state statute, MTC and ABAG will hold a minimum of 


three public workshops in Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara 


counties, and one or more meetings in the less populous Marin, Napa, Solano and Sonoma 


counties.  


• Host public meetings/workshops in convenient and accessible locations and at a variety of times 


(evenings, weekends, as well as week days) 


• Hold at least three public hearings on the Draft SCS or Alternative Planning Strategy, if one is 


prepared, which would be held in different parts of the region to maximize the opportunity for 


participation by members of the public throughout the region.  


• Use “visualization” techniques to communicate technical planning issues and strategies to the 


public, such as maps, videos, graphics, animation or computer simulation to depict alternatives 


under consideration 


• Conduct a public workshop on target-setting methodology (required by SB 375; held  


March 10, 2010 in the San Francisco Bay Area) 


• Provide a summary of comments heard at workshops via www.OneBayArea.org  


 
Internet/Social Media 


• Use of a single web address — www.OneBayArea.org — so members of the public have a single 


place to go to for current updates, and to request to receive notices and information 


• Link to OneBayArea website from the individual websites of the regional agencies 


• Maintain a library of past workshop meeting materials on the OneBayArea website 


• Offer interactive web polls, surveys, etc. 


• Provide timely, easy-to-understand information on a website that is accessible, per the 


Americans with Disabilities Act  


• Explore using social media methods to reach and engage residents  


 
Media Outlets 


• Issue press releases to media outlets, including ethnic, foreign-language and community media, 


to keep reporters apprised of progress and generate coverage on radio, television, newspapers 


and the Internet  
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• Pursue civic journalism partnerships for high-impact coverage of key issues; conduct media 


briefings for reporters, including special emphasis to ethnic, foreign-language and community 


media outlets 


• Translate news releases about public workshops into Spanish and Chinese, or other languages as 


appropriate 


 
Outreach to targeted groups 


• Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally under-represented in the planning process, 


including minority, low-income and limited English proficient communities  


• Provide grants to community non-profit organizations in communities of concern for assistance 


in engaging their residents   


• Conduct focus groups targeted at certain stakeholders  


• Host roundtable discussion forums periodically to consult with a range of advocacy opinion 


leaders to discuss key issues, priorities  


• Provide assistance, if requested, at least three working days prior to a meeting, to people with 


disabilities, and language assistance to people with limited English proficiency. (Five or more 


days’ notice is preferred.) Such requests may be made through the MTC Public Information 


Office at 510-817-5757. 


• Piggy-back on existing meetings in order to ensure greater attendance and participation.  


 
Other 


• Statistically relevant public opinion poll (also available in languages other than English)  
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Figure 1: Planning Process Chart 
 


 
 







 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Appendix A —  Page57  
2010 Draft Public Participation Plan  


VI. Performance Measures for the Sustainable Communities Strategy Public  
 Participation Plan 


 


MTC and ABAG commit to the following goals and performance benchmarks to measure the 


effectiveness of the public participation program. The agencies will report on the results in 


order to inform and improve future outreach and involvement programs, including future 


updates to the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  


 


Public Participation Goals for the 2013 Sustainable Communities Strategy  
 


1. Diversity: Participants must represent a range of socioeconomic, ethnic and cultural, 
geographic and user (mode) groups. They must also include a range of people with 
varying interests: social service, business, environment, social justice/equity, etc. 


2. Reach: The program should make every effort to include the greatest number of 
people possible. Different levels of participation will make it more inviting for 
people with a range of involvement preferences to join the discussion. 


3. Accessibility: Every effort should be made to ensure that anyone who wants to 
participate can do so. This goal can be met by taking the participation activities to 
where people already are located, whenever possible. It can also be met by providing 
ways to participate, regardless of individuals’ language, personal mobility or ability to 
attend a meeting, access to the Web, etc. 


4. Impact: The feedback received through this Public Participation Plan should be 
analyzed and provided to policy makers wherever appropriate. Interested participants 
should be informed of actions by MTC and ABAG. Decisions to not incorporate 
recommendations should be noted, with a rationale provided and ready to be 
discussed. 


5. Education: This outreach program is an opportunity for MTC and ABAG to inform a 
wide range of people about transportation issues in the Bay Area, as well as the link 
to climate change and smart growth, among other issues. Each step of the process 
should include an educational element, whether it is about Bay Area transportation in 
general, specific projects being considered for inclusion in the long-range plan or 
background on the outreach results to date. 


6. Participant Satisfaction: People who take the time and energy to participate should feel 
it was worth their while to join in the discussion and debate. Questions, surveys or 
other effort to gather input will be designed to add value to the process and help 
inform decisions. 


MTC staff devised performance measures for the above-identified goals that include quantifiable 


targets for performance, based on aspirations for meaningful public involvement, tempered by 


reasonable assumptions and time and budget constraints.   
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The following targeted performance measures are associated with each of the goals.  


 


Diversity 


• The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity, income, geographic location, 


disability) roughly mirror the demographics of the Bay Area’s population. 


• Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, places of residence 


and primary modes of travel, as reported on evaluation forms distributed at meetings. 


 


Reach 


• 3,000 or more comments are logged. 


• 3,000 individuals actively participate in the Sustainable Communities Strategy public 


participation efforts as measured by survey responses and meeting attendance (excluding 


repeat attendance). 


• There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the OneBayArea website. 


• The Sustainable Communities Strategy or elements of it are mentioned in at least 70 


radio or TV broadcasts, newspaper articles, editorials, commentaries, or other printed 


media. 


 


Accessibility 


• Meetings are held in all nine counties. 


• 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit, if available. 


• Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of participants, with 3 working days’ 


advance request for translation.  (Meeting announcements offer translation services with 


advance request for translation services.) 


• All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 


Act (ADA).  


 


Impact 


• 100 percent of written correspondence received is logged, analyzed, summarized and 


communicated in time for consideration by staff or policy board members. 


• 100 percent of written correspondence is acknowledged so that the person making it 


knows whether his or her comments are reflected in the outcome of an MTC or ABAG 


action or, conversely, or why the action was different. 
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Education 


• 60 percent of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that indicate that 


participation in the outreach and involvement efforts was a good opportunity to learn 


more about Bay Area transportation, land use and housing issues.  


o Educational value of presentations and materials 


o Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities 


o Clear information on OneBayArea website 


 


Participant Satisfaction   


• 60 percent of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that rate the 2013 


Sustainable Communities Strategy public participation efforts and target the participants’ 


personal experiences. 


o Sufficient opportunity to comment/ask questions 


o Clear information at an appropriate level of detail 


o Quality of the discussion 
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MTC Public Participation Plan 


 


 


Appendix  B A 


 


 


 


Public Participation Plan Outreach:  


Summary of Comments from 2007  
Presentations, Focus Groups and Web Survey  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Summary of Focus Groups, Presentations and Web Survey Comments 
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Prior to development of the 2007 Public Participation Plan, staff sought input from members of 


MTC’s three advisory committees, and solicited comments from the Bay Area Partnership’s 


Technical Advisory Committee (staff from transportation and environmental protection agencies in 


the region) and MTC’s Welfare to Work Working Group (social service agency representatives and 


transportation providers). In addition, staff met with clergy in the East Bay and South Bay on ways 


to engage the faith-based community.  


  


Focus Groups 


In addition, MTC held focus groups from January through April 2007 to solicit comments and 


feedback on MTC’s public participation practices. Sessions were organized as follows: 
 


� Representatives from MTC’s three advisory committees (Feb. 13, 2007) 


� Peer Panel with public information officers from a range of local, state, regional and federal 


transportation and environmental protection agencies (Feb.14, 2007)   


� Participants in the LIFETIME program, a support group for low-income single parents 


attending college (March 9, 2007) 


� Leaders of bicycle and pedestrian groups (March 21, 2007) 


� Amalgamated Transit Union Representatives (April 12, 2007) 


� Private Transportation Providers (April 17, 2007) 
 


Web Survey 


MTC also conducted a web survey asking more questions about ways to improve public 


participation. The survey consisted of 18 questions and was available on the web for 33 days. MTC 


e-mailed its entire contact database regarding the survey, and asked other groups – such as AC 


Transit, the Transportation and Land Use Coalition (TALC), the California Alliance for Jobs and 


Urban Habitat – to also notify their constituencies and partners. There were a total of 1,574 


completed surveys and 216 partially completed surveys. 


 


Common Themes 


Common themes emerged from this outreach. As one might expect, these themes were often 


delineated by the medium used to obtain the response (for example, web survey respondents were 


more apt to want to communicate via the Internet or e-mail, etc.). The comments summarized 


below provide an overview of responses from focus groups to the specific questions asked.  
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1. What would encourage you to attend a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation issues? 
 


Web survey respondents informed us that an interesting or relevant meeting topic had the 


greatest impact on meeting attendance. Other recommendations made by both focus group 


participants and web survey respondents include consideration of the time and location of a 


meeting, the ability of meeting participants to impact MTC’s decision-making process, and 


the use of community and media partnerships to promote a meeting. Participants in a low-


income focus group recommended the use of childcare and food as a way to encourage 


attendance. Finally, our advisory committee members recommended that we educate the 


public about MTC as a way to create relevance and encourage the public’s attendance at 


meetings and events.  
 
 
2. What is the best way to notify you about a meeting? 
 


Both web survey respondents and focus group participants believed that e-mail was the best 


way to notify the public of a meeting. Notification by regular mail, display of posters or 


flyers in transit vehicles or stations and use of radio or broadcast public service 


announcements were mentioned as other successful ways to notify the public. Meeting 


organization and logistics also matter. Because people are so busy, it is advisable to promote 


a meeting multiple times using a variety of media. Last, we were reminded that Internet 


access isn’t universal and encouraged to provide non-Internet alternatives for meeting 


promotion to ensure that everyone is included. 
 
 
3. Which of the following methods would help you express your views at a meeting? 
 


Responses to this question were consistent with the medium used: web survey participants 


recommended a questionnaire or survey to express views, while focus group participants 


recommended facilitated discussion or small groups. Focus group participants noted that 


those uncomfortable providing public comment at a meeting might prefer to provide written 


comments instead. Our peers felt that the use of charts and graphs would assist with 


visualization of meeting material, and improve the quality of the input.  
 
 


4. Other than a meeting, what other methods would you most likely use to express your views? 
 


Once again, responses were medium specific: web survey respondents preferred web surveys 


to express views, while focus group participants preferred in-person methods, such as 


staffing a kiosk at a public event or use of a focus group. Both groups also recommended e-


mail and regular mail comments as a method to express views. Last, we were reminded again 
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that because Internet access isn’t universal, we should ensure that non-Internet methods are 


always available.  
 
 


5. How would you like to have detailed material presented to you? 
 


Web survey respondents believed that providing information online for review in advance is 


the best way to explain detailed information to the public. The respondents also felt that the 


use of charts or other visual aids, brochures, flyers or other printed material also are 


successful media for material presentation. The focus group participants reminded us to 


refrain from using acronyms during a meeting, and overwhelmingly recommended the use of 


understandable text combined with illustrative graphics. MTC also was strongly encouraged 


to use multiple media in order to make materials easier to understand.  
 
 
6. MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions. 


What is the best way to inform you of MTC's actions? 
 


Both web survey respondents and focus group participants felt that e-mail is the best way to 


notify the public about MTC’s actions. Focus group participants encouraged the use of 


community groups, via the group’s newsletters and web sites, and the use of the media, both 


print and broadcast, to inform the public. The low-income focus group participants also 


encouraged the use of regular mail as an alternative to e-mail.  
 
 
 
Additional details on the 2007 focus groups and web survey comments can be found in a separately 
bound appendix (Appendix D).  
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MTC Public Participation Plan 
Appendix C  B 


 


2007 Tribal Government and Interagency Consultation 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Consultation With Tribal Governments: 


June 5, 2007 Tribal Summit Agenda, Discussion Questions, Comment Form 


 
 


Interagency Consultation: 


Summary of Consultation With Resource Agencies  


and Local Jurisdictions  
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Tribal Government Consultation 
 


There are six federally recognized Native American tribal governments in the San Francisco Bay 


Area. As part of the development of the 2007 Public Participation Plan, MTC invited these six 


governments, as well as 10 other federally recognized tribes outside the region, to meet with MTC, 


the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the state Department of Transportation 


(Caltrans) to discuss opportunities for ongoing consultation on regional transportation and land use 


matters. The Tribal summit also initiated early government–to-government consultation on the 


development of the Transportation 2035 Plan for the Bay Area as well as on ABAG’s smart growth 


initiative, Focusing Our Vision.  


 


The June 5, 2007 meeting was facilitated by the National Indian Justice Center, an Indian-owned and 


operated non-profit corporation known to the tribal governments. Attendees included policy board 


members and executive staff from MTC and ABAG, as well as executive management staff from 


Caltrans and the Napa County and Solano County congestion management agencies. The meeting 


was held in Sonoma County, where most of the tribal governments in the Bay Region are located. 


Representatives from three tribal governments participated: Federal Indians of Graton Rancheria, 


Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians, and Ione Band of Miwok Indians.  
 


The agencies heard several key messages from tribal representatives:  


 
� The needs of tribal members to access jobs, education, and health care are common across 


different tribes. 
� Most tribes are just beginning to develop their governmental operations. 
� Many tribes have limited or no staff resources dedicated to transportation issues. As tribes 


acquire land, this may change 
� Agency staff should be better educated to tribal traditions and culture, such as the 


importance of cultural resources to tribal heritage and identity. 
� Regional agency staff should keep informed of tribal elections to ensure key contacts remain 


valid. 
� Regional agency staff should tap into regular meetings that some tribes have with Caltrans, in 


which projects and plans are reviewed for the year, and to take advantage of tribal council 
meetings. 


� One-to-one consultation is important, in addition to multiple group forums, such as the  
June 5, 2007 Tribal summit.  


 


MTC circulated a list of questions for the trial attendees to respond to in their own time on their 


preferences for the modes of consultation, and staff followed up with those Bay Area tribes not able 


to attend the Tribal summit to gauge their interest and preference for individualized consultation on 


the Regional Transportation Plan and Focusing Our Vision.  
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The June 5 Tribal summit was a springboard to ongoing and meaningful dialogue with the Bay Area 


tribal governments on transportation and land use concerns. MTC will encourage individual 


meetings with each tribal government to discuss issues and concerns specific to each tribe.  


 


Interagency Review 


 


Because MTC is but one of many players involved in transportation, and recognizing that 


transportation has direct impacts on the environment, it is essential that regional transportation 


planning and funding decisions are informed by affected governments at all levels. To facilitate a 


discussion on how best to engage numerous local, state and federal agencies in its plans and 


programs, in 2007 MTC mailed a letter to some 150 affected agencies offering to consult directly on 


the Draft Public Participation Plan, and 53 responses were received. The letter offered the option of 


a meeting or a phone call to discuss with MTC the Public Participation Plan and how best to engage 


on the development of the Regional Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement 


Program. 


 


In response to requests for a meeting, MTC staff organized a workshop to discuss specifics on the 


Draft Public Participation Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Transportation 


Improvement Program (TIP). Nearly 35 agencies that requested either a meeting or telephone 


interview were notified about the workshop. Two agency staff members attended the June 14, 2007 


event, and the attendees expressed their overall satisfaction with MTC's current planning and agency 


consultation processes. Key questions posed at the workshop included how does the Transportation 


2035 Plan’s project submittal process work and what are the key decision points in the plan’s 


development. It was acknowledged that the TIP process is primarily an administrative one since 


projects must first be identified in the RTP prior to inclusion in the TIP. Further, in soliciting and 


engaging the partners and the public in the RTP, the participants suggested the use of existing 


meetings like congestion management agency or city council meetings. City council meetings would 


be particularly good venues because council members are well versed on transportation issues and 


the meetings have set hours and locations, and draw large community participation.. 


 


MTC staff also completed 19 telephone interviews to all agency respondents who requested them. 


While many agency staff members stated they were satisfied with current processes, a few made 


recommendations for improvement. Providing all relevant information to agencies by email, having 


more meetings in or convenient to outlying counties/cities, and ensuring that a highlight of what is 


new about the regional plan to create relevance in people's minds were among the most popular. 


 


Detailed notes on the meeting and telephone interviews are included in this appendix. 
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MTC staff also sent an email to 15 agency representatives who requested consultation on MTC’s 


planning and financing processes. The email requested input on MTC's current communication 


channels used during the RTP/TIP planning process. While all five respondents were satisfied with 


MTC's existing communication channels, specific suggestions were made for potential meeting 


venues, and in support for use of automated meeting notices for all pertinent meetings. 


 


Prior to release of the Draft 2007 Public Participation Plan, staff also appeared before the 


Partnership Technical Advisory Committee and the Welfare-to-Work Working Group (which 


includes social service agencies and transportation providers) to discuss development of the draft 


Public Participation Plan. Finally, MTC hosted a “peer panel” focus group of public information 


officers from a range of local, state, regional and federal transportation and environmental 


protection agencies (mentioned above) to discuss best practices on engaging the public and their 


agencies in MTC’s key decisions. 
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MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION 
June 5, 2007 


National Indian Justice Center 
5250 Aero Drive 


Santa Rosa, CA 95403-8069 
 


AGENDA 
 
 


10:00 AM  1. Welcome and Opening Prayer 
  Raquelle Myers, Senior Staff Attorney, National Indian Justice Center 
 
 2.  Introductions 
 
10:15 AM  3.  Overview – Raquelle Myers 


� Summit Objectives 
� Overview of Tribal Governments 


 
10:30 AM  4.  Caltrans Opening Remarks –  
  Bijan Sartipi, District Director, Caltrans, District 4 


� Building Government-to-Government Relationships 
 


10:40 AM  5. Transportation 2035 Plan: Regional Transportation Plan Update 
  Bob Blanchard, Commissioner & Steve Heminger, Executive Director, MTC 


� How the Regional Process Works – Transportation 
� Developing the 25-Year Vision 
� Transportation Planning and Funding Opportunities 


 
11:00 AM  6.  Focusing Our Vision (FOCUS) — Pamela Torliatt, Executive Board Member 


and Henry Gardner, Executive Director, ABAG 
� How the Regional Process Works – Land Use 
� Priority Conservation Areas (PCA) & Priority Development Areas (PDA)  


 
11:20 AM  7.  Discussion of Tribal Transportation and Land Use Interests – All 


� Tribal Staff Resources for Transportation and Land Use Planning 
� Discussion of Transportation and Land Use Data, Maps, and Plans 


 
11:45 AM  8.  Wrap-up and Next Steps – Steve Heminger, Henry Gardner 


� Individualized Consultation 
� Other Opportunities for Consultation 


 
 9. Closing Remarks – Raquelle Myers 
 
12:00 PM    10. Summit Adjourned; Lunch 
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MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION 
June 5, 2007 


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 
 
 
1. Tribal Staffing/Resources 


• Do you have the staffing, technical, or financial resources to identify transportation and land 
use needs, such as to: 


o Assess the travel needs of tribal members 
o Maintain existing and planned roads on tribal lands 
o Develop BIA transportation plans and design improvements 


• Do you use any of the following resources?  If not, why?  
o BIA Indian Reservation Roads planning and project funds 
o Caltrans environmental justice planning grants 


 
2. Basic Travel Needs 


• Do tribal members have adequate access to private cars to reach their jobs, needed services, 
and/or recreation?  What about non-tribal members? 


• Is public transit a convenient service for tribal members? 


• Can young, elderly and disabled members get where they need to go? 


• How are you addressing these concerns? 
 
3. Consultation and Coordination 


• How aware are you of major planned transportation improvements that may impact your 
tribe?   


• How could MTC, ABAG, Caltrans, and/or the CMAs improve consultation and 
coordination with you about major project proposals, construction or maintenance 
activities?  (for example, the impacts of highway projects on cultural resources, such as the 
case in Washington State; SMART rail in Marin/Sonoma,  pesticide spraying, shortage of 
tribal monitors for construction sites) 


 
4. Protecting and Managing the Environment 


• Is the conservation of lands, waterways, and watersheds an important part of your planning 
and development programs? 


• How are the efforts integrated?  If they aren’t integrated, do you have an interest in 
integrating them?  Do you see economic benefits from integrating them? 


• Is financing support for land and watershed conservation of interest to you? 
 


5. Compact Land Development 


• Are you having discussions about compact development styles to conserve land and tribal 
resources?  What are some of your key issues? 


• Is financing support for compact development styles of interest to you? 
 
 







 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Appendices —  Page70  
2010 Draft Public Participation Plan  


MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION 
June 5, 2007 


Opportunities for Consultation 


 
 
1. Priority Topics 


• What are your most pressing transportation and land use issues? 
  
 
 
 
 
 


• Would you like MTC, ABAG, Caltrans, and/or the CMAs to share with you additional 
informational materials to get you up to speed on the regional planning process and major 
projects? 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Ongoing RTP Consultation 


• Would you like to consult with MTC throughout the development of the 2009 RTP and 
prior to major decisions being made? 


 
 
 
 
 
 


• Would you prefer one-to-one consultation? 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Would you like MTC, ABAG, and/or the CMAs to come to a tribal council meeting or 
other forum?  
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• Would you like MTC to invite non-governmental community or service organizations, such 
as the Basketweavers Association and Sonoma County Indian Health Project, to future 
consultation meetings with tribal governments? 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Protocol 


• Who should be the first point of contact (Chairperson, Tribal Administrator, Tribal 
Member, or Tribal staff)? 


 
 
 
 
 
 


• Is it acceptable if agency staff consult with your tribe (e.g., other than MTC Commissioners 
or executive staff)?   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please return your responses to:  
 
Lisa Klein 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Ph: 510.817-5832 
Fax: 510.817.5848 
lklein@mtc.ca.gov 
 
Thank you! 
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MTC’s Public Participation Plan 
Resource Agency/City & County Managers 
Input on Draft Public Participation Plan 


 
Consultation Workshop and Telephone Interviews 


 
Consultation Workshop:  June 14, 2007 
 
Attendees: Brian Lee, Deputy Director of Public Works, County of San Mateo 
 Keith Cooke, Principal Engineer, City of San Leandro 
 Ashley Nguyen, MTC 
 Craig Goldblatt, MTC 
 Ross McKeown, MTC 
 Ursula Vogler, MTC 
 
Comments on RTP process 
Mr. Cooke: He made an initial comment that he was unclear as to MTC’s process for submitting 
projects for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Within the past few months, his city had 
worked on the projects that they were interested in submitting as requested by the Alameda CMA, 
but then they were told to hold off on the submissions. Ms. Nguyen explained MTC initially 
requested the CMAs to assist in updating current RTP projects and to submit new projects for 
consideration in the “Vision” element of the RTP. As this process unfolded, however, it became 
clearer that getting more general project concepts to help shape the vision and policy discussion of 
this plan was preferred over the submittal of specific projects. She clarified that we are going 
through a new exercise to shape our vision; specific project submittal will be requested later. 
 
Mr. Lee: Countywide transportation plans include big-ticket items and are the place where all 
decisions and plans are laid out. He asked if the plans are adequate to feed into the RTP or are we 
looking for more? Ms. Nguyen explained that we are looking to countywide transportation plans to 
provide input into the RTP. 
  
Mr. Cooke: He understood that submitted projects were supposed to be vision projects, using 
outside-the-box thinking with unconstrained budgets. CMAs were working with the cities on this; 
San Leandro was currently completing this, some of the projects touched on the goals discussed. 
Process seems to work. Ms. Nguyen mentioned that the request for projects was done too early in 
the process and that the timing issue has been remedied.  
 
Mr. Lee: Call for projects process aimed at the counties is better because the submitted projects are 
important for the entire county, not just an individual city. Cities’ projects need screening in order to 
ensure that the proposed projects are viable. Ms. Nguyen said that she agreed and that we needed to 
allow countywide plans to be created first, the new timing allows for that. 
 
Mr. Lee: Decisions for Transportation 2030 were made in advance or early in the process and input 
on those decisions seemed to be too late to make a difference.  
Staff response: Ms. Nguyen mentioned that this would not happen during the Transportation 2035 
process. This process is not constrained by finances up front; MTC will discuss concepts first, 
finances later. She recommended attending the Partnership meetings to get all of the ongoing 
information.  
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Mr. Cooke: As long as you keep up with the schedule and make sure that you have your project in 
the RTP, your project is safe. The process works well. Mr. Goldblatt mentioned that anyone could 
look at our website to see the status of a project in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
 
Mr. Lee: Noted that the TIP is more administrative and he understands that projects need to be in 
the RTP to be funded.  
 
Comments on public participation process 
Mr. Lee: In order to get input, you need to use multiple mediums. Also he mentioned that it could 
be tough to give valid input because topics are complicated and can be difficult to understand. 
 
Mr. Cooke: MTC should attend existing meetings — attend city council meetings and get on the 
agenda. This tact could be very effective because you have the attention of the city council members, 
who understand the process, as well as the community members, who will be able to provide input. 
The meetings are also at a convenient time. He also mentioned that communications should be 
simplified to improve people’s understanding. 
 
Mr. Lee: City council meetings are better to attend than CMA meetings, because the CMA meetings 
are very focused and aren’t as well advertised. City council meetings reach a much larger audience. 
He felt that CMA leaders would be able to structure better Q and A sessions, though, than city 
council members. 
 


Telephone Interviews 
 


To facilitate a discussion on how best to engage numerous local, state and federal agencies in its 
plans and programs, MTC mailed a letter to over 150 affected agencies requesting a response on 


how the agencies would like to consult on the Draft Public Participation Plan. The letter provided 


options for how the affected agency would like to interact with MTC on the plan, including an in-


person meeting and a request for a phone call.  
 
MTC staff made follow-up phone calls with those agencies that requested it. Overall, those 
contacted were satisfied with the current process. A few suggestions were given to improve an 
already smooth process: 
 


o Have more meetings in or convenient to outlying counties/cities, including Sacramento 
o Be sure to provide all information by email, including an email blast to city council members and 


contacts 
o In addition to email, send important information in hard copy form 
o Make sure MTC invites the appropriate agencies to the appropriate meetings 
o Ensure a better understanding of criteria and weighting of criteria for funding programs by agency 


staff 
o Simplify things as much as possible; eliminate or improve a difficult funding application process 
o Be sure to include outreach to Native American groups 
o Facilitate better in-person relationships with MTC staff 
o Utilize existing meetings 
o Ensure agency staff members are up to speed so that they can properly educate elected officials 
o Be sure to highlight what is new about the regional plan to create relevance in people’s minds 
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ABSTRACT


Resolution No. 3847, Revised


This resolution adopts the Federal Transit Administration (FT A) New Freedom (Section 5317)


Program of Projects for the large urbanized areas of the San Francisco Bay Area.


The following attachment is provided with resolution:


Attachment A FY 2005-06 New Freedom Program of Projects for


Large Urbanzed Areas


This resolution was revised on June 24, 2009 to amend Attachment A to reduce the local match


amount for the San Francisco Muncipal Transportation Agency project, and to modify the total


project cost and project description accordingly.


This resolution was revised on October 28, 2009 to amend Attachment A to remove the San


Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency project, and to increase the amount of New


Freedom fuding for the SamTrans project by $200,000.


This resolution was revised on December 16, 2009 to amend Attachment A to make BART the


subrecipient of fuds for the Ed Roberts Campus project rather than the City of Berkeley.


This resolution was revised on May 26, 2010 to amend Attachment A to reduce the local match


amount for the SamTrans project.


Furher discussion of this action is contained in the MTC Executive Director's Memorandum to


the Programing and Allocations Committee dated February 13,2008, and the Programing


and Allocations Committee Sumary sheets dated February 13,2008, June 10,2009, October


14,2009, December 9, 2009 and May 12,2010.
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Re: Program ofProiects for Federal Transit Administration's New Freedom Program (Section
5317) Funds for Large Urbanzed Areas


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTATION COMMISSION


RESOLUTION No. 3847


WHREAS, the United States Code Title 49 Section 5317 (49 U.S.C. 5317) authorizes


and sets forth the provisions for the New Freedom Program, which makes grants to recipients for


addressing the transportation needs of disabled persons through the provision of new services


and facility improvements that go beyond those required by the Americans with Disabilities Act;


and


WHEREAS, 49 U .S.C. 5317( c) apportions New Freedom fuds by formula to large


urbanzed areas, small urbanized areas, and non-urbanized areas; and


WHEREAS, pursuant to Governent Code Section 66500 et seq., the Metropolitan


Transportation Commssion ("MTC") is the regional transportation planng agency for the San


Francisco Bay Area; and


WHEREAS, MTC is the designated metropolitan planing organzation (MPO) for the


nine-county San Francisco Bay Area; and


WHEREAS, consistent with 49 U.S.C. 5307(a)(2), MTC is the designated recipient of


New Freedom Program fuding apportionments for large urbanized areas in the nine-county San


Francisco Bay Area; and


WHEREAS, as the designated recipient, MTC has conducted a competitive selection


process and developed for submittal to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) a program of


projects (POP) for the San Francisco Bay Area's large urbanized area New Freedom Program


apportionment, attached hereto as Attachment A, and incorporated herein as though set forth at


lengths; now, therefore, be it







MTC Resolution No. 3847
Page 2


RESOLVED, that MTC will submit to FTA a grant application to secure the New


Freedom funding for the subrecipients listed in Attachment A; and be it fuher


RESOLVED, that MTC wil enter into agreements with the subrecipients listed in


Attachment A to ensure their compliance with all applicable Federal requirements; and be it


fuher


RESOLVED, that Attachment A may be revised from time to time by approval ofMTC's


Programing and Allocations Committee.


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTATION COMMISSION


Bi1DO~ ~


The above resolution was entered into
by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission at the regular meeting
of the Commission held in Oakland,
California, on Februar 27,2008.
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NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - FY 2005-06 PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


1 AC Transit Paratransit Conduct a detailed inventory of all available transit $180,000 $144,000
Inventory resources, including funding, equipment, and personnel,


in Alameda and Western Contra Costa County to
determine how best to structure a coordinated system.
Also investigate institutional settings and financial
implications of establishing a mobility manager.


2 Benicia, City Taxi Scrip Expand the Benicia Breeze Taxi Scrip Program to $30,000 $15,000
of Program destinations in Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hil, and


Extension Walnut Creek to provide access to social service,
medical centers, shopping, recreation and other quality
of life destinations in Central Contra Costa County for
seniors, persons with disabilties, and Medicare card
holders.


3 BART (c) Ed Roberts Support construction of a universally designed helical $1,106,568 $669,405
Campus/Ashby ramp, oversized accessible elevators, and an accessible
BART Station elevator lobby for people who wil visit the Ed Roberts
Enhancements Campus.


4 Central Contra Community Provide a $5,000 per van annual subsidy for $125,000 $62,500
Costa Transit Connection maintenance of up to 25 retired paratransit vans for use
Authority Program by community-based organizations to provide


Expansion transportation services to seniors and people with
disabilities, with at least 50 trips per month to ADA-
eligible individuals.


5 Central Contra Comprehensive Conduct a comprehensive inventory of all available $43,750 $35,000
Costa Transit Mobility Options mobilty options for seniors and persons with disabilities
Authority Inventory to serve as a building block for later developing a


mobilty management function for majority of Contra
Costa County and the Tri-Valley.


6 Contra Costa Contra Costa Expand existing volunteer driver programs for disabled, $153,114 $45,000
County Volunteer Driver homebound seniors to areas in Contra Costa County


Employment & Program that are low-income and/or have high populations of
Human Expansion ethnic groups who do not speak English as their primary
Services Dept language.
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NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - FY 2005-06 PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


(continued)


7 San Mateo Peninsula Ride Provide mobility management services to seniors and $493,939 $347,200
County Transit Connection people with disabilities in San Mateo County.


District (a)( d)


Cycle 1 tasks: assess feasibilty of countyide phone
information and assistance service; coordinate corps of
volunteer mobilty ambassadors; update the Senior
Mobilty Guide; coordinate and administer shared van
program; promote mobility in city planning processes;
and develop business plan.


Cycle 3 tasks: continue and expand the Mobility
Ambassador Program; implement a Vehicle Sharing
Demonstration Program; update, reprint, and distribute
the Senior Mobility Guide; assess how to coordinate an
information and referral network of call centers; market
and promote the development of volunteer ride
programs.


8 San Francisco NextMuni Audible Evaluate results of the pilot PH installations, which $250,000 $0
Municipal Arrival translate bus arrival information and other messages to
Tranportation Time/Push-to- speech at bus shelters; and purchase and install PH at
Agency (b) Talk (PH) an additional 50 locations.


9 Santa Clara Mobilty Options Provide travel training and fixed-route transit support $454,254 $227,127
Valley Travel Training information to persons with disabilties and seniors over
Transportation Program a three-year period. Includes on-site and mobile
Agency presentations; specialized training for individuals with


visual, cognitive, and developmental disabilties; group
travel instruction; one-on-one travel instruction; and peer
mode travel instruction.


Total $1,545,232


Notes:


(a) San Mateo County Transit District's New Freedom share waS increased from $147,200 to $347,200 and total project cost
was increased from $184,200 to $501,139 on 10/28/09. See Resolution No. 3930 for additional information.


(b) San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency's NextMuni Audible Arrival Time/Push-to-Talk (PTT) New Freedom amount
was changed to zero on 10/28/09 at the request of SFMT A. The project was funded with other local funds.


(c) The subrecipient of funds for the Ed Roberts Campus project was changed from the City of Berkeley to BART on 12/16/09.
(d) San Mateo County Transit District's total project cost was reduced from $501,139 to $493,939 on 5/26/10 to reflect a


reduced local match amount for their Cycle 3 project.
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ABSTRACT


Resolution No. 3866


This resolution updates and adopts MTC's Transit Coordination Implementation Plan pursuant to


the requirements ofCaliforna Governent Code §§ 66516 (SB 1474) and 66516.5; Public


Utilities Code §§ 99282.51 and 99314.7; and Streets and Highways Code § 30914.5.


This resolution supersedes Resolution No. 3055, as amended.
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Re: Transit Coordination Implementation Plan


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTA nON COMMISSION


RESOLUTION NO. 3866


WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 66516 of the California Governent Code, the


Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is required to adopt rules and regulations to


promote the coordination of fares and schedules for all public transit systems within its


jursdiction and to require every system to enter into a joint fare revenue sharng agreement with


connecting systems; and


WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 66516.5 of the Governent Code, MTC may identify


and recommend consolidation of those fuctions performed by individual public transit systems


that could be consolidated to improve the efficiency of regional transit service and;


WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 99282.5 of the Californa Public Utilities Code (PUC),


MTC is required to adopt rules and regulations to provide for governng interoperator transfers so


that the public transportation services between public transit operators are coordinated; and


WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 99314.7 of the Public Utilities Code, MTC is required to


evaluate an operator's compliance with coordination improvements prior to an operator receiving


allocations of State Transit Assistance (STA) fuds; and


WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 30914.5 of the Streets and Highways Code, MTC must


adopt, as a condition of Regional Measure 2 fud allocation, a regional transit connectivity plan


to be incorporated in MTC's Transit Coordination Implementation Plan pursuant to Section


66516.5, requiring operators to comply with the plan, which must include Policies and


procedures for improved fare collection; and
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WHEREAS, MTC previously adopted Resolution No. 3055 to implement these


requirements; and


WHEREAS, in order to ensure progress toward implementing coordination


recommendations, MTC wishes to formalize these recommendations by adopting the rules and


requirements required pursuant to Governent Code Section 66516 and PUC Section 99282.5 as


set forth in this MTC Transit Coordination Implementation Plan, which includes a regional


Transit Connectivity Plan and Implementation Requirements, attached to this Resolution as


Attachments A and B, and incorporated herein as though set forth at length;


WHEREAS, MTC has consulted with the region's transit agencies to develop the


regional Transit Connectivity Plan and Implementation Requirements, as required by


Governent Code §§ 66516 and Streets and Highways Code § 30914.5; now therefore be it


RESOLVED, that MTC adopts the Transit Connectivity Plan ("Plan") as set forth in


Attachment A; and be it fuher


RESOLVED, that MTC adopts the Implementation Requirements, as set forth in


Attachment B; and, be it fuher


RESOLVED, that prior to determining fud programing and allocations for an operator,


MTC shall review the efforts made by the operator to implement the requirements identified in


Attachments A and B, and if MTC determines that the operator has not made a reasonable effort


to implement the requirements of Attachments A and B, MTC may, at its discretion, withhold,


restrict or re-program fuds and allocations to such operator to the extent allowed by statute, rule,


regulation, or MTC policy; and, be it fuher


RESOLVED, that all fuds subject to programing and/or allocation by MTC are


covered by this resolution including but not limited to State Transit Assistance, Transportation


Development Act, Regional Measure 2, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality, Surface
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Transportation Program and Transit Capital Priorities funds, to the extent permitted by statute;


and, be it further


RESOLVED, that this resolution shall be transmitted to the affected transit operators to


-guide them in development of 
their anual budgets and short-range transit plan revisions; and, be


it further


RESOLVED, that the Operations Committee is authorized to approve amendments to


Attachments A and B, following consultation with the affected transit operators; and be it fuher


RESOLVED, this resolution supersedes Resolution No. 3055.


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTATION COMMISSION


Scott Haggert, Chair


The above resolution was entered into by
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
at a regular meeting ofthe Commission held in
Oakland, California, on Februar 24,2010







Date:
W.I.:


Referred By:


February 24,2010
1227
Operations Committee
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Attachment A
MTC Transit Connectivity Plan


This Attachment A incorporates by reference the Transit Connectivity Plan, previously approved
by MTC in MTC Resolution No. 3055, which may be downoaded at:
http://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planing!connectivity/index.htm.
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Referred By:
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Attachment B
Implementation Requirements


The purose of these Implementation Requirements is to establish the expectations and
requirements for each transit agency with respect to implementing the recommendations of the
Commission's Transit Connectivity Plan (2006) and maintaining other transit coordination
programs, to outline the process by which MTC wil involve transit operators in changes to
coordination requirements, and to establish the process for Commission action in the event of
transit agency non-compliance with these implementation requirements. A copy of this
Resolution 3866 is available for downoad at http://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tcip/.


Per the Transit Connectivity Plan, MTC places high priority on improvements that:
. Accomplish tangible improvements for the passenger;


. Benefit the largest number of transit users, including both inter- and intra-system


transit riders, to the extent possible;
. Improve system productivity by sharing agency resources; and


. Enhance the ability of transit riders to reach significant destinations in adjoining
jursdictions and along regional corrdors by (1) improving the connections between
system services and (2) providing though service to adjoining jursdictions in those
cases where the market clearly justifies such service.


In order to manage resources effectively, MTC will focus on a limited number of high priority
improvements, transfer project leadership from MTC to one or more transit agencies where
possible upon agreement ofproject parners, and establish priorities for implementing new
projects.


The Commission has established specific transit operator requirements to implement a
coordinated regional network of transit services and to improve overall service productivity as
defined in the Transit Connectivity Plan. Any agency that is an eligible recipient of fuds subject
to allocation or programing by MTC is subject to these requirements, including, but not limited
to the following:







1. Altamont Commuter Express


2. Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
3. Bay Area Rapid Transit District
4. Caltrain


5. Capital Corrdor Joint Powers Authority


6. Central Contra Costa Transit Authority


7. Dumbaron Bridge Route Operating
Consortium


8. Eastern Contra Costa Transit Authority


9. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and


Transportation District
10. Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority
1 1. Marn County Transit District
12. Napa County Transportation Planng Agency
13. San Francisco Municipal Transportation


Agency
14. San Mateo County Transit Distrct
15. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
16. Solano Transportation Authority
17. Sonoma County Transit


A. Operator Implementation Requirements


1. Implementation Requirements
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18. Sonoma Marn Area Rail Transit
19. Transbay Joint Powers Authority
20. Union City Transit
21. Water Emergency Transportation


Authority
22. Western Contra Costa Transit


Authority
23. City of Alameda
24. City of Benicia
25. City of Cloverdale
26. City of Dixon
27. City of Emeryile
28. City of Fairfeld/Suisun City Transit
29. City of Healdsburg
30. City of Petaluma
31. City of Rio Vista
32. City of Santa Rosa
33. City of Vacavile
34. City of Vallejo


The region has a history of implementing projects to improve transit coordination. Early
efforts focused on regional programs and policies such as disseminating ta-free transit


benefits and makng paratransit eligibility determinations. More recent efforts, such as the
Transit Connectivity Plan, identified improvements to (1) designated regional transit hubs,
including way-finding signage and transit information, real time transit information, schedule
coordination, last-mile services and hub amenities, and (2) system wide connectivity
improvements, including 511 information and TransLinki..


Specific implementation requirements for transit operators are listed in Appendices to this
Attachment:


. Appendix B-1, 511 Transit Program Requirements (including real-time transit);


. Appendix B-2, Regional Transit Hub Signage Program Requirements;


. Appendix B-3, TransLinki. Implementation Requirements; and


. Appendix B-4, Maintenance of Existing Coordinated Services.


As MTC continues to address recommendations from the Transit Connectivity Plan and other
emerging issues such as Transit Sustainability, new implementation requirements may
become necessar. The appendices may be modified to reflect changes in implementation
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responsibilities, following the procedures outlined in this Attachment B, and subject to
approval by the Commission.


2. SB 602 Fare and Schedule Coordination Requirements
Curently, each operator certifies its adherence to the provisions of SB 602 (Statutes 1989,
Chapter 692, Governent Code Section 66516, and as subsequently amended) as par of the
anual allocation.process for TDA and STA fuds when requests for these fuds are
submitted to MTC. The SB 602 requirements are now incorporated into this Res. 3866, and
each operator's compliance wil be monitored accordingly. Per the requirements ofSB 602,
each transit agency in the region has a revenue sharng agreement with every connecting
agency. In some cases, this takes the form of a reciprocal agreement to accept each other's
passengers free of charge or to honor each other's period passes or single-trip transfers for a
discounted fare. The BART/Muni FastPass is an example of a joint fare instrent to
address SB602 requirements. Each transit agency in the region is required to maintain these
reciprocal agreements as a condition of receiving STA fuds (Gov. Code 66516).


3. Preserve Abilty to Post and Disseminate Transit Information
MTC expects transit operators to preserve rights for MTC and connecting transit operators to
post and disseminate connecting transit information for free within their facilities. This
would include but not be limited to route, schedule, fare, real-time transit information and
information about regional transit projects (511, TransLinki.). For any transit agency that has
already entered into a third-par agreement that compromises these rights, MTC expects the
transit agency to make good faith efforts to reinstate these rights in their agreement at the
earliest opportty and, at a minimum, to reinstate such rights in futue agreements or


renewals entered into afer adoption ofthis Resolution. Nothing herein shall be interpreted as
requiring transit agencies to display advertising. Rather, the objective is to provide transit
customers with pertinent information that improves their transit experience.


B. Cost-Sharing


Implementation activities and other new transit connectivity and coordination efforts added to
these Implementation Requirements will be fuded with MTC discretionar fuds, transit agency


fuds, and/or in-kind contributions ofMTC and transit agency staff resources. IfMTC considers
adding new projects or services, MTC would implement the consultation process described in
Section C below to vet any expected cost impacts on the operators. Transit agencies are required
to waive all agency fees (for permits, etc.) they would otherwise charge to MTC, other transit
operators or third-par contractors to implement and maintain regional transit coordination


projects detailed in these requirements. Unless otherwse noted, MTC and transit agencies are
expected to cover the cost to implement their respective roles and responsibilities as identified in
these requirements or in pre-existing agreements. As specific initiatives move to
implementation, a lead agency may be designated to coordinate implementation activities on
behalf of the other paricipating transit agencies. Any agency that assumes this lead role and
incurs costs that it would otherwse not assume in order to perform this fuction may be
reimbursed, based upon an equitable agreement with the paricipating agencies, on a marginal
cost basis (i.e., the additional cost the transit operator incurs to perform the work).
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C. Consultation Process


MTC wil consult with transit agencies when defining new coordination requirements for
inclusion in Res. 3866 or when updating or revising requirements already in Res. 3866.


MTC will first consult with one or more of its technical advisory committees (TACs) to receive
transit agency input on the specific implementation requirements. MTC wil notify T AC
members of the meetings and provide agendas in advance, and facilitate T AC discussions.
Affected transit operators are expected to paricipate. Transit agencies are responsible for
ensurng that the appropriate staff attends T AC meetings, that they paricipate in discussions in
good faith, and that they communicate with other relevant staff within their agency (including
those employees whose work may be affected) and executive management so that timely and
constructive agency feedback can be provided to MTC. MTC wil consider T AC input when
formulating draft policy. In cases where there is no relevant TAC to address the issue under
consideration, MTC will formulate draft policy and solicit feedback from general advisory


groups, such as the Parership Technical Advisory Committee (PTAC) or the Transit Finance
Working Group.


At its discretion, MTC may also solicit input from the Parnership Board, the Parership
Techncal Advisory Committee, the Transit Finance Working Group and MTC's Policy Advisory
Council prior to Commission action. Following consultation with the TAC(s) and/or other
advisory groups, MTC will solicit feedback from the Parnership Transit Coordination
Committee. MTC wil provide notification of the proposed PTCC meeting and agenda through
wrtten communcation to transit general managers and transit program coordinators and posting
of the meeting materials on MTC's web site.


Lastly, MTC wil forward staffs recommendations to the MTC Operations Committee and the
Commission.


D. Sanctions


The Commission expects each transit agency to comply with the requirements outlined in this
Resolution and its Attachments as a condition of eligibility for ST A and TDA fuds, Regional
Measure 2 fuds, transit capital fuds (including federal transit formula fuds, STP, CMAQ and
STIP fuds) and other fuds subject to Commission programing and allocation actions. MTC
intends that the region's transit agencies will implement these requirements in good faith and
cooperation among themselves and with MTC. The sanction of withholding, restricting or re-
programing fuds to enforce cooperation will be exercised by MTC in cases where an agency
fails to meet or fails to exhibit good faith in meeting these requirements. In such cases, MTC
staff will notify the agency of the possibility that a sanction may be imposed. This notification
wil also recommend corrective actions that the agency should take to meet the implementation
requirements. The notification will be sent no less than sixty (60) days prior to forwarding an
MTC staff recommendation to the Commission.
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Appendix B-1


511 Transit Information Requirements


MTC provides static transit data (i.e. schedules/trip planng information) through the 511 phone
and web service and real-time transit depare information through the 511 phone and web
services and the Regional Hub Signage Program. MTC requires the full paricipation and
support of all transit agencies to deliver quality and timely information. MTC and the transit
agencies have jointly developed data transfer mechanisms for schedule, trip planner and real-time transit
data and identified appropriate roles and responsibilities for all parties, as documented in "511 Transit
Program Roles and Responsibilties." MTC wil review these requirements on an as-needed basis with
transit agency parers. Additionally, MTC and the Real-Time Transit TAC developed "Real-time


Transit Information System System Requirements" that detail the system requirements for all parties. The
two documents are available at: htt://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tcip/. The key roles and
responsibilities to provide transit agency data on 511 services are as follows:


Transit Agencies wil:


Generally:
1. Paricipate in MTC's 511 RTIS and Real-Time Transit Technical Advisory Committees.


2. Support, fud and staff their roles and responsibilities related to the 511 services as described
below.


3. Notify transit customers ofthe availability of 511 information and 51 1.org on transit agency


web sites, in printed materials, at bus stops/rail stations, and on other transit agency
information chanels.


For Static Transit Inormation (Schedules/Trip Planer):
4. Provide accurate, complete, timely information regarding transit routes, stops, schedules,


fares for dissemination on all 511 featues and services.
5. Transmit schedule and other transit service information to MTC in advance of any schedule


changes to allow for MTC's timely inclusion in the 511 Transit website. MTC will provide a
schedule identifying the necessar advance time.


6. Perform quality control review (focusing on data changed for upcoming service revisions) on
a representative sample of agency service data prior to transmittal to MTC for MTC's timely
inclusion in 511's featues and services.


For Real-time Transit Inormation:
7. Provide prediction data to the Regional System by establishing and maintaining a data


connection to the Regional System and operating and maintaining an interface application.
8. Meet requirements, as defined in "Real-time Transit Information System System


Requirements", including the standard interface requirements, and in "511 Transit Program
Roles and Responsibilities".


9. Conduct on-going performance monitoring to ensure accurate and timely transfer of data to
the Regional System and accurate provision of prediction data to the public, in collaboration
with MTC.


10. Ensure that there is no impact to its provision of prediction data to 511 in the event that the
transit agency provides its specific prediction data to a third par.
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11. Provide service disruption information to 51 1 where available and logistically feasible
through agreed upon formats.


MTC wil:
Generally:
1. Organize and facilitate MTC's 511 Transit RTIS and Real-time Transit Technical Advisory


Committees (T AC).
2. Fund, operate, and maintain the 511 services for regional transit information, including


511.org, the 511 transit website, 511 phone, regional real-time transit signs at transit hubs,
and other relevant new applications.


3. In collaboration with transit agencies, conduct performance monitoring to ensure accurate
and timely transfer of both static and real-time transit data to the Regional 511 System.


For Static Transit Information (Schedules/Trip Planer):
4. Notify transit customers of the availability of transit agency websites at appropriate locations


on web site pages of 5 1 l.org.


For Real-time Transit Inormation:
5. Share with third par vendors and the general public the real-time transit data as described in


"511 Transit Program Roles and Responsibilities".
6. Provide agencies with contact information for the 511 Traveler Information Center (TIC) to


allow for the posting of real-time transit service disruption/emergency information on 511.
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Appendix B-2


Regional Transit Hub Sign age Program Requirements


MTC and transit agencies have developed the Regional Transit Hub Signage Program Techncal
Stadards and Guidelines (e.g. 'the Standards') to ensure consistency across the region as the
signage is deployed and maintained. A detailed version of the Standards is available at:
http://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planng!tcip/. The Standards may be periodically updated to reflect their
evolution through the Concept Plan and Designlan, Specification and Estimates phases of
implementation.


The Standards include:
1. Four main sign tyes: directional signs, wayfnding kiosks, transit information displays, real-


time transit information displays.
2. Guidance to locate signs at key decision points between transit operator services.
3. Design elements to establish a common "look" and "feel" for the signage including:


. Orange 'i' icon on a green background;


. Standard logos, icons, arows and messages and an organizing hierarchy;


. Standard 'frutiger' font;


. Hierarchy for the location of information in each sign;


. Consistent map orientation and colors;


. Directional map compass and walking distance/time radius;


. Transit stop designation through agency logo/mode icon/route number 'bubbles'; and


. Prominent 511 logo/message and regional transit program information.


Transit Agencies wil:


1. Lead and/or actively paricipate in the process to implement the Hub Signage Program.
Paricipate on the Transit Connectivity T AC.


2. Comply with the Standards which generally apply to the 21 regional transit hubs
identified in the Transit Connectivity Plan and three airports. Where exceptions to the
Standards are desired, transit operators must seek prior approval from MTC. Where
ambiguity in the Standards exists, transit operators shall request clarfication from MTC.


3. Comply with cost responsibilities. Per Res. 3771 (July 2006), costs associated with
implementing the Regional Transit Hub Signage Program at the 24 hubs are shared. A
revised matrix clarfying cost responsibilty by sign tye is included as Appendix B-2,
Attachment 1. After initial installation, maintenance and replacement of each sign shall
be the responsibility of the assigned transit agency.


4. Comply with task responsibilities (O&M, replacement and ownership) fuher detailed in
Appendix B-2, Attachment 1. MTC expects that transit agencies wil jointly confirm task
responsibility for each sign at each hub durng the Concept Plan phase, prior to sign
installation, which will ultimately be documented in a table titled "Hub Signage Program
Sign Ownership", incorporated herein by reference, and posted on MTC's website at
http://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planing!tcip/. In most cases, the transit agency that owns the
propert on which the sign is installed will be assigned responsibility. For signs installed
on propert not owned by a transit agency, the transit agency providing the most service
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(passenger boardings) in the area of 
the sign will be assigned responsibility. Some


negotiation between transit agencies may be necessar depending on sign location. Signs
will not be installed until task responsibilities are finaL. Once installed, transit agencies
must comply with the agreed-upon task responsibilities.


5. Facilitate the permitting of signs by waiving all fees that a transit agency would usually
charge for sign installation on its propert or leased operating area.


6. As transit agencies plan new facilities or prepare for major remodels of existing facilities,
they shall consult with MTC early in the planing process for applicabilty of the
Standards to the project.


MTC wil:
1. Develop, document and periodically update regional sign Standards.
2. Support coordination of Hub Signage Program implementation at all 24 hubs.
3. Comply with cost and task responsibilities detailed in Appendix B-2, Attachment 1.
4. Solicit feedback from transit agencies on significant changes to regional policy affecting


the 24 hubs through the Transit Connectivity Technical Advisory Committee.
5. As resources permit, provide technical assistance to transit agencies wishing to extend the


regional sign Standard to non-regional hubs.
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Appendix B-3


TransLink Implementation Requirements


This Appendix defines the Commission's expectations of the transit agencies to ensure a
successful operation of the TransLink(j system in four sections:


1. Paricipation Requirements
II. Regional TransLink(j Communications and Marketing Activities


II. TransLink(j Card Distribution Program for Seniors and Youths
IV.Fare Media Transition Schedules by Specific Operators


Section I describes general TransLink(j implementation requirements for paricipating operators.


Sections II and III define expectations for two program areas critical to smooth implementation
of a full transition to TransLink(j that can only be addressed through a collaborative, regional
approach: customer awareness of and knowledge about TransLink(j; and eligibility, validation
and distribution of youth and senior cards; respectively.


Section IV establishes the dates by which the five transit agencies that are curently operating
TransLink(j will transition their existing prepaid fare media to TransLink(j -only availability.


I. ParticiDation ReQuirements


The following transit agencies are curently operating TransLink(j as their fare payment system:
AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Ferr and Transit, and SFMTA. Additionally, MTC
expects to declare SamTrans and VTA as TransLink(j revenue-ready in 2010. Together these six
agencies and one joint powers authority (Caltrain) were slated to be the first to operate
TransLink(j and were classified as charer members in the TransLink(j Consortium, formed on
December 12, 2003 by MTC and six transit operators entering into the TransLink(j Interagency
Paricipation Agreement (IP A).l


The following describes general TransLink(j implementation requirements for paricipating


operators? An operator's failure to meet one or more ofthese requirements may result in non-
compliance with Resolution 3866.


1. Implement and operate the TransLink(j fare payment system in accordance with
the TransLink(j Operating Rules, as adopted and amended from time to time by
MTC. The curent TransLink(j Operating Rules (approved in April 2009) are
incorporated herein by this reference. The TransLink(j Operating Rules establish


i MTC has given notice that it intends to withdraw from the Consortium effective July 1,2010, as permitted by the


IP A; however, certain of its provisions related to cost allocation and indemnification wil continue to apply to MTC.


2 Items 1-6 are based on provisions of the IPA, as amended on June 27, 2005 and December 4,2007, revised in light
of MTC' s pending withdrawing from the Consortium.
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operating parameters and procedures for the consistent and efficient operation of
TransLink(j throughout the region and are available on MTC's website at
http://ww.mtc.ca.gov/planing/tcip/.


2. Pay its share of varable operating costs, according to the cost allocation formula


set forth in Appendix A to the IP A, Cost Allocation and Revenue Sharing, except
to the extent such costs are reduced by the incentive payments made by MTC (as
referenced in Appendix A to the IP A).


3. Abide by the revenue sharing formula in Appendix A to the IP A.


4. Make its facilities and staff available to MTC and the TransLink(j Contractor for
implementation of TransLink(j. Any Operator and MTC may agree to an
Operator-Specific Implementation Plan, setting fort specific requirements
regarding implementation and operation ofTransLink(j for such Operator.


5. Make determinations regarding the placement of TransLink(j equipment on the
Operator's facilities and equipment; perform necessar site preparation; attend
TransLink(j Contractor training on the use of the TransLink(j equipment; and
provide training to employees using the equipment.


6. Accept transfer of ownership of equipment one year following Conditional


acceptance by each Operator, as defined in Section 8.3 of the TransLink(j Contract


(or for Phase 3 operators one year following Acceptance, as established by
contract change order.3) Maintain and track a list of all equipment.


7. Perform actions necessar to support transfer of ownership of the TransLink(j
ban accounts from BART to MTC. MTC must have fiduciar responsibility for
patrons' prepaid balances no later than the date on which MTC's withdrawal from
the Consortium becomes effective.


8. Implement, operate and promote TransLink(j as the primar fare payment system


for each Operator. TransLink(j,s primar market is frequent transit riders (i.e.,
commuters and transit passholders). Operators shall not establish other fare
payment systems or fare policies that could deter or discourage these patrons'
preference to use TransLink(j. Operators shall set fares so that fares paid with
TransLink(j are equivalent or lower than fares paid either with cash or other forms
of payment.


No new non- TransLink(j prepaid fare product, other than for promotional, special
event or limited-audience--.g., tourist-fares, shall be created by any transit


operator without consulting with and receiving prior approval from MTC.


3 The TransLinil Contract refers to the Design Build Operate Maintain ~ontract between MTC and Cubic


Transportation Systems, Inc. for the TransLinil fare payment system. The contract was assigned to Cubic on July 2,
2009 and has an operating term extending though November 2,2019.
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Nothing in this provision is intended to discourage operators from providing
leadership on new technologies or innovations that would offer improvement to
fare collection operations or the customer experience. The expectation is that
these new initiatives should leverage the attributes and assets of TransLink(j, not
compete with TransLink(j or undermine customers' preference to use TransLink(j.


9. Perform first-line maintenance upon TransLink(j equipment located on their


facilities or vehicles, promptly notify the TransLink(j Contractor when second-line
maintenance of TransLink(j equipment is needed, Promptly notify MTC and the
TransLink(j Contractor of any issues affecting daily financial reconciliation or
accuracy of system reports, issue all tyes of TransLink(j cards and add value to
existing TransLink(j cards from all Ticket Office Terminals located at their
business facilities, and provide at least the same level of front-line customer
service to their patrons using TransLink(j as to patrons using other forms of fare
payment.


10. Sufficiently train and educate agency personnel who have TransLink(j-related


responsibilties so those personnel are able to car out the requirements placed
upon operators in this Resolution.


11. Assist MTC, as necessar, to develop a program for Transit Capital Priorities


(TCP) fuds for the purose of procurng and installng end-of-lifecycle
TransLink(j equipment and to submit and administer grants for programed TCP
fuds on a "pass-through" basis.


12. Upon transfer of ownership of equipment, take financial responsibility for
replacement of equipment damaged in-service due to vandalism or any other
cause not covered by the TransLink(j Contract waranty.4


13. MTC has begun the process of changing the name of the TransLink(j program and
service to "Clippe¡-M". Once the new brand is implemented, all references to
"TransLink(j" in this resolution shall be deemed to refer to "ClippersM".


II. Regional TransLink(j Communications and Marketing Activities


1. Effective Date. For operators curently operating the TransLink(j system, these TransLink(j


marketing and communcations requirements are effective immediately. For operators not yet
operating TransLink(j, the requirements are effective two months after MTC's approval of the
TransLink(j system as Revenue Ready for that operator.


2. General Requirements. Operators shall present TransLink(j to customers, employees and
media as a fully operational fare payment option. This includes, but is not limited to,


4 MTC shall procure replacement equipment on an operator's behalf, and operators shall pay for the full cost of 
the


equipment including all installation costs and materials.
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identification of TransLink(j as a fare payment option in brochures, websites, advertisements,
schedules/timetables, email newsletters, internal memos, bulletins and training manuals, and
any other materials that describe an operator's fare payment options. Operators shall present
TransLink(j as an option so that TransLink(j has equal or greater prominence than the
presentation of other payment options. Each operator shall incorporate and/or modify the
presentation of TransLink(j in existing brochures, websites, schedules/timetables, etc.
whenever the operator next updates the content of these items.


In all cases, operators' marketing and communications about TransLink(j, whether in
brochures, websites, advertisements or other forms, shall adhere to TransLink(j brand


guidelines developed by MTC with input from transit operators. The TransLink(j Brand
Guidelines are available at https://ww.translink.org/TranslinkWeb/toolbox.do.


3. Equipment Identification. If not already identified as such, operators shall identify
TransLink(j -compatible fare payment and TransLink(j -compatible vending equipment with a
decal or other visual identifier to indicate the equipment's TransLink(j compatibility.


4. Operator Training. Operators shall ensure appropriate TransLink(j -related training for transit
operator staff including, but not limited to, vehicle operators, station agents, conductors,
customer service personnel, proof of payment officers, ticket sales staff and any other
personnel responsible for interacting with customers concerning payment options.


s. Marketing Coordination. Operators shall paricipate in the development and implementation
of a TransLink(j marketing and communications initiative that will begin approximately June
1,2010. This includes, but is not limited to:
· Staff paricipation in the development and implementation of the initiative;
· Dissemination of TransLink(j brochures and/or other information materials on vehicles


and/or in stations in a maner consistent with the operator's dissemination of other
similar operational information; and


· Providing information about TransLink(j utilizing space available on vehicles and/or in
stations that is already used by the operator for dissemination of operational information
(space available includes, but is not limited to, car cards, posters, and electronic
displays).


6. Funding. Funding for the initial phases of the communications and marketing program shall
come from the marketing fuds already in the TransLink(j capital budget and previously
assigned to individual operators.


7. Name Change. Operators shall cooperate with or paricipate in actions taken by MTC or the
TransLink(j Contractor to change the TransLink(j brand name to "ClippersM".


III. TransLink(j Card Distribution Program for Seniors and Youths


Unless transit operators and MTC agree upon a different time or approach, as of April 1 , 2010,
transit operators accepting TransLink(j shall distrbute TransLink(j cards to youths and seniors
using the following standard region-wide approach:
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1. Customers will be able to request cards at all transit agency ticket offices and any other
locations approved by the TransLink(j Consortium, e.g. senior centers;


2. Transit agency staff or staff at approved locations wil verify a customer's date of birth and
approve the customer's wrtten application if the customer qualifies for discount fares on any
paricipating agency (up to age 18 for youth cards and not less than age 65 for senior cards);


3. Transit agencies and other approved providers will send all approved applications to the


TransLink(j Service Bureau (TSB), which is operated by the TransLink(j Contractor under
contract to MTC;


4. TSB will fulfill all new and replacement cards with the encoded date of birth;
5. TSB will prevent issuance of duplicate cards, hotlist lost/stolen cards, and hotlist cards


identified as used fraudulently;
6. TSB will issue the cards without photos;
7. Transit agency personnel may continue using existing tactics to verify that a customer


qualifies for a discount; and
8. Transit agency personnel should report fraudulent cards to TSB for hotlisting.


AC Transit shall distribute cards directly to youths, i.e. without involvement from TSB. At its
option, AC Transit may issue the cards with photos of the registered bearer of the card. AC
Transit shall register the cards in the TransLink(j system.


iv. Fare Media


In mid-2009, MTC requested that the five transit agencies which are curently operating
TransLink(j submit plans to describe how they will transition their existing prepaid fare media--
i.e., tickets and passes--to TransLink(j-only availability within two years or less following their
revenue-ready dates.


The tables below set forth the fare media that the designated operator shall convert to
TransLink(j -only availability and the date by which the operator shall no longer accept such fare
media in its existing form. In general, MTC has emphasized with each operator a transition of
those fare products which curently represent a significant portion of that operator's boardings.


An operator will be excused from compliance with a transition date requirement for paricular
fare media, if the TransLink(j Contractor has not met at least 83% of the cardholder support
service level standards set forth in Section B.l.12 of the TransLink(j Contract for the two
calendar months ending one month before the scheduled transition date. The operator's
transition date requirement for the affected fare media wil be reset to one month after the
TransLink(j Contractor has met at least 83% of the TransLink(j Contract's cardholder support
service level standards for two consecutive calendar months.
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AC Transit wil transition its existing fare media by the following dates:


Date for Ending
Acceptance of
Listed Prepaid


Fare Media Fare Media Comments
EasyPass Transition done
31-Day Transbay Pass- Transition done
Adult
Bear Pass (D.C. Berkeley Transition done
Employee Pass)
10- Ride Ticket - Youth 12/31/2010 Sales of the non- TransLink(j version of this


pass/ticket wil end no later than 9/30/2010.
10-Ride Ticket - Adult 12/31/2010 Same comment as above
31-Day Local Pass - Youth 12/31/2010 Same comment as above
31-Day Local Pass - Adult 12/31/2010 Same comment as above
10-Ride Ticket- Requirement As a requirement prior to limiting ths product
Senior/Disabled waived at this to TransLink(j -only availability, AC Transit


time has proposed implementation of additional
TransLink(j card readers at all vehicle entry
points used by wheelchair customers.


Monthly Pass - Requirement As a requirement prior to limiting this product
Senior/Disabled waived at this to TransLink(j -only availability, AC Transit


time has proposed implementation of additional
TransLink(j card readers at all vehicle entry
points used by wheelchair customers.


Class Pass (U.C. Berkeley Requirement AC Transit has opted not to make this pass
Student Pass) waived at this available to TransLink(j customers. AC Transit


time will make the pass available to TransLink(j
customers only following completion of the
proposed integration of TransLink(j and U.C.
Berkeley campus identification card fuctions.


I-ride and I-ride plus Requirement
transfer (for social service waived at this
agencies) time
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BART wil transition its existing fare media by the following dates:


Date for Ending
Acceptance of
Listed Prepaid


Fare Media Fare Media Comments
EZ Rider card as 101112010 EZ Rider card will continue to be accepted after
payment for transit this date as payment for parking at BART lots,


until TransLink(j is available as payment for
parking


High Value Discount 3/112011 . BART Board approval planed for Aug 2010
(HVD) adult magnetic . March 2011 date is when sales would end;
stripe ticket (blue) acceptance of magnetic strpe tickets would


continue until customers deplete their stock


Senior magnetic strpe 5/112011 May 2011 date is when sales would end. Date is
ticket (green) subject to fuher analysis of possible legal


constraints.
Youth and disabled 5/112011 May 2011 date is when sales would end. Date is
magnetic stripe ticket subject to fuher analysis of possible legal


(red) constraints.
Student magnetic stripe Requirement Pending evaluation and implementation of
ticket (orange) waived at this eligibility verification and distrbution processes


time for a TransLink(j version of this fare product
BART Plus Ticket Requirement MTC defers transition ofthis fare medium until


waived at this all other transit agencies which also accept the
time BART Plus Ticket have begu to accept


TransLink(j, and subject to MTC's evaluation of
the operational and financial feasibility of a
transition of this product to TransLink.
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Caltrain wil transition its existing fare media by the following dates:


Date for Ending
Acceptance of
Listed Prepaid


Fare Media Fare Media Comments
Full Fare Monthly Pass 113112011


8-ride Ticket 113112011


Caltrain + Muni Monthly 1/3112011
Pass
Eligible Discount 113112011


Monthly Pass
Go Pass 113112011


8-ride Eligible Discount 113112011
Ticket


In addition, because Caltrain will not be transitioning its fare media to TransLink(j within two
years of Revenue Ready as originally requested by MTC, the following additional obligations are
placed upon Caltrain:


Media Type or Function Minimum Sales Per Month of Date By Which to Achieve:
TransLink(j Version, or %


Monthly Pass 1,000 May 31,2010
Monthly Pass 5,000 November 30,2010


8-Ride Tickets 3,000 May 31, 2010
8-Ride Tickets 10,000 November 30,2010


Autoload of Caltrain fare At least 50% November 30, 2010
products
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Golden Gate Transit and Ferry wil transition its existing fare media by the following
dates:


Date for Ending
Acceptance of
Listed Prepaid


Fare Media Fare Media Comments
$25 Value Card 8/112010 June 30, 2010 is the last day these Value Cards


wil be sold


$50 Value Card 8/112010 Same comment as above
$75 Value Card 8/112010 Same comment as above


The fare products listed below are issued by Marin Transit, yet accepted on vehicles operated by
Golden Gate Transit within Marn County. IfMTC and Marn Transit reach agreement whereby
Marn Transit begins to accept TransLink(j as a fare payment method, each of the fare media
listed below shall be converted to TransLink(j -only availability within six months after
implementation of a TransLink(j version of such fare media.


. $18 Value Card


. $36 Value Card


. Marin Local I-Day Pass


. Marn Local 7-Day Pass


. Marn Local 31- Day Pass


. Marn Youth Pass
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S F MTA .1 f: d. b h i II dan ran cisco wil transition its existing are me ia )y t e 0 owing ates:
Date for Ending
Acceptance of
Listed Prepaid


Fare Media Fare Media Comments
Monthly Passes
Adult BARTlMun 811/10
Monthly Pass
Adult Mun Monthly Pass 411/11 New product available for Jan 1 2010 sales


period. Transition schedule dependent on
completion of Metro faregates program.


Senior Mun Monthly 211/11
Pass
R TC/Disabled Monthly 9/30/10 Date shown assumes availability on TransLink(j
Pass of the Senior/Disabled BART lMuni Monthly


Pass. In no event shall the transition date for
this product be later than Februar 1, 201l.


Youth Monthly Pass 211111


Senior/Disabled Date to be set New product development and coordination
BART lMun Monthly after product with BART required for implementation.
Pass development


schedule and
budget provided
by Contractor


Lifeline Date to be set SFMT A to submit to MTC an implementation
after product strategy and proposed transition date by March
development 31,2010.
schedule and
budget provided
by Contractor


Visitor/Cable Car
1 Day Passport 6/30/11 Schedule dependent on availability of fare


payment handheld card reader and availability
of product on limited use card.


3 Day Passport 6/30111 Same as above


7 Day Passport 6/30/11 Same as above


Ticket Books/Tokens
Adult Single Ride Ticket 4/30/1 0 This is the 10-ridebook in TransLink.
Book
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SchoolN outh Ticket Requirement Pending development of limited use card.
Book waived at this


time
Adult Single Token 4/1111 Pending development of limited use card; this


product is a one-time use ride distributed by non-
profits to clients.


Inter-A~ency Transfers
BART Two-Way 8/1110 May require SFMT A Board action
Transfer
BART/Daly City Two- 81111 0 May require SFMT A Board action
Way Transfer
Golden Gate Ferr Two- 3/30110
Way Transfer
Institutional Pass
Class Pass To be set after SFMT A to determine distribution strategy for fare


product product by June 30, 2010.
development
schedule and
budget provided
by Contractor


Transfers
Bus Transfers 9/30/11 Requires SFMT A Board action
Metro/Subway Transfers 9/30/11 Requires SFMT A Board action
ADA Transfers 3/31/11 Requires SFMT A Board action
BART Plus Ticket Requirement Transition requirement for this fare medium is


waived at this suspended until all transit agencies which accept
time the BART Plus Ticket have begu to accept


TransLink(j, and subject to MTC's evaluation of
the operational and financial feasibility of a
transition of this product to TransLink.
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The following are general TransLink(j implementation and fare media transition requirements for
operators not yet operating TransLink(j. Following MTC's approval of the TransLink(j system as
Revenue Ready for a given operator, MTC wil work with the operator to identify more specific
fare media transition plans. Unless otherwse approved by MTC, operators shall begin accepting
TransLink(j for fare payment by customers no more than two months following MTC's approval
of the TransLink(j system as Revenue Ready for a given operator.


Date for Ending Acceptance of Prepaid
Operator Non-TransLink(j Fare Media


SamTrans One year after Revenue Ready milestone is
achieved and TransLink(j equipment has been
installed on the new SamTrans vehicles
curently being manufactued by Gillg.


VTA One year after Revenue Ready milestone is
achieved and VT A's day pass has been


deployed as a TransLink(j fare product.
Other operators One year after Revenue Ready milestone
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Appendix B-4


Maintenance of Existing Coordinated Services


The Commission's previously adopted Transit Coordination Implementation Plan


(Resolution No. 3055) included a number of coordination programs that were not modified
by the Transit Connectivity Plan. Of these, the Commission expects the transit operators to
continue to support the following:


1. Regional Transit Connection (RTC) Discount Card Program - Provides identification
cards to qualified elderly and disabled individuals for reduced fares on transit.
Transit operators and MTC maintain memorandums of understanding about roles and
responsibilities for program implementation. The R TC Discount Card is being
incorporated into the TransLink(j program


2. ADA Paratransit Eligibility Program - Consists of a regional application, a regional
eligibility database administered by a transit agency on behalf of the region and
universal acceptance across transit systems of all eligibility determinations. Transit
operators have flexibility to tailor the application process to screen applicants to
facilitate eligibility determinations.


3. Interagency ADA Paratransit Services - Establishes policies to promote a consistent
approach to interagency paratransit passenger transfers (see Appendix A-4,
Attachment 1).


4. Regional Transportation Emergency Management Plan - The Regional Transportation
Emergency Management Plan (formerly know as the Trans Response Plan) is a
framework to coordinate transit services durng regional emergencies. Transit
operators are required to paricipate in regional exercises to test the implementation of
the plan. Transit agencies certify compliance through their anual State Transit
Assistance (STA) fuding claims process, and also address emergency coordination
planng through their Short Range Transit Plans.


S. Regional LinksÆxpress Bus/Feeder Bus Services - Regional Links include bus
service across the Bay Bridge, Dumbaron Bridge, the San Mateo Bridge and the
Richmond/San Rafael Bridge that has been incorporated into the Express Bus
Services program fuded with Regional Measure 2 (RM2), and wil be monitored per
RM2 requirements. Express Bus Services also include Owl Service which operates
along the BART rail lines at night when BART is closed. Express feeder bus services
to/from BART stations durng peak periods are maintained through direct allocation
of BART's STA fuds to transit agencies as specified in the anual Fund Estimate. If
STA is unavailable, BART's General Fund up to $2.5 milion is available to support
these services per existing agreement. If additional fuding is needed, it will be
subject to discussion on an anual basis.
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Appendix B-4, Attachment 1
Requirements for Interagency ADA Paratransit Services


Note: Transit operators developed guidelines for interagency ADA paratransit services. MTe
adapted these guidelines for the purpose of defining coordination requirements.


Consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirement to provide paratransit
services that are complementar to fixed-route transit services, Bay Area transit operators have
identified a transfer-oriented network of interagency paratransit services. Interagency paratransit
trps may require a: transfer between connecting paratransit providers at a location specified by
the transit operator. The following regional requirements are intended to improve connections
between paratransit services for both passengers and paratransit providers. The requirements
establish regional protocol for how the system will operate as well as specify the responsibilities
of paratransit providers to assure an efficient, user-frendly system.


1. All public transit agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area will honor the regional ADA
Eligibility Process (as approved by transit agencies) when certifying an individual for ADA
paratransit services.


2. Eligibility for an individual requesting interagency paratransit services will be verified


through the ADA Paratransit Regional Eligibility Database.


3. Transit operators will develop and make available customer information on how to access


and use interagency paratransit services. This information will be made readily available in
accessible formats.


4. Interagency paratransit trps will usually require a transfer between connecting paratransit
providers at a location specified by the transit operator. Transit operators wil transfer
passengers at designated transfer locations that, to the extent possible, are also used as fixed-
route transfer sites. For operational efficiency or customer service quality, use of other
transfer sites is not precluded. Operators will seek to establish transfer locations that are
clean, safe, sheltered and well-lit with accessible telephones and restrooms nearby.
Established interagency paratransit transfer locations on transit properties will be clearly
marked with a consistent sign designed and adopted at the regional leveL.


S. F or operational efficiency or customer service reasons, transit operators may:


. transfer passengers to a connecting paratransit provider at a transfer location,


including having the passenger wait without assistance until the connecting provider
arves; or


· provide through-trip service into an adjoining transit agency's service area (not
requiring a transfer); or







Resolution No. 3866
Attachment B, Appendix B-4, Attachment 1


Page 24 of 24


· provide transfer assistance to passengers at transfer points (waiting with the passenger
until connecting provider arves); and


· coordinate their schedules and dispatch procedures with connecting provider(s) on the
day of service.


6. Coordinating Bay Area interagency paratransit reservations shall be the responsibility of
paratransit providers. Subject to availability of rides, a single transit coordinator will be
responsible to schedule an interagency paratransit trip (including round-trip service). For
trips requiring coordination between only two transit operators, the operator in whose
jursdiction the trip originates will usually perform the fuction of trp coordinator to
schedule the entire trip and to serve as a point of contact for passenger inquiries. For trips
involving three or more paratransit providers, a regional trp coordinator may perform these
fuctions.


7. Transit operators shall accept reservations for interagency paratransit trips according to their


local advance reservation policies. When coordinating a trip, the shorter advance reservation
period of the connecting agencies will apply. In some cases, the scheduling operator will be
unable to determine the availability of a requested interagency paratransit trip until the
shortest advance reservation period is open. If, due to differences in advance reservation
periods, trp availability canot be determined at the time the trp is requested, the scheduling
operator will inform the passenger of when to call to complete the trp reservation process. In
the meantime, the scheduling operator may book available legs of the requested trip
according to local advance reservation policies.


8. Transit operators will charge a fare consistent with each individual operator's fare payment
policy. All fares wil be communcated to the passenger by the operator scheduling the first
leg of the interagency paratransit trp at the time the ride is confirmed. Operators and MTC
will work toward a regional fare payment method and/or regional fare policy for paratransit
services.








ALAMEDA COUNTY -
  Alameda County Congestion Management Agency


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 
AC Transit Yes  $             941,289 AC Transit Service in Hayward
City of Berkeley No  - Ashby BART Station/Ed Roberts Campus
Alameda County Public Works Agency No  - E. Lewelling Boulvard Streetscape Improvements
Oakland Public Library No  - A Quicker, Safer Trip to the Library
LAVTA Yes  $             311,282 WHEELS Route 14 Service Provision
City of Oakland No  - West Oakland Bay Trail Gap Closure


AC Transit No  - 
Transbay Service from East Bay to San Francisco Transbay 
Terminal


Alameda County Public Works Agency No  - Grove Way Pedestrian Improvement Project
Bay Area Community Car Service, Inc. No  - West Oakland Senior Shuttle Carsharing
City CarShare No  - Lifeline Carsharing Program


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2
San Leandro Transportation Management Organization Yes  $             405,000 San Leandro LINKS Shuttle
BART/Oakland Public Library No  - Quicker, Safer Trip to the Library to Promote Literacy


AC Transit Yes  $             830,384 
AC Transit Existing Service Presevation in Communities of 
Concern


East Bay Bicycle Coalition/Cycles of Change Yes  $             314,000 Neighborhood Bicycle Centers
LAVTA Yes  $               88,664 WHEELS Route 14 Service Provision
BART No  - BART feeder bus service
LAVTA No  - LAVTA Rapid Weekend Service
Alameda County No  - Meekland Avenue Transit Access Improvements
Alameda County No  - Hacienda Avenue Transit Access Improvements
BART No  - Environmental Justice Access to BART
LAVTA No  - WHEELS Route 14 Civic Center Busway and Stops
City of Oakland No  - 7th Street West Oakland Transit Village


CONTRA COSTA COUNTY -
  Contra Costa Transportation Authority


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 


ECCTA - Tri Delta Transit Yes  $             270,807 
Operating Funding for Low Income Access to Health Care (Route 
200)


City of Concord with County Connection (CCCTA) Yes  $               58,084 Monument Community Shuttle
CCCTA - County Connection Yes  $               50,287 CCCTA Route 111 Weekend Service


WCCTAC - WestCAT No  - Low-Income Middle School Student Bus Pass Gap Closure Project
AC Transit Yes  $             383,424 Continued Service on Line #376, City of Richmond
WestCAT No  - Contra Costa College-Connection (C3) Shutttle Expansion
ECCTA - Tri Delta Transit No  - Bus Shelters and Amenities for Bay Point
Contra Costa County EHSD No  - CALWORKs Transportation Program Expansion
Neighborhood House of North Richmond No  - West County Transportation Center - Phase II
WCCTAC No  - West Contra Costa Taxicab Safety and Accessibility Program
RSNC Mt. Diablo Center for Adult Day Health Care No  - Mt. Diablo Mobilizer
City of San Pablo No  - West San Pablo Shuttle (2)


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2
Contra Costa County Employment and Human Services No  - Dispatch Software Purchase and Installation


ECCTA - Tri Delta Transit Yes  $             215,602 
Operating Funding for Low Income Access to Health Care (Route 
201)


CCCTA - County Connection Yes  $             240,359 Continued Operation of County Connection Lifeline Routes
WCCTA - WestCat Yes  $               43,705 Continued Operation of WestCAT C3 Route


AC Transit Yes  $             247,662 Maintain existing Lifeline services in western Contra Costa County
ECCTA - Tri Delta Transit No  - Bus Shelters
CCCTA - County Connection No  - Rolling Stock for County Connection Lifeline Routes
WCCTA - WestCat No  - Rolling Stock for WestCAT's C3 Lifeline Route
BART No  - BART Bay Point/Pittsburg Station Improvements
BART No  - BART Richmond Station Improvements


CCCTA - County Connection No  - County Connection Martinez bus stop improvements and access
AC Transit No  - Rolling Stock Replacement for AC Transit
ECCTA - Tri Delta Transit No  - Hillcrest Park-and-Ride Lot Improvements
WCCTA - WestCat No  - Passenger Advisory Signs


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


Project sponsors did not apply specifically for JARC funds, but applied for fund sources under the Lifeline Transportation Funds, which 
are JARC, STA, and 1B funds.


Requests and Awards for Lifeline and New Freedom Programs


The applications were reviewed for JARC eligbility by the CMAs.


Page 1 J:\PROJECT\Title VI Report\2010 Report\Appendix I-JARC & New Freedom\JARC\Appendix I revised by dr.xls







Requests and Awards for Lifeline and New Freedom Programs
MARIN COUNTY -
  Transportation Authority of Marin


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 
City of San Rafael No  - Canal Street Pedestrian Access and Safety Improvements
Marin County Department of Health and Human Services No  - Community Mobility Manager


Marin County Yes  $             156,290 
Marin City Transit Hub and Donohue Street ADA Improvement 
Project


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and 2


Marin County Yes  $             161,423 
Marin City Transit Hub and Donohue Street ADA Improvement 
Project


Marin Transit No  - City Community Shuttle Loop and Service to Marin General


City of San Rafael No  - 
Phase 2 of the Canal Neighborhood Transit & Pedestrian Access & 
Safety Improvement Project


San Rafael City Schools No  - Ride to School for Parents Shuttle


NAPA COUNTY -
  Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency Project Title 
Lifeline Program
N/A N/A


SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY -
  San Francisco Transportation Authority Project Title 


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle
Tenderloin Housing Clinic Outreach Initiative for Lifeline Transit Access
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Yes  $             178,125 Muni Route 109 Treasure Island Service
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Yes  $             525,000 Muni Route 29 Service Expansion


Bayview Hunters Point Foundation for Community Improvement Yes  $             578,049 
Bayview Hunters Point Community Transport to Health Care 
Settings and Health-Related Services


San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Lifeline Fast Pass Distribution Expansion
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Tenderloin Pedestrian Enhancements


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2
Bay Area Rapid Transit No  - Balboa Park Station Westside Entrance and Walkway Project
Bay Area Rapid Transit No  - Civic Center Bikestation Project
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Randolph/Fallones/Orizaba Transit Access Project
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Persia Triangle Transit Access Improvements Project


San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - 
San Bruno Avenue Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) 
Improvements


Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District No  - Routes 10, 70, 80 (US 101 Corridor Basic Services)
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Enhanced Transit Security in Bayview Hunters Point
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Yes  $             433,483 Routes 29 Reliability Improvement Project
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Yes  $             469,288 Route 108 Treasure Island Enhanced Service
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Route 54 Felton Bus Line Expansion
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Discounted Lifeline Pass Program
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency No  - Shopper Shuttle
Bay Area Rapid Transit No  - Balboa Park Station Eastside Connections Project


SAN MATEO COUNTY - 
  City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 
City of Redwood City Yes  $             129,488 Fair Oaks Community Shuttle
City of South San Francisco Yes  $               33,783 Public Transportation Workshops
San Mateo County/Family Services Agency Yes  $             250,000 Ways to Work Family Loan Program
Family Service Agency No  - Transportation Reimbursement
Coastside Opportunity Center No  - Transportation Mobility Solutions
San Mateo County Yes  $               30,000 Transportation Assistance Program
San Mateo Medical Center No  - Medical Center Bus
San Mateo Medical Center No  - Mobile Dental Van


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2


City of East Palo Alto Yes  $             220,305 EPA Youth Shuttle, Manager, Bus shelters, Shuttle Operations
Daly City Yes  $             131,926 Bayshore Shuttle Service
SamTrans No  - Fixed Route 280 (East Palo Alto)
SamTrans No  - Fixed Route 17 (Coastside Service)
SamTrans No  - Fixed Route 17 (Bus Procurement)
SamTrans No  - Transit Awareness Option
Shelter Network Yes  $               72,250 Van purchase and operations for shelter resident transportation
City of East Palo Alto No  - Replacement of a senior shuttle bus
City of Redwood City No  - CBX Shuttle
Family Services Agency of SMC No  - Transportation for low-income seniors
Pacifica No  - Senior Service bus/van purchase
SamTrans No  - Bus stop improvements within the "communites of concern"
San Bruno No  - Belle Air Parking Lot modification
San Bruno No  - Senior Shuttle bus
San Bruno No  - Sidewalks, solar bus shelters, curb ramps
SMC Human Services Agency No  - Bus tickets and passes for low-income families and individuals


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded
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Requests and Awards for Lifeline and New Freedom Programs
SANTA CLARA COUNTY -
  Valley Transportation Authority / Santa Clara County


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 
Outreach and Escort Yes  $             975,000 Family Transportation Services Program
Outreach and Escort No  - Senior Transportation Program
Family and Children Services Yes  $             503,063 Ways to Work Family Loan Program
City of San Jose Yes  $               75,000 Auto Repair Assistance Program
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority No  - VTA/Community Partnership Transportation Program
City of Gilroy - Community Development Department No  - Pedestrian Enhancement Project
Child Advocates of Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties No  - Child Advocates


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2
Family and Children Services No  - Ways to Work Family Loan Program
Outreach and Escort Yes  $             632,276 Family Transportation Services Program
Outreach and Escort No  - Senior Transportation Program
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority No  - Gilroy Community Bus Routes
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority No  - ADA improved bus stops amenities
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority No  - East San Jose improved Community bus service
Society of St. Vincent de Paul No  - SVDP Transit Passes
EHC LifeBuilders No  - Shuttle Service to One-Sto revention Center
Outreach and Escort No  - Together We Ride
Sant Clara Valley Transportation Authority No  - Hybrid Bus Purchase


SOLANO COUNTY -
  Solano Transportation Authority


Lifeline Program Project Title 
N/A


SONOMA COUNTY -
  Sonoma County Transportation Authority


Lifeline Interim/First Cycle Project Title 
Santa Rosa City Bus Yes  $             326,072 New Route 19 and Modified Route 12
City of Petaluma No  - Enhanced Bus Service within Petaluma
Sonoma County Human Services No  - Community Transportation Manager
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway Transit No  - Route 30 Frequency Increase
Santa Rosa City Bus No  - Purchase of 3 Hybrid Electric Buses
Sonoma County Transit No  - Purchase of 5 gas powered coaches


Lifeline Second Cycle Tier 1 and Tier 2
Petaluma Transit No  - Sustain existing service
Healdsburg Transit No  - Replace the old fixed route mini-bus
Healdsburg Transit No  - Sustain existing service


County Human Services No  - Transit plan; Community awareness; Fostering collaborative efforts
Sonoma County Transit No  - Assist with purchase of 14 natural gas coaches
Sonoma County Transit No  - Sustain existing service Routes 20/22, 30, 42, 44/48, and 60
Santa Rosa CityBus No  - Explansion buses for Roseland service improvements
Santa Rosa CityBus Yes  $             278,410 Sustain new Route 19 in Roseland, and service enhancements
Santa Rosa CityBus No  - Comprehensive service expansion study
Santa Rosa CityBus No  - Bus replacements in Roseland/South Central city
Santa Rosa CityBus No  - Roseland outreach and travel training program


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount


JARC 
Awarded


JARC Award 
Amount
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ABSTRACT


Resolution No. 3871, Revised


This resolution adopts the Federal Transit Administration (FT A) New Freedom (Section 5317)


Second Cycle Program of Projects for the large urbanized areas and the Second Cycle Program


Priorities for the small urbanized areas of the San Francisco Bay Area. Furher, this resolution


directs that the Program Priorities for the small urbanized areas be submitted to Caltrans with the


request that the projects be considered for fuding in the statewide competition, and incorporated


in the statewide Program of Projects submitted to the Federal Transit Administration.


The following attachments are provided with this resolution:


Attachment A New Freedom Second Cycle Program of Projects for


Large Urbanized Areas


Attachment B New Freedom Second Cycle Program Priorities for


Small Urbanzed Areas


This resolution was revised on Februar 25, 2009 to amend Attachment B to be consistent with


the statewide Program of Projects for small urba:zed areas.


This resolution was revised on June 24, 2009 to amend Attachment A to reduce the local match


amount for the San Mateo County Transit District project, and to modify the total project cost


and project description accordingly.


This resolution was revised on May 26, 2010 to amend Attachment A to reduce the local match


amounts for the Santa Rosa CityBus and City of Lafayette projects.


Furher discussion of this action is contained in the Programing and Allocations Committee


Sumar sheets dated September 10, 2008, February 11,2009, June 10,2009 and May 12,2010.







 Date: September 24, 2008 
 W.I.: 1512 
 Referred by: PAC 
 
 
Re: New Freedom Program, Second Cycle – Program of Projects for Large Urbanized Areas 


and Program Priorities for Small Urbanized Areas 


 


METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 


RESOLUTION No. 3871 
 


 WHEREAS, the United States Code Title 49 Section 5317 (49 U.S.C. 5317) authorizes 


and sets forth the provisions for the New Freedom Program, which makes grants to recipients for 


addressing the transportation needs of disabled persons through the provision of new services 


and facility improvements that go beyond those required by the Americans with Disabilities Act; 


and 
 


 WHEREAS, 49 U.S.C. 5317(c) apportions New Freedom funds by formula to large 


urbanized areas, small urbanized areas, and non-urbanized areas; and 
 


 WHEREAS, 49 U.S.C. 5317(d) requires designated recipients of New Freedom funds to 


conduct a competitive process to award grants to subrecipients; and 
 


 WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66500 et seq., the Metropolitan 


Transportation Commission (“MTC”) is the regional transportation planning agency for the San 


Francisco Bay Area; and 


 


 WHEREAS, MTC is the designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the 


nine-county San Francisco Bay Area; and 


 


 WHEREAS, consistent with 49 U.S.C. 5307(a)(2), MTC is the designated recipient of 


New Freedom Program funding apportionments for large urbanized areas in the nine-county San 


Francisco Bay Area; and 


 


 WHEREAS, as the designated recipient, MTC has conducted a competitive selection 


process and developed for submittal to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) a program of 


projects (POP) for the San Francisco Bay Area’s large urbanized area New Freedom Program 


FY 2007 apportionment, attached hereto as Attachment A, and incorporated herein as though set 


forth at length; and 
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Attachment A
MTC Resolution No. 3871
Page 1 of2


NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - SECOND CYCLE
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


AC Transit Mobile Data Purchase and install mobile data terminals and $660,000 $300,000
T erminalsl automatic vehicle locators on up to 70 East Bay


Automatic Paratransit vehicles to improve scheduling and
Vehicle enable real-time data collection.
Locators


2 CCCT AI Contra Costa Develop a Mobility Management Plan using the $100,000 $80,000
County Mobilty transportation inventory developed in Phase i.


Connection Management Engage stakeholders to further define and focus on


Phase ii key service components unique to and common to all


areas of the County. Will include recommendations,
goals, objectives, actions, timeline, and funding plan
for establishment of a Mobilty Management Center.


3 City of Lamorinda Provide semi-escorted door-through-door $48,962 $24,481
Lafayette Spirit Van transportation for seniors and persons with


(a) Program disabilties for essential errands and social functions.


4 lightHouse Accessible Develop and distribute a booklet of accessible maps $218,000 $174,400
for the BART Station of BART stations, above and beyond what is
Blind and Maps currently available, to faciltate safe and more
Visually effective travel for individuals who are blind or
Impaired visually impaired. The map would be designed in


tactile format with large print overlay, and wil include
tactile micro-dots that when tapped with a smartpen
would provide audible info.


5 Marin Mobilty Establish a pilot Mobilty Management Offce to $144,813 $115,850
Transit Management promote, enhance, and faciltate access to


Offce transportation service for individuals with disabilities,
older adults, and low-income individuals. Coordinate
and integrate transportation support services
between Marin Transit and Marin County's Dept. of
Health and Human Services.


6 Outreach & Mobilty Establish a Mobilty Management Center to $499,250 $399,440
Escort Management coordinate transportation resources for seniors and


Center - individuals with disabilties. Focus would be on
Santa Clara emergency preparedness planning and coordination
County of transp. resources in response to an emergency


event.
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NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM ~ SECOND CYCLE
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


(continued)


7 SamTrans Peninsula Implement and continue Peninsula Rides Program


Rides (formerly Peninsula Hides Connection), including: 1)
Implementation implement Mobilty Ambassador Program; 2) update


Countyide transportation inventory; and 3) update,
translate to accessible formats, reprint and distribute
Senior Mobilty Guide.


8 San Paratransit Provide City-wide group van transportation services
Francisco Shopping twice a month to registered seniors and persons with
MTA Shuttle disabilities who have diffculty using public transit for


their grocery shopping needs. Service would include
help on and off the vehicle with groceries.


9 Santa Low-Floor Bus Purchase a low-floor bus for enhanced demand-
Rosa Purchase responsive/deviated fixed route service to Oakmont,


CityBus (b) a senior community in Santa Rosa.


$222,321 $177,857


$520,000 $260,000


$184,400 $80,089


Total $1,612,117


Notes:


(a) The City of Lafayette's total project cost was reduced from $92,503 to $48,962 on 5/26/10 to reflect a reduced local match
amount.


(b) Santa Rosa CityBus' total project cost was reduced from $600,000 to $184,400 on 5/26/10 because a smaller, less
expensive low-floor bus wil be purchased with the New Freedom funds.
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ABSTRACT


Resolution No. 3930, Revised


Ths resolution adopts the Federal Transit Admnistration (FT A) New Freedom (Section 5317)


Third Cycle Program of Projects for the large urbanzed areas of the San Francisco Bay Area.


The following attachment is provided with this resolution:


Attachment A New Freedom Third Cycle Program of Projects for


Large Urbanzed Areas


This resolution was revised on May 26,2010 to amend Attachment A to reduce the local match


amounts for the City of Lafayette, Senior Helpline Services, and Santa Rosa CityBus projects.


Furher discussion of this action is contained in the Programing and Allocations Commttee


Sumar sheets dated October 14,2009 and May 12,2010.
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Re: New Freedom Program. Third Cycle Program ofProiects for Large Urbanized Areas


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTATION COMMISSION


RESOLUTION No. 3930


WHREAS, the United States Code Title 49 Section 5317 (49 U.S.C. 5317) authorizes


and sets forth the provisions for the New Freedom Program, which makes grants to recipients for


addressing the transportation needs of disabled persons through the provision of new services


and facility improvements that go beyond those required by the Americans with Disabilities Act;


and


WHEREAS, 49 U.S.C. 5317(c) apportions New Freedom fuds by formula to large


urbanzed areas, small urbanized areas, and non-urbanized areas; and


WHEREAS, 49 U.S.C. 5317(d) requires designated recipients of New Freedom fuds to


conduct a competitive process to award grants to subrecipients; and


WHREAS, pursuant to Governent Code Section 66500 et seq., the Metropolitan


Transportation Commission ("MTC") is the regional transportation planng agency for the San


Francisco Bay Area; and


WHREAS, MTC is the designated metropolitan planing organization (MPO) for the


nine-county San Francisco Bay Area; and


WHEREAS, consistent with 49 U.S.C. 5307(a)(2), MTC is the designated recipient of


New Freedom Program fuding apportionments for large urbanized areas in the nine-county San


Francisco Bay Area; and


WHEREAS, as the designated recipient, MTC has conducted a competitive selection


process and developed for submittal to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) a program of


projects (POP) for the San Francisco Bay Area's large urbanized area New Freedom Program
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WHEREAS, MTc has adopted Resolution No. 3905, which sets forth MTc's Program


Guidelines for the Third Funding Cycle of the New Freedom Program; and


WHEREAS, MTc conducted the competitive selection processes for the New Freedom


large urbanized area apportionment in accordance with those guidelines; now, therefore, be it


RESOLVED, that MTc adopts the New Freedom Third Cycle Program of Projects for


large urbanized areas as listed in Attachment A; and be it further


RESOLVED, that MTc wil submit to FTA a grant application to secure the New


Freedom funding for the subrecipients listed in Attachment A; and be it fuher


RESOLVED, that MTc wil enter into agreements with the subrecipients listed in


Attachment A to ensure their compliance with all applicable Federal requirements; and be it


further


RESOLVED, that Attachment A may be revised from time to time by approval ofMTc's


Programming and Allocations Committee.


lSPORTATION COMMISSION


The above resolution was entered into
by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission at the regular meeting
of the Commission held in Oakland,
California, on October 28, 2009.
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Attachment A
MTc Resolution No. 3930
Page 1 of3


NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - THIRD CYCLE
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


SamTrans Peninsula Rides Continue and expand the Mobilty Ambassador $316,939
***


Implementation Program; implement a Vehicle Sharing
& Development Demonstration Program; update, reprint, and
Activities distribute the Senior Mobilty Guide; coordinate an


information and referral network of call centers;
market and promote the development of volunteer
ride programs.


2 Marin Mobilty Create a transportation brokerage to serve as the $400,547 $263,605
Transit Management: main coordinating entity and one-stop provider of


Brokerage & transportation services for Marin's disabled, senior,
Volunteer Driver and low-income populations. Create a new
Program volunteer driver program that wil provide door-to-


door escorted "safety net" transportation for frail
and disabled seniors who for health reasons cannot
tolerate shared ride services.


3 City of Lamorinda Spirit Provide semi-escorted door through door $50,000 $25,000
Lafayette Van Program transportation service for fragile seniors who have


(a) disabilities in the tri-city area of Lafayette, Moraga,
and Orinda. The service transports passengers to
essential errands, a nutrition program,
appointments, and occasional social outings.


4 ACTIA Southern Provide classroom and field training to elderly and $110,000 $60,000
Alameda County disabled persons to increase their awareness,
Travel Training knowledge, and skils in using public transportation
Program within their communities, including AC Transit,


Union City Transit, and BART.


5 CCTA Web Enabled Convert an existing comprehensive inventory of $120,000 $96,000
SeniorlDisabled transportation services available to seniors and
Transportation people with disabilities into a web based search
Database tool for agencies and the general public.


*** Recommended to receive $200,000 in New Freedom Cycle 1 funds (see MTC Res. 3847, Revised)
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NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - THIRD CYCLE
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


continued


6 lightHouse lightHouse (1) Create a series of tactile and large print maps, $206,570 $165,256
for th e Accessible called strip maps, designed to provide route and


Blind and Maps and route segment information for BART, MUNI,


Visually Orientation and SamTrans, and CalTrain; and (2) Implement an


Impaired Mobility (O&M) Orientation and Mobilty (O&M) Training program to
Training Project meet the specific transit needs of individuals who


are blind or visually impaired.


7 San Vehicle Mobile Purchase and install 120 Mobile Data Computers $875,780 $700,624
Francisco Data Computer (MDCs) with GPS capabilty on all SF Paratransit
MTA (MDq Project vans to allow remote interactive connectivity to the


paratransit routing and scheduling system;
purchase and install management softare at the
Paratransit Broker's offce to allow for live tnp
dispatching and trip management.


8 Outreach & Santa Clara (1) Create a web-based mobilty management tool $1,162,368 $928,868
Escort County Mobilty to coordinate human service transportation. The


Management web-based tool wil include agency profiles, agency
Center member registration, trip reservation and biling


functions, volunteer driver programs, gas cards,


agency fleet inventories, and GIS mapping of key
locations. (2) Purchase ten accessible taxis,
provide them to licensed local taxi companies, and
include them in the fleet that is available to the trip
reservation function in the web portal.


9 AC Transit Intra-Vehicle Purchase and install rolling text-based, LED signs $1,200,000 $960,000
Text-Based to be mounted inside the interior of AC Transit's
Message Signs revenue vehicle fleet. The signs will display bus


(IVTMS) stop location information, helping hearing-impaired
passengers, as well as the general public, with
general navigation and alighting decisions.


10 LAVTA Para-Taxi Provide a reimbursement-based taxi program $20,000 $10,000
Program (Para-Taxi) for LAVTA's ADA-certified paratransit


patrons making trips to and from Dublin and
Pleasanton.


11 Peninsula Get Up & Go: Continue and expand Get Up & Go, an escorted $410,713 $135,273
Jewish Escorted transportation and socialization program serving


Community Transportation San Mateo County older adults who can no longer
Center for Disabled drive due to disabilty or frailty.


Seniors


NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM - THIRD CYCLE
PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR LARGE URBANIZED AREAS


(continued)
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12 Rehabilitation Mt. Diablo (1) Provide door through door transportation to and
Services of Center Mobilzer from the Mt. Diablo Center (MDC) Adult Day Health


Northem Care program for MDC participants, and (2) provide


California a nutrition/shopping shuttle for senior/disabled


Concord residents during MDC's program hours.


13 Center for Riding to Implement Riding to Independence, an expansion


Independent Independence of CIL's existing travel and mobilty device training


Living program for youth with disabilties and their
familes, and seniors and adults with disabilities.


14 Senior Giving Seniors a Ensure that aging-in-place needs are met for


Helpline Lift! homebound seniors, 60 years and older by


Services providing escorted rides for ambulatory seniors to


(b) appointments and essential errands and providing
transportation information/referral services.


15 Santa Enhanced (1) Provide enhanced demand responsive/deviated
Rosa Oakmont fixed route service to the Oakmont Community in


CityBus (c) Service - Santa Rosa. The service wil deviate approximately
Deviated Fixed 3/4 mile off of the fixed route to pick up or drop off


Route Ops/ paratransit eligible patrons; (2) Purchase a low-


Low-Floor Bus floor bus to be used on the deviated fixed route
service in Oakmont.


$120,408 $60,204


$112,672 $90,137


$135,300 $67,650


$422,019 $186,241


Total $3,748,858


Notes:


(a) The City of Lafayette's total project cost was reduced from $87,702 to $50,000 on 5/26/10 to reflect a reduced local match
amount.


(b) Senior Helpline Services' total project cost was reduced from $241,500 to $135,300 on 5/26/10 to reflect a reduced local
match amount.


(c) Santa Rosa CityBus' total project cost was reduced from $682,619 to $422,019 on 5/26/10 because a smaller, less
expensive low-floor bus wil be purchased with the New Freedom funds.
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ABSTRACT


Resolution No. 3931, Revised


This resolution defines the role and responsibilities of the Commission's Policy Advisory


CounciL.


This resolution supersedes Resolution No. 3516. Furher discussion ofthis action is


contained in the Executive Director's memorandum dated November 6,2009. This resolution


includes:


. Attachment A, which outlines the mission statement, roles, expectations, procedures,


appointment process and membership criteria for the Council;


. Attachment B, a table listing the currently appointed advisors.


This resolution was revised on March 24,2010, to include the above-mentioned


Attachment B, a table listing the appointed advisors and their terms.
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RE: Commission Policy Advisory Council


METROPOLITAN TRASPORTATION COMMISSION


RESOLUTION NO. 3931


WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional


transportation plannng agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Governent Code


Section 66500 et seq.; and


WHEREAS, MTC seeks to involve citizens of diverse backgrounds and interests in the


development of transportation plans and programs, in a maner consistent with applicable state


and federal requirements and Commission policy (Resolution No. 2648); and


WHEREAS, MTC seeks to focus its advisory processes around the "Three E" principles


of sustainability outlined in the regional transportation plan: a prosperous and globally


competitive economy; a healthy and safe environment; and equity wherein all Bay Area residents


share in the benefits of a well-maintained, efficient and connected regional transportation system;


and


WHEREAS, MTC seeks to utilize its advisors to ensure that a wide spectru of views


are considered in developing transportation policy, and enhance the contributions and


effectiveness of its advisors, now, therefore be it


RESOLVED, that the Commission establishes a Policy Advisory Council; and be it


further


RESOLVED, that the members of the Policy Advisory Council will be appointed


according to the process and shall have the role, tasks, membership and meetings as described in


Attachment A to this resolution, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at


length; and be it further
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RESOLVED, that the Policy Advisory Council roster is contained in Attachment B to this


resolution; and be it fuher


RESOLVED, that the Executive Director is instrcted to secure nominations to fill


expired terms and other vacancies and present them to the Commission for confirmation by


periodically revising Attachment B; and be it further


RESOLVED, that Resolution No. 3516, Revised, is superseded with the adoption of this


resolution.


METROPO TAN TRAS ORTATION COMMISSION


The above resolution was entered into by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
at a regular meeting ofthe Commission held
in Oakland, California, on November 18, 2009
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Attachment A
Metropolitan Transportation Commission


Policy Advisory Council


A. Mission Statement


The mission ofthe Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Policy Advisory Council
(Council) is to advise the Commission on transportation policies in the San Francisco Bay
Area, incorporating diverse perspectives relating to the environment, the economy and social
equity. The Council advises the Commission and its staff through the appropriate MTC
standing committees on matters within MTC' s jurisdiction and as assigned by the
Commission.


B. RolesÆxpectations


1. Advisors Provide Interest-Based and/or Geographic Perspectives


Advisors should represent the stakeholder interest under which they have been appointed.
Although some advisors may be appointed based on an organizational affiiation, they
should represent their constituency (not just their individual organization).


2. Responsibilities


Advisors will be expected to regularly attend their Council meetings and to maintain an
ongoing engagement with organizations and individuals who make up the advisor's
constituency.


3. Council Work Plan


The Commission will hold an anual workshop as a separately agendized meeting with
the Policy Advisory Council to set the Council's work plan and schedule for the year. At
this meeting, the Commission will identify several priority areas in which it desires
feedback and/or research from the Council, and establish appropriate goals and
performance measures. Advisors also will be given the opportity to recommend
initiatives of potential relevance to the Commission for inclusion in the work plan.
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4. Reporting to the Commission


With the assistance of MTC staff, the Council wil report on its work plan progress or
present recommendations to the full Commission or MTC's standing committees, as
appropriate.


5. Limitations on Advisor Activities


The role of the advisors is to advise the MTC Commission. Advisors are not to convey
positions to outside agencies on behalf of the Council, independent of Commission
action.


C. Membership


The Council shall be composed of twenty-seven (27) members as follows.


A total of nine (9) members, one from each Bay Area county, shall be selected to represent
interests related to the communities of color, environmental justice and low-income issues. A
minimum of four members shall represent the communities of color, and a minimum of four
shall represent environmental justice/low-income issues. The ninth member shall be selected
from either category.


A total of nine (9) members, one from each Bay Area county, shall be selected to represent
the interests of disabled persons and seniors. A minimum of four members shall represent
senior issues, and a minimum of four shall represent disabled issues. The ninth member shall
be selected from either category.


A total of nine (9) members shall be selected to represent interests related to the economy and
the environment. A minimum of four members shall represent economy interests and a
minimum of four members shall represent environmental interests. The ninth member shall
be selected from either category. Ofthese nine seats, at least five should be held by residents
from each of the five most populous counties. The remaining four seats may be selected at
large from throughout the entire Bay Area.


There shall be no alternates to the appointed membership.


D. Appointment Process


I. General


MTC staff shall secure nominations to fill terms and vacancies for the Council and
present them to the appropriate Commissioners for confirmation. Appointments for
advisors representing a paricular county wil be made by that county's Commissioners.
Appointments for all the at-large advisors wil be made by the Commission's chair and
vice chair. Nominations for members of the Council wil be solicited from a wide range
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of sources including, but not limited to: MTC Commissioners, curent advisors, relevant
organizations in the communty, and via news releases or display ads sent to media
outlets in the nine-county Bay Area.


2. Terms of Appointment


In general, advisors will serve four-year terms. Although there are no term limits, MTC
Commissioners are to consider length of service and effectiveness before recommending
the reappointment of advisors. All advisors wishing to be reappointed must reapply.


E. Procedures


Attendance and Paricipation


1. Advisors must attend at least two-thirds of the Council's regularly scheduled meetings
each year and make a constructive contribution to the work of the Policy Advisory
CounciL. Those who do not do so may be subject to dismissal from the Council at the
discretion of the appointing Commissioner(s).


2. Residency Requirements


Advisors must live or work in the nine-county Bay Area.


3. Compensation


Subject to the Commission Procedures Manual (MTC Resolution No.1 058, Revised,
Appendix D), advisors wil receive a stipend per meeting and be reimbursed for actual
expenses for travel, with a maximum of three meetings per month. Meetings are defined
as a) publicly noticed meetings or meetings of ad hoc working groups of the Council; b)
noticed MTC Commission or committee meetings; or c). attendance at a community
meeting at the request of the Commission or MTC staff to provide outreach assistance
(i.e., when he/she attends a communty meeting with MTC staff to provide an
introduction to a paricular community).


4. Meeting Frequency and Location of Meetings


The Council wil meet regularly as required by its anual work plan. Public meetings will
be held at the MTC offices or other locations at a regular time to be agreed upon by the
members of the CounciL.


5. Ad Hoc Working Groups


To implement its work plan, the Council may establish working groups, with
paricipation from MTC staff, on an ad hoc basis.
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6. Quoru Requirements


At least 50 percent plus one of the Council's appointed membership must be present to
constitute a quoru and vote on issues. The Council can hold discussions in the absence


of a quoru, but canot vote.


7. Election of Council Chair and Vice Chair


The Council will have a chair and a vice-chair, to be elected by the council for a one-year
term. Although Council offcers may be reelected, regular rotation of these positions
among the Council membership is strongly encouraged.


8. Public Meetings


All Council meetings and any ad hoc working group meetings wil be noticed and open to
the public.
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to summarize the development of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Snapshot Analysis of transportation-related indicators for the nine-county Bay 
Area’s low-income and minority communities of concern. The idea of a Snapshot Analysis is to 
take a picture in time of current transportation-related conditions using specific metrics or 
indicators. Put together, these pictures of these various indicators can show where differences 
exist within the region at a point in time, and over time can show how conditions are changing in 
communities of concern and throughout the region. To provide input on the development of the 
Snapshot Analysis metrics, members of MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC) 
formed a new Equity Analysis Subcommittee which met regularly with MTC staff and other 
interested stakeholders through 2009 and early 2010 to identify goals for the analysis, prioritize 
key questions for the analysis to address, provide input on proposed metrics and draft maps 
illustrating these metrics, and develop recommendations for use of the metrics developed and 
future work. 


Regional Context 


MTC defines communities that have concentrations of either minority or low-income residents 
(below 200 percent of the federal poverty level) as communities of concern for the purpose of 
analyzing regional equity. Minorities are defined as those individuals who identify their race or 
ethnicity as Asian, black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, other or multiple races, or Hispanic/Latino. MTC has identified 44 
distinct communities in the region that meet MTC’s defined thresholds of having at least 70 
percent minority or 30 percent low-income residents. Still, 45 percent of the region’s low-income 
residents and 49 percent of its minority residents, as well as other transportation-disadvantaged 
populations such as seniors and people with disabilities, live outside of communities of concern. 
 
Data reviewed from both the Census Bureau and MTC’s Bay Area Travel Survey for 2000 (the 
most recent year available for such data) revealed key characteristics of low-income travelers in 
the Bay Area as they compare to those of higher-income travelers, including information on who 
is traveling, how they travel, and where they commute to work. Findings included: 


• More than half of all trips made by low-income travelers (people in households earning 
less than $35,000 per year in 2000) are made by students, non-workers, and retirees. 
About 40 percent of low-income person trips are made by full- or part-time workers. 
Higher-income travelers are more likely than low-income travelers to be full- or part-time 
workers and less likely to be students, non-workers, and retirees. 


• Traveling by car either by driving alone or sharing a ride is the most common travel 
mode for low-income travelers, accounting for 57 percent of all weekday trips. Walking 
and biking combined are the second most frequent mode of travel (24 percent of trips), 
followed by transit (14 percent). Travelers in higher-income households are much more 
likely than low-income travelers to travel by car (approximately 78 percent of trips). 
Walking and biking are a more distant second choice for higher-income travelers (14 
percent of trips), followed by transit (5 percent). 


• Travelers in low-income households are about four times more likely than higher-income 
travelers to make a trip by bus (11 percent of all low-income person-trips, compared to 3 
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percent for higher-income travelers). Low-income and higher-income travelers are about 
equally likely to make a rail trip (3 percent of all trips for both groups). 


• Region-wide, 19 percent of low-income workers commute outside their county of 
residence for work, compared to 28 percent of non–low-income workers. San Mateo and 
Contra Costa Counties have the highest share of low-income workers that commute 
outside the county to work. Counties with the greatest number of low-income workers 
commuting to other counties are Alameda (22,000) and Contra Costa (15,000). Low-
income workers commuting to work outside their county of residence may be more likely 
to take on greater time and financial burdens by whatever mode they commute, whether 
due to driving more miles and/or paying tolls, or due to paying higher distance-based or 
multiple operators’ transit fares. 


 
In terms of planning context, MTC undertakes several regional planning activities that can be 
informed by timely information gleaned from a Snapshot Analysis. These include development 
of the regional Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services Transportation Plan, as well as the 
long-range Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) MTC plans to develop in conjunction with 
its next Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), as shown below: 


 
 


Developing the Snapshot Metrics  


To develop the list of metrics to be explored in the Snapshot Analysis, staff worked with 
members of the MCAC Subcommittee to identify high-priority questions they would like the 
Snapshot Analysis to answer. Staff then identified specific metrics to address those questions 
using data MTC currently collects or uses regularly and refined the metrics based on further 
review with members of the MCAC Subcommittee.  
 


Snapshot Update 
Late 2010/Early 2011 


Coordinated Plan 
Update 


2011 


RTP Equity 
Analysis 


2013 


Development of 
SCS/RTP Goals and  


Perf. Measures 
2011-2012


Stakeholder 
Input 
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The selected metrics are: 
  


Theme Related Key Questions  # Measure Data Source 


Transit service frequency (weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 1 


A. Bus only 
B. Rail/ferry only 


C. Weekend service only 
D. Evening service only 


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


Change in transit service frequency  
(weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 


2 


A. Bus only 
B. Rail/ferry only  


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


3 Walkability (destinations reachable by walking) CA Employment Development Dept. 
(EDD) and MTC calculations (2006) 


4 Auto availability (households with at least one 
vehicle) Census Bureau (2000) 


Transportation 
Availability 


and Choices 


How frequent is the 
transit available? 
 
How many 
households have 
access to autos? 
 
How walkable are 
neighborhoods? 


5 Transportation availability index MTC calculations based on #1, 3, 4 


6 Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 
transit trip EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


Accessibility 
How accessible are 
essential 
destinations? 7 Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 


auto trip EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


8 Transportation costs as percent of household 
income 


Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


Affordability 
How affordable is 
transportation to 
residents? 9 Housing + transportation costs as percent of 


household income 
Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


10 Total bicycle collisions CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


Safety 
How safe is it for 
residents to get to 
their destination? 11 Total pedestrian collisions CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 


Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


12 Total fine diesel particulate emissions from on-
road mobile sources 


Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 


Environment 


What is the emissions 
density of fine diesel 
particulates and how 
does the transporta-
tion system impact it? 13 Fine diesel particulate emissions from on-road 


mobile sources as a % of total from all sources 
Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 


 
While not every question posed by MCAC could be answered with available data, the list of 
proposed metrics represents the best effort to link MCAC’s priority questions with MTC’s 
available data. Discussion of the mapping of these metrics is provided in Section 4 of this report. 


Staff Recommendations 


After presenting the draft maps of the proposed metrics to MCAC Subcommittee members, staff 
reviewed all the comments and feedback received from subcommittee members and other 
interested stakeholders and formulated recommendations for how the Snapshot Analysis should 
be utilized going forward: 
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1. Following the release of updated data from the Census Bureau, update data for 
communities of concern and re-examine how to address in future analyses the region’s 
low-income and minority populations living outside of today’s communities of concern, 
as well as other transportation-disadvantaged populations including seniors and people 
with disabilities. (Timeframe: Early 2011) 


 
2. Update and review Snapshot metrics during the development of the next Regional 


Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and the update of the Regional 
Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services Transportation Plan. Make data available to 
regional partners and stakeholders, including online interactive maps when available. 
(Timeframe: Early 2011) 


 
3. Advance issues identified during development of Snapshot metrics for consideration in 


the upcoming California Household Travel Survey as well as MTC’s future regional data 
collection efforts, including: 
• Consistency of household income and automobile availability data across MTC’s data 


collection efforts 
• Representation of transportation-disadvantaged populations in surveys, including 


low-income people, older adults, and people with disabilities (timeframe: Late 2010 
and beyond).  


MCAC Recommendations 


In March 2010 MCAC reviewed and approved this report and the above staff recommendations. 
In addition, MCAC separately recommended that the Snapshot Analysis be updated at least 
every two years as new data become available.  
 
Furthermore, based on some of the limitations encountered in matching regionally available data 
to the Subcommittee’s Key Questions, MCAC made the following additional recommendations 
for future work: 
 


1. Minority and low-income representatives to MTC’s new Policy Advisory Council should 
have input on any future redefinition of the communities of concern. 


 
2. MTC should develop online interactive mapping capabilities to make all data in the 


Snapshot Analysis more widely available. Specifically, MTC should develop an 
interactive tool that enables Snapshot information to be queried by users to better 
understand the data underlying the metrics, for example, to extract data for individual 
transit operators. 


 
3. MTC should continue to work with minority and low-income representatives to the new 


Policy Advisory Council in order to develop new methods to: 
• Analyze, compute and display transportation investments. 
• Analyze issues related to transit, pedestrian and bicycle safety that provide a more 


comprehensive picture of safety-related incidents and perceptions of safety. 
• Analyze transit reliability. 
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1. Introduction and Background 
The purpose of this report is to summarize the development of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Snapshot Analysis of transportation-related indicators for the nine-county Bay 
Area’s low-income and minority communities of concern. Development of the Snapshot 
Analysis was intended to explore differences in transportation-related conditions (such as transit 
and auto availability, access to destinations, and the like) that exist within the region today and 
which can be tracked over time.  
 
Development of the Snapshot Analysis emerged as a recommendation from the Transportation 
2035 Equity Analysis Report as a way to provide greater specificity than can be provided by the 
regional-level, forecasting emphasis that the long-range regional transportation plan’s Equity 
Analysis. The Snapshot Analysis, therefore, seeks to capture changes in conditions over time, 
with the goal of more effectively answering the question “Are transportation-related conditions 
improving in communities of concern?” 
 
To provide input on the development of the Snapshot Analysis metrics, members of MTC’s 
Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC) formed a new Equity Analysis Subcommittee 
following the conclusion of the work of the Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Subcommittee. 
This subcommittee met regularly with MTC staff and other interested stakeholders throughout 
2009 to identify goals for the analysis, prioritize key questions for the analysis to address, 
provide input on proposed metrics and draft maps illustrating them, and review proposed 
recommendations emerging from the exploratory process. This development process is explained 
in greater detail in Section 3. 
 
The remainder of this report describes the Snapshot Analysis in the regional context of 
communities of concern, describes the process by which the metrics were developed and initially 
evaluated, presents the initial findings from mapping the selected metrics, and provides 
recommendations and next steps for utilizing the Snapshot framework in MTC’s other major 
planning activities. 


2. Regional Context 


Communities of Concern in the Regional Context 


MTC defines communities that have concentrations of either minority or low-income residents 
(below 200 percent of the federal poverty level) as communities of concern in analyzing regional 
equity. Minorities are defined as those individuals who identify their race or ethnicity as Asian, 
black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander, other or multiple races, or Hispanic/Latino. MTC has identified 44 distinct communities 
in the region that meet MTC’s defined thresholds of having at least 70 percent minority or 30 
percent low-income residents as of the 2000 Census (the most recent year for which 
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demographic and socioeconomic data exist at these communities’ fine-grained level of 
geography).1 A reference map of these communities is provided in Appendix A.  
 
Residents of all communities of concern together were 77 percent minority and 35 percent low-
income in 2000. By comparison, the region as a whole in 2000 was 50 percent minority and 21 
percent low-income. As a whole, residents of communities of concern represented 33 percent of 
the region’s 2000 population, which includes the entire populations living in these 
geographically defined communities, including those who are not members of any minority 
group (23 percent of residents) and not defined as low-income (66 percent of residents).  
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Figure 1. Bay Area Population Concentrations in Communities of Concern by Race/Ethnicity. 


(Source: 2000 Census) 
 
 
While communities of concern comprise regional concentrations of minority and low-income 
populations, 45 percent of the region’s low-income residents, and 49 percent of all minority 
residents live outside of communities of concern. Figure 1 shows the distribution of various 
racial and ethnic populations in communities of concern relative to the rest of the Bay Area. 
Figure 2 shows the distribution of the region’s low-income and non–low-income populations in 
communities of concern. 


                                                 
1 More discussion of and descriptive statistics for MTC’s communities of concern can be found in the 
Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report, available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/equity.htm.  
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Figure 2. Bay Area Population Concentrations in Communities of Concern by Low-Income Status.  


(Source: 2000 Census) 
 
As Figure 2 shows, nearly half of the region’s low-income residents (45 percent of the region’s 
total low-income population of 1.4 million in 2000) live outside communities of concern, while 
27 percent of the region’s non–low-income population live in communities of concern. 


Regional Travel Trends for Low‐Income Users 


This section presents characteristics of low-income travelers in the Bay Area as they compare to 
those of higher-income travelers, including information on who is traveling, how they travel, and 
where they commute to work. Data are presented from MTC’s 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey 
(BATS) for all person and trip types, and from the 2000 Census 5% Public Use Microdata 
Sample for workers and work trips. BATS presents data for household income status (low-
income is defined as having household income below $35,000 in 1999 dollars, or about $45,000 
in 2009 dollars2), while the Census presents data for workers by individual income status (low-
income is defined as being below 200 percent of the federal poverty threshold; this level changes 
from year to year and is based on a person’s household income, size, and composition3). Both 
definitions are used regularly by MTC to characterize individuals and households as low-income.  
 
The makeup of the types of travelers making trips varies notably between travelers living in low-
income households versus non–low-income households. Figure 3 shows that while 40 percent of 
trips made by low-income travelers are made by full- or part-time workers, 60 percent are made 
by those who are not classified as workers: students, retirees, and other non-workers. 
Conversely, a higher-income traveler is considerably more likely to be a full- or part-time worker 
than a low-income traveler.  


                                                 
2 Inflation adjustment based on Bureau of Labor Statistics’ annual Consumer Price Index for urban consumers  
(CPI-U) in the San Francisco–Oakland–San Jose Metropolitan Statistical Area for 1999 and 2009. 
3 For 2009, a family of two adults and two children below 200 percent of the poverty threshold would have a 
household income below $43,512; a single person under 65 living alone would have a household income below 
$22,322. For more information, see http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/threshld.html. 
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Figure 3. Weekday Trips by Person Type by Income Status. 


(Source: Bay Area Travel Survey 2000.) 
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Figure 4. Weekday Trips by Mode by Household Income Group.  


(Source: Bay Area Travel Survey 2000.) 
 
Figure 4 shows the travel mode for all weekday trips by household income status. These data 
reveal a notably different mode split for travelers living low-income households (earning below 
$35,000 per year in 2000) relative to travelers living in higher-income households. Traveling by 
car either by driving alone or sharing a ride is the most common travel mode for low-income 
travelers, accounting for 57 percent of all weekday trips. Walking and biking combined are the 
second most frequent mode of travel (24 percent of trips), followed by transit (14 percent). 
Travelers in higher-income households are much more likely than low-income travelers to travel 
by car (approximately 78 percent of trips). Walking and biking are a more distant second choice 
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for higher-income travelers (14 percent of trips), followed by transit (5 percent). Travelers in 
low-income households are about four times more likely than higher-income travelers to make a 
trip by bus (11 percent of all low-income person-trips, compared to 3 percent for higher-income 
travelers). Low-income and higher-income travelers are about equally likely to make a rail trip (3 
percent of all trips for both groups). 
 
Focusing on commuters and work trips only, Figure 5 shows the share of commuters residing in 
each of the region’s nine counties broken down by income (where “low-income” is below 200% 
of the federal poverty level and “not low-income” is above 200%) and work location (commute 
within their county of residence or commute outside their county of residence) as of 2000. Napa, 
Sonoma, and San Francisco Counties have the highest shares of workers residing in these 
counties who are low-income. Of the nine counties’ respective low-income resident workers, San 
Mateo and Contra Costa Counties have the highest share that commute outside the county to 
work, which means low-income commuters in these counties may be more likely to take on 
greater time and financial burdens by whatever mode they commute (whether due to driving 
more miles and/or paying tolls, or due to paying higher transit fares for distance-based services 
and/or inter-agency transfers).  
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Figure 5. Bay Area Commuters by Income Status and Work Location by County of Residence.  


(Source: MTC tabulation based on Census 2000 5% PUMS) 
 
In terms of total resident worker population, Alameda and Santa Clara Counties have the highest 
numbers of resident low-income workers (about 96,000 and 94,000, respectively); Alameda 
County has the greatest number of low-income workers who commute outside their county of 
residence to work (about 22,000), followed by Contra Costa County (about 15,000). Region-
wide, 19 percent of low-income commuters travel outside their county of residence, compared to 
28 percent of non–low-income commuters. 
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Communities of Concern in MTC’s Regional Planning Context 


In addition to collecting and analyzing data on the region’s low-income and minority 
communities and populations, MTC also undertakes a variety of planning and funding efforts 
directed toward low-income or minority communities of concern and populations in the region. 
Some, such as the ongoing Community Based Transportation Planning4 and Lifeline 
Transportation Programs,5 focus on the region’s low-income communities and residents 
regardless of minority status, age, or disability. These programs identify transportation gaps and 
potential solutions via local collaborative planning, and provide funding opportunities to close 
those gaps. The federally required Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services Transportation 
Plan6 (next scheduled to be updated in 2011) emphasizes all transportation-disadvantaged 
populations recognized in federal programs, including low-income people, seniors, and people 
with disabilities, to identify regional needs and potential solutions across these populations.  
 
The federally required Equity Analysis of MTC’s long-range regional transportation plan 
(RTP),7 next scheduled to be updated in 2013, focuses on low-income and minority communities 
of concern to ensure that these communities share equitably in the benefits of MTC’s long-range 
transportation investments without bearing a disproportionate share of the burdens. The next 
update of the RTP will be the first to incorporate a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as 
required under California’s SB375, which is intended to align regional housing and 
transportation planning to meet specific greenhouse-gas reduction targets. 
 
The most recent long-range equity analysis, summarized in the Transportation 2035 Equity 
Analysis Report, found that overall, similar or greater benefits accrue to low-income and 
minority communities of concern under the Transportation 2035 Plan than the remainder of the 
region in terms of most of the indicators used in the analysis: accessibility to low-income jobs 
and non-work activities, housing and transportation affordability, and emissions of toxic air 
contaminants. However, the Equity Analysis also found that in the base year 2006, the region’s 
communities of concern were less affordable to residents in terms of combined housing and 
transportation costs, and had a greater share of the region’s emissions of toxic air contaminants 
compared to non–communities of concern. While the long-range analysis forecast both of these 
indicators as improving in communities of concern by the horizon year of 2035, the Snapshot 
Analysis provides a useful tool to measure these and other conditions in the interim.  
 
Figure 6 illustrates how data from the Snapshot Analysis can serve to inform other regional 
planning activities. 
 


                                                 
4 See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/cbtp/ for more information about the Community Based Transportation 
Planning Program. 
5 See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/lifeline/ for more information about the Lifeline Transportation Program. 
6 See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/pths/ for more information about MTC’s Coordinated Public Transit–Human 
Services Transportation Plan. 
7 See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/equity.htm for MTC’s most recent long-range equity analysis, the 
Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report. 
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Figure 6. How the Snapshot Analysis can inform other regional planning activities. 


 


3. Developing the Snapshot Metrics 


Identification of Snapshot Goals  


After reviewing the results and recommendations of the Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis in 
December 2008, MTC’s Planning Committee directed staff to work with members of MTC’s 
Minority Citizens Advisory Committee and other interested stakeholders to develop a 
methodology for a Snapshot Analysis that could drill down further into characteristics of low-
income populations and communities of concern and help refine the approach to subsequent RTP 
Equity Analyses.  
 
Based on initial discussions with MCAC’s Equity Analysis Subcommittee in early 2009, staff 
identified two goal statements to frame the development of the Snapshot Analysis:  
 


1. To better understand transportation-related differences between and recent changes in 
communities of concern and for transportation-disadvantaged populations.  


2. To bring analysis findings and results to MTC’s Planning Committee for consideration in 
future RTP Equity Analysis methodologies. 


 
The first goal would be accomplished primarily by developing a list of key transportation-related 
questions that MCAC Subcommittee members saw as priority issues for communities of 
concern, developing a set of metrics that matched regionally available data with these key 
questions, and mapping the metrics and exploring the results. The second goal would be 
accomplished by discussing these results and further exploring ways the information revealed 
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could inform the development of goals and performance measures for future Regional 
Transportation Plans and long-range Equity Analyses. 


Development of Priority Questions and Available Data 


Under previous long-range Equity Analysis methodologies, the availability of transportation-
related equity metrics was limited to those variables for which MTC is able to produce long-
range regional forecasts. Thus, an important first step in developing metrics to analyze via a 
Snapshot Analysis was to prioritize key questions about the transportation system that MCAC 
Subcommittee members and other stakeholders would like the Snapshot to be able to answer. 
Discussions revealed the following questions as being high-priority: 
 


• Can residents get where they need to go? 
• Has transit service increased or decreased? 
• How reliable is the transit service? 
• Has auto access increased or decreased? 
• Have other transportation options (car sharing, shuttles) increased or decreased? 
• How much are residents spending on transportation costs, and is it affordable? 
• Are residents able to access essential destinations without autos? 
• Is it safe to walk or bike places, or are there barriers or hazards? 
• Are transit stops and vehicles secure, well-lit, and comfortable? 
• Has air pollution increased or decreased? 


 
Next, MTC staff reviewed regionally available data sources to match existing data that could be 
applied to answering these questions with regionally available and consistent data sets.8 These 
data sources included U.S. Census Bureau products (including the decennial Census, American 
Community Survey, and the Census Transportation Planning Package); MTC regional data 
sources (Bay Area Travel Survey, Transit Passenger Demographics Survey, Regional Transit 
Database, MTC travel model); and other data sources to which MTC has access, both public and 
proprietary (the California Highway Patrol’s Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System, 
emissions data from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, employment and 
commercial data from the California Employment Development Database, and transportation 
affordability data provided to MTC by the Center for Neighborhood Technology). 
 
A desirable feature of data sources used in answering the MCAC Subcommittee’s key questions 
was that they be updated on a regular basis, in order to be able to show changes over time.  


Unavailable or Inconsistent Data 


After reviewing regionally available data sources, it was clear that information needed to answer 
some of the priority questions was either unavailable, not available for all areas of the region, or 
not provided in a regionally consistent form. Examples included a lack of data on amenities at 
transit stops such as lighting, benches, and shelters; a lack of regionally available or consistent 
data about crime at or near transit stops or in vehicles; and a lack of available data specifically on 


                                                 
8 For more information on MTC’s regional sources of demographic, socioeconomic, and transportation data, see 
MTC’s DataMart page at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/index.htm. 
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fare payments made by low-income transit riders (which would require more detailed data on 
length and frequency of trips, fare media used, and number of transfers required to complete a 
trip); as well as a lack of regionally consistent data on transit ridership and operating costs on a 
route-by-route basis. In addition, there is a lack of regionally consistent data on qualitative 
aspects of the transportation system, such as whether it serves people’s needs or whether they 
feel comfortable using it. 
 
Some data sources offered regionally available data, but couldn’t represent the entire scope of 
issues with which MCAC Subcommittee members were concerned. For example, California’s 
Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) reports on-road collisions involving 
pedestrians and bicyclists, but doesn’t include collisions not reported to police, or those 
occurring on private property or off-road locations. In this case, Subcommittee members felt the 
data could be used on its own, but further exploration should be made of how to get a more 
complete picture of pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the region. 
 
Answering some of these questions more thoroughly would require more involved data 
collection on the part of local jurisdictions or individual survey work to assess people’s attitudes 
and experiences. 


Proposed Snapshot Metrics Using Available Data 


Finally, MTC staff summarized the key questions that could be matched with available regional 
data into a list of proposed Snapshot metrics, as listed in Table 1 and grouped by overall theme. 
Some of MCAC’s original Key Questions were refined slightly to reflect how the available data 
would answer them.  
 
Staff prepared draft maps illustrating the desired data at a fine-grained level of detail, typically 
Census block groups or MTC travel analysis zones, for the MCAC Subcommittee members’ 
review and feedback. Based on the Subcommittee’s input, the maps and measures were further 
refined for clarity as they related back to the Subcommittee’s related Key Questions, as 
described in the next section. 
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Table 1. Snapshot Analysis metrics by Theme, with related Key Questions. 


Theme Related Key Questions  # Measure Data Source 


Transit service frequency (weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 1 


E. Bus only 
F. Rail/ferry only 


G. Weekend service only 
H. Evening service only 


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


Change in transit service frequency  
(weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 


2 


C. Bus only 
D. Rail/ferry only  


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


3 Walkability (destinations reachable by walking) CA Employment Development Dept. 
(EDD) and MTC calculations (2006) 


4 Auto availability (households with at least one 
vehicle) Census Bureau (2000) 


Transportation 
Availability 


and Choices 


How frequent is the 
transit available? 
 
How many 
households have 
access to autos? 
 
How walkable are 
neighborhoods? 


5 Transportation availability index MTC calculations based on #1, 3, 4 


6 Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 
transit trip EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


Accessibility 
How accessible are 
essential 
destinations? 7 Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 


auto trip EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


8 Transportation costs as percent of household 
income 


Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


Affordability 
How affordable is 
transportation to 
residents? 9 Housing + transportation costs as percent of 


household income 
Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


10 Total bicycle collisions CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


Safety 
How safe is it for 
residents to get to 
their destination? 11 Total pedestrian collisions CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 


Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


12 Total fine diesel particulate emissions from on-
road mobile sources 


Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 


Environment 


What is the emissions 
density of fine diesel 
particulates and how 
does the transporta-
tion system impact it? 13 Fine diesel particulate emissions from on-road 


mobile sources as a % of total from all sources 
Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 


4. Initial Mapping and Refinements 
This section describes the initial mapping of the proposed Snapshot metrics by theme and 
general trends revealed by the maps. While it generally isn’t possible to capture trends until the 
data are updated, the maps provide a starting point for understanding the variations within the 
region that exist today for each of the proposed metrics, and how they relate to communities of 
concern. All maps are located in Appendix A for reference. Summary tabulations of each 
Snapshot metric for all 44 communities of concern are located in Appendix B, and a detailed 
methodology for each metric is given in Appendix C. 
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Transportation Availability and Choices (Maps 1–5) 


These maps represent the transportation opportunities available to residents with respect to 
transit frequency, household auto availability, and walkability of neighborhoods. While they do 
not indicate what modes people might ultimately choose to travel in a particular area or why, 
they can give a sense of locations where some travel modes might not be available or practical 
for residents, for example because automobiles are not widely available, transit is not very 
frequent, or destinations are not reachable by walking. And since people with more travel options 
have greater opportunity to optimize their choices than people with fewer options, taken together 
they provide insight on residents’ overall ability to choose the travel mode that best meets their 
needs, based on factors such as cost, travel time, convenience, reliability, flexibility, or other 
needs. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. illustrates the overall transit service levels in different parts 
of the region as of February 2009, including existing rail, ferry, and bus weekday service 
frequencies. Service levels are measured based on the daily average number of times a transit 
vehicle stops each hour, for each transit mode. The data are collected from MTC’s Regional 
Transit Database, which contains information for approximately 25,000 transit stops for the 
entire nine-county Bay Area (this database also powers the region’s 511 Transit Trip Planner). 
The geographic level represented on the map is the location of each transit stop within a half-
mile search radius. Locations with the most frequent transit vehicle stops are along San 
Francisco’s main transit corridors, downtown Berkeley and Oakland, Central San Jose, and at 
major transit centers elsewhere in the region. Transit service is also more frequent along the 
region’s major road and rail corridors. North Bay counties have transit frequencies that are 
mostly below the average for the region, except for parts of San Rafael and Santa Rosa. 
 
Map 2 shows the difference between 2006 transit service levels and 2009 service levels. Areas 
are shown as having either an increase in transit frequencies (that is, a decrease in the average 
number of minutes between transit vehicles), a decrease in transit frequencies (an increase in 
minutes between vehicles, or having had some kind of service change between the two time 
periods that makes it difficult to compare average frequencies to each other.  
 
Based on feedback from MCAC Subcommittee members and other stakeholders, additional maps 
were produced to break out transit frequencies by mode, time of day (to examine evening-only 
averages as opposed to the all-day average), and day of week (to examine average frequencies on 
weekends as opposed to weekdays). These maps are also provided in Appendix A. 
 
In addition to transit availability, analyzing walkable destinations provides insight about the 
availability of walking as a mode of travel that is affordable, healthy, and sustainable for 
carrying out daily needs. And while anyone with a pair of shoes and a safe path of travel can 
enjoy walking for recreation, it is a viable form of transportation when there are a number and 
variety of destinations reachable within walking distance as an alternative to making a motorized 
trip. Error! Reference source not found. shows the walkability of different parts of the region 
with respect to the number and variety of destinations within walking distance.  
 
Automobiles provide the most flexible and convenient, and often the fastest, mode of travel, but 
this convenience also comes with a high price in terms of auto ownership and operating costs for 
low-income households. Of all low-income households in the Bay Area, 75 percent owned at 
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least one automobile in 2006 (compared to 91 percent of all households).9 Error! Reference 
source not found. shows the percentage of households with at least one vehicle available in 2000 
at the Census block group level. Neighborhoods with below-average access to household autos 
are concentrated mostly in San Francisco; the Hayward, Oakland, Berkeley, Richmond, Vallejo 
communities of concern in the East Bay; the El Camino Real corridor in San Mateo County; 
Central San Jose; central Santa Rosa; and along the I-680 corridor and parts of the Pittsburg/Bay 
Point/Antioch community of concern in Contra Costa County.  
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows MTC’s calculation of the Transportation Availability 
Index for each of the region’s travel analysis zones, which is derived from combining the metrics 
shown in Maps 1, 3, and 4. 


Accessibility (Maps 6 and 7) 


Accessibility is frequently expressed as a measure of people’s ability to reach destinations within 
a certain period of time by a certain travel mode, usually either auto or transit. It measures both 
whether the means to access destinations exists (such as a road, highway, or transit route) as well 
as the number of destinations reachable within a certain travel time from trip’s origin. Thus, 
good accessibility results from having both a large number of destinations within a reasonable 
distance as well as the means available to get to them.  
 
The metrics proposed for the Snapshot Analysis measure accessibility in terms of the number of 
essential destinations reachable within or near a neighborhood within 30 minutes, estimated 
using MTC’s travel model for each of the region’s 1,454 travel analysis zones. Essential 
destinations from the California Employment Development Department included in the analysis 
are schools, food stores (excluding liquor or convenience stores), health services, social services, 
post offices, banks, and places of worship.  
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows the number of essential destinations accessible by a 
30-minute transit trip for each travel analysis zone in the region in 2006. It shows that above-
average transit accessibility is concentrated regionally in San Francisco, Berkeley, and parts of 
Oakland and San Jose. Outside these areas, accessibility by transit is relatively poor throughout 
the region with few exceptions. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows the same accessibility to essential destinations within 
30 minutes as the previous map but by automobile instead of transit. Obviously traveling by auto 
offers more consistent levels of accessibility throughout the region than by transit. Generally 
speaking, the closer in to the region’s commercial centers of San Francisco, Oakland, Berkeley, 
and the South Bay, the higher the level of accessibility. The North Bay counties and outer East 
Bay have the lowest levels of accessibility relative to regional averages. 


Affordability (Maps 8 and 9) 


Affordability metrics examine the estimated annual cost of transportation as a percentage of 
income for low-income households (earning $35,000 per year in 1999 dollars), as well as the 


                                                 
9 Source: 2006 American Community Survey estimates; see Chapter 3 of MTC’s Transportation 2035 Equity 
Analysis Report for more discussion of auto ownership trends among low-income households. 
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combined costs of housing plus transportation. Housing and transportation costs are examined 
together because many households may trade-off one or the other in making locational decisions, 
choosing cheaper housing and a longer commute, for example, or more expensive housing in 
dense areas where fewer autos are needed to meet daily needs. Transportation costs are estimated 
based on a model developed by the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), which takes 
into account various household socioeconomic and neighborhood variables to estimate 
household transportation costs based on residential location.10 
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows average household transportation costs for low-income 
households at the Census block group level. Areas with below-average costs are concentrated in 
San Francisco, central Oakland, Berkeley, and central San Jose. The North Bay and outer East 
Bay generally have higher-than-average household transportation costs than other parts of the 
region. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows both housing and transportation affordability 
combined at the Census block group level, based on housing cost data from the Census Bureau 
combined with CNT’s transportation cost estimates. Although CNT recommends that the 
combined cost of housing and transportation not exceed 48 percent of a household’s budget, only 
very small areas of San Francisco, Oakland, Berkeley, and downtown San Jose offer locations 
affordable to low-income households in terms of both housing and transportation costs. In terms 
of regional averages, communities of concern are more affordable to low-income residents than 
areas outside communities of concern. However, most of these communities are still not 
considered affordable to their residents in absolute terms of keeping housing and transportation 
costs below 48 percent of household income. 


Safety (Maps 10 and 11) 


Currently, the best available regional data source to analyze safety for bicyclists and pedestrians 
is the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), which is maintained by the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP), Caltrans, and the California Department of Motor Vehicles 
(DMV). SWITRS contains data on all reported vehicle crashes in California that occur on a 
public roadway, including collisions involving pedestrians and bicyclists. Location data from the 
database was aggregated to the traffic analysis zone level for regional analysis of the locations of 
such collisions. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows the total number of reported bicycle-involved 
collisions in 2006. Areas with above-average incidences of collisions are located throughout the 
region, with Berkeley and North Oakland being perhaps the largest concentration in terms of 
area, as well as Napa, southern Santa Rosa, and parts of Marin. The South Bay also features a 
patchwork of varying collision incidence rates covering a large area. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. illustrates similar data to Error! Reference source not 
found. but for pedestrian-involved rather than bicycle-involved collisions. Concentrations of 
above-average collision rates in 2006 were in downtowns of several cities, including San Rafael, 


                                                 
10 For more information on housing and transportation affordability in the region, see MTC’s report, Bay Area 
Housing and Transportation Affordability: A Closer Look, available at http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth. 
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San Francisco (mid-Market/Civic Center), San Mateo, Palo Alto, Hayward, Alameda, Oakland, 
and Berkeley, areas which also have high pedestrian volumes. 
 
It is important to note that neither of these maps measure or reflect issues of perceived safety or 
the presence of other hazards or barriers while walking or biking, which were key concerns 
expressed by the MCAC Subcommittee. 


Emissions (Maps 12 and 13) 


Emissions of fine diesel particulate matter from on-road vehicles and other mobile and stationary 
sources are believed to have greater health impacts from localized exposure than many other 
kinds of pollutants such as those which form smog at a more regional level. Because fine diesel 
particulates (particles 2.5 microns or less in diameter which can become entrained in the lungs 
and cause health problems, also called PM2.5) can come from both on-road sources (cars and 
trucks) as well as other off-road mobile and stationary sources such as ships, construction 
equipment, and industrial sources, this analysis looks at both the amount of emissions from on-
road vehicles as well as these vehicles’ share of the total emissions for a given area. 
 
Estimated emissions data are provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) as the quantity of diesel PM2.5 emitted by on-road sources in pounds per day over a 
1-km-square grid covering the BAAQMD region (which does not include parts of Sonoma and 
Solano Counties which are outside BAAQMD’s jurisdiction). While these emissions data are not 
a direct measure of air quality (which takes into account other environmental and meteorological 
factors), they serve to highlight areas of potentially greater localized exposure risk. BAAQMD 
has conducted its own exposure risk assessment through the Community Air Risk Evaluation 
(CARE) Program,11 taking into account a variety of emissions, air quality, and socioeconomic 
factors in determining localized risks of exposure to toxic air contaminants including diesel PM. 
 
Error! Reference source not found. shows the estimated inventory of diesel PM2.5 emitted from 
on-road mobile sources in 2005. Areas with highest emissions from on-road sources relative to 
regional averages include several areas with heavy freeway traffic and/or major interchanges, 
including South of Market in San Francisco, the I-80 corridor in Berkeley, the I-880 corridor in 
Oakland to Highway 238, and most other major freeway interchanges in Alameda County.  
 
Error! Reference source not found. illustrates the same data presented in Error! Reference 
source not found. but as a share of the total diesel PM2.5 from all sources (including stationary 
and off-road mobile sources such as ships, construction equipment, and industrial sources).  


Using the Maps 


As presented, the maps illustrating the Snapshot metrics are static maps, but together they can 
provide a wealth of additional informative analyses if used in combination with each other, for 
example by generating overlays of the data. An online, interactive mapping platform would be an 
ideal tool to allow users, including interested members of the public, to pull up this data for a 
given area and create their own maps to explore the data via a dedicated web site.  


                                                 
11 For more information on BAAQMD’s CARE Program, see http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
Research/CARE-Program.aspx. 
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5. Recommendations 


Staff Recommendations 


Based on comments and feedback from MCAC Subcommittee members and other interested 
stakeholders, staff recommends the following steps for using the Snapshot Analysis going 
forward: 
 


1. Following the release of updated data from the Census Bureau, update data for 
communities of concern and re-examine how to address in future analyses the region’s 
low-income and minority populations living outside of today’s communities of concern, 
as well as other transportation-disadvantaged populations including seniors and people 
with disabilities. (Timeframe: Early 2011) 


 
2. Update and review Snapshot metrics during the development of the next Regional 


Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and the update of the Regional 
Coordinated Public Transit–Human Services Transportation Plan. Make data available to 
regional partners and stakeholders, including online interactive maps when available. 
(Timeframe: Early 2011) 


 
3. Advance issues identified during development of Snapshot metrics for consideration in 


the upcoming California Household Travel Survey as well as MTC’s future regional data 
collection efforts, including: 
• Consistency of household income and automobile availability data across MTC’s data 


collection efforts 
• Representation of transportation-disadvantaged populations in surveys, including 


low-income people, older adults, and people with disabilities (timeframe: Late 2010 
and beyond).  


MCAC Recommendations 


In March 2010 MCAC reviewed and approved this report and the above staff recommendations. 
In addition, MCAC recommended that the Snapshot Analysis be updated at least every two years 
as new data become available.  
 
Furthermore, based on some of the limitations encountered in matching regionally available data 
to the Subcommittee’s Key Questions, MCAC made the following recommendations for future 
work: 
 


1. Minority and low-income representatives to MTC’s new Policy Advisory Council should 
have input on any future redefinition of the communities of concern. 


 
2. MTC should develop online interactive mapping capabilities to make all data in the 


Snapshot Analysis more widely available. Specifically, MTC should develop an 
interactive tool that enables Snapshot information to be queried by users to better 
understand the data underlying the metrics, for example, to extract data for individual 
transit operators. 
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3. MTC should continue to work with minority and low-income representatives to the new 


Policy Advisory Council in order to develop new methods to: 
• Analyze, compute and display transportation investments. 
• Analyze issues related to transit, pedestrian and bicycle safety that provide a more 


comprehensive picture of safety-related incidents and perceptions of safety. 
• Analyze transit reliability. 


























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix N 








Do you need written materials in large type or in Braille to participate in MTC or BATA meetings? 
Do you need a sign language interpreter or other assistance?


Is English your second language? Do you need one of our documents translated? 
Do you need an interpreter who speaks your language present at one of our meetings?


We can help! You can request assistance by calling 510-817-5757 or 510-817-5769 for TDD/TTY. 
Visit www.mtc.ca.gov for more information. We require at least three days notice to provide reasonable 
accommodations. We prefer more notice if possible. We will make every effort to arrange for 
assistance as soon as possible. 


¿Necesitas nuestras comunicaciones escritas en letra grande o en Braille para así participar en las 
reuniones de la MTC o de BATA? ¿Necesitas un intérprete del lenguaje de señas o alguna otra ayuda?


¿El inglés es tu segundo idioma? ¿Necesitas que alguno de nuestros documentos sea traducido? 
¿Necesitas que esté presente un intérprete que hable tu idioma en nuestras reuniones? 


¡Nosotros podemos ayudar! Puedes solicitar ayuda llamando al 510.817.5757 o al 510.817.5769 
para TDD/TTY. Visita www.mtc.ca.gov para más información. Requerimos tres días de anticipación para 
proveer asistencia razonable. Más tiempo de anticipación es preferible. Vamos a hacer todo lo posible 
por procurar ayuda lo más pronto posible.
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Table A1. Descriptive Statistics for Communities of Concern, 2000


Community of Concern


2000 


Population


% Low!


Income % Minority


Diversity 


Index* 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas. Isl. 40,436 43.6% 68.5% 0.59
2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 36,589 53.5% 59.9% 0.86
3 SF South of Market 14,546 53.2% 65.1% 0.90
4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 32,028 38.3% 54.0% 0.83
5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 53,579 40.9% 72.2% 0.76
6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 73,979 33.9% 90.7% 0.84
7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 85,826 26.5% 80.9% 0.84
8 SM Daly City 110,391 16.7% 84.0% 0.77
9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 19,282 28.7% 78.7% 0.72
10 SM San Mateo 7,917 42.7% 87.8% 0.73
11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 67,765 40.7% 85.6% 0.70
12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 10,053 41.4% 58.3% 0.80
13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 14,615 19.9% 75.2% 0.79
14 SC Santa Clara 16,961 29.1% 56.7% 0.81
15 SC Central San Jose 489,174 28.7% 83.3% 0.78
16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 11,809 29.6% 53.9% 0.67
17 SC Gilroy 17,859 42.5% 78.2% 0.49
18 SC Milpitas 54,458 14.0% 77.9% 0.74
19 Ala Fremont / Newark 45,167 15.3% 74.9% 0.79
20 Ala Hayward / Union City 142,861 25.2% 79.3% 0.89
21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 39,911 30.1% 70.3% 0.91
22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 217,212 48.6% 91.8% 0.84
23 Ala West / North Oakland 72,330 52.1% 83.5% 0.83
24 Ala Alameda 10,552 35.8% 67.3% 0.92
25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 61,100 46.0% 57.3% 0.89
26 CC Richmond 59,806 47.5% 87.7% 0.82
27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 46,158 42.1% 85.2% 0.89
28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 16,218 14.6% 68.9% 0.91
29 CC Martinez 1,651 38.4% 40.8% 0.70
30 CC Concord 23,112 45.2% 68.5% 0.76
31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 70,865 38.2% 68.1% 0.87
32 CC Brentwood 8,321 30.5% 56.2% 0.60
33 Sol Vallejo 82,482 32.1% 75.2% 0.95
34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 43,237 41.7% 57.5% 0.89
35 Sol Vacaville 12,266 30.5% 44.4% 0.72
36 Sol Dixon 8,395 32.9% 51.6% 0.56
37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 35,469 35.8% 43.6% 0.60
38 Nap Calistoga 5,190 32.7% 43.9% 0.57
39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 9,227 36.1% 44.9% 0.53
40 Son Santa Rosa 57,389 39.9% 51.2% 0.70
41 Son Healdsburg 4,605 40.7% 48.4% 0.48
42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 8,185 35.7% 17.2% 0.40
43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 11,679 58.7% 83.9% 0.59
44 Mar Marin City 2,500 37.7% 67.5% 0.87
Communities of Concern TOTAL 2,253,155 34.5% 76.9% 0.91
Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 4,530,607 13.8% 36.8% 0.69
Bay Area TOTAL 6,783,762 20.6% 50.1% 0.81
Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 Tables P7 and P88
* Diversity Index ranges from a value of 0 (for a completely homogeneous population) to 1 (exactly equal distribution of 


five racial/ethnic categories: white/non!Hispanic, Hispanic/Latino, Black, Asian, and Other). The higher the value, the 


more evenly distributed each racial/ethnic group is within each geography.
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Table A2. ABAG/MTC Estimates: Households and Household Vehicles, 2006 and 2035


Community of Concern 2006 2035 2006 2035 2006 2035


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Trea 20,839 25,239 11,651 16,311 0.56 0.65
2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 21,779 23,840 3,776 4,153 0.17 0.17
3 SF South of Market 7,470 17,360 4,829 12,290 0.65 0.71
4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 16,560 17,652 13,038 15,134 0.79 0.86
5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 19,177 23,350 15,929 20,452 0.83 0.88
6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 20,981 29,041 30,449 43,999 1.45 1.52
7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / Ocean Vie 24,551 26,864 36,796 41,798 1.50 1.56
8 SM Daly City 32,924 38,479 59,947 68,184 1.82 1.77
9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 5,684 8,054 9,392 13,201 1.65 1.64
10 SM San Mateo 2,057 2,618 3,406 4,286 1.66 1.64
11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 18,212 27,464 30,769 44,628 1.69 1.62
12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 4,406 5,920 5,626 7,754 1.28 1.31
13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 4,747 7,207 8,493 13,489 1.79 1.87
14 SC Santa Clara 5,879 11,581 9,557 18,891 1.63 1.63
15 SC Central San Jose 141,874 214,833 275,937 403,820 1.94 1.88
16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 4,332 12,261 8,997 25,815 2.08 2.11
17 SC Gilroy 5,651 8,245 11,202 15,968 1.98 1.94
18 SC Milpitas 16,158 24,172 36,636 53,498 2.27 2.21
19 Ala Fremont / Newark 14,874 18,402 30,421 37,782 2.05 2.05
20 Ala Hayward / Union City 43,189 56,166 80,825 102,207 1.87 1.82
21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 13,984 15,833 23,178 26,834 1.66 1.69
22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 69,044 87,263 95,339 124,094 1.38 1.42
23 Ala West / North Oakland 33,506 57,231 29,532 43,758 0.88 0.76
24 Ala Alameda 4,097 5,526 5,672 7,615 1.38 1.38
25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 26,453 30,328 29,380 35,097 1.11 1.16
26 CC Richmond 20,269 25,515 30,211 38,941 1.49 1.53
27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 14,799 18,552 23,341 30,892 1.58 1.67
28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 6,068 7,554 12,666 15,829 2.09 2.10
29 CC Martinez 474 673 651 943 1.37 1.40
30 CC Concord 8,049 9,532 10,183 12,640 1.27 1.33
31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 23,671 28,475 44,011 54,358 1.86 1.91
32 CC Brentwood 4,320 9,899 7,544 19,883 1.75 2.01
33 Sol Vallejo 29,110 40,129 52,645 79,318 1.81 1.98
34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 14,856 18,679 24,405 31,485 1.64 1.69
35 Sol Vacaville 4,328 5,636 9,081 13,623 2.10 2.42
36 Sol Dixon 2,815 5,495 5,781 11,693 2.05 2.13
37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 14,181 18,686 23,904 33,176 1.69 1.78
38 Nap Calistoga 2,086 2,220 3,445 4,113 1.65 1.85
39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 3,095 3,321 6,595 7,047 2.13 2.12
40 Son Santa Rosa 20,910 29,440 35,984 51,834 1.72 1.76
41 Son Healdsburg 1,808 2,242 3,257 4,230 1.80 1.89
42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 3,799 4,188 6,597 7,473 1.74 1.78
43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 3,029 3,493 3,823 4,333 1.26 1.24
44 Mar Marin City 1,098 1,166 1,408 1,655 1.28 1.42


Remainder of Alameda County 342,848 429,340 657,617 820,855 1.92 1.91
Remainder of Contra Costa County 294,078 385,040 590,989 776,184 2.01 2.02
Remainder of Marin County 99,485 112,141 179,398 204,145 1.80 1.82
Remainder of Napa County 33,442 38,744 68,208 80,882 2.04 2.09
Remainder of San Francisco County 209,448 232,963 257,873 292,259 1.23 1.25
Remainder of San Mateo County 202,626 235,415 392,515 451,852 1.94 1.92
Remainder of Santa Clara County 419,271 521,984 827,086 1,024,653 1.97 1.96
Remainder of Solano County 93,000 126,281 192,922 269,023 2.07 2.13
Remainder of Sonoma County 154,361 180,789 307,491 367,665 1.99 2.03


Communities of Concern TOTAL 757,193 1,029,824 1,176,307 1,624,521 1.55 1.58
Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 1,848,559 2,262,697 3,474,099 4,287,519 1.88 1.89
Bay Area TOTAL 2,605,752 3,292,521 4,650,406 5,912,040 1.78 1.80


Households Vehicles per HshldHousehold Vehicles
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Table A3. ABAG/MTC Estimates by Community of Concern and Income Group: 2006 and 2035


Income Group 2006 2035 2006 2035 2006 2035


Communities of Concern
Low 285,759 273,453 0.94 0.81 $22,463 $23,293
Moderately Low 174,261 242,926 1.62 1.49 $61,438 $59,737
Moderately High 173,777 282,761 2.01 1.92 $101,309 $96,283
High 123,396 230,683 2.23 2.17 $222,167 $229,578
Total 757,193 1,029,824 1.55 1.58 $82,072 $98,139


Remainder of Bay Area
Low 336,863 260,298 1.20 1.13 $24,328 $25,929
Moderately Low 341,915 381,437 1.71 1.63 $61,132 $60,478
Moderately High 482,418 629,648 2.03 1.96 $100,695 $97,461
High 687,363 991,314 2.19 2.16 $229,313 $259,635
Total 1,848,559 2,262,697 1.88 1.89 $127,286 $154,048


Bay Area Total
Low 622,622 533,751 1.08 0.96 $23,472 $24,579
Moderately Low 516,176 624,363 1.68 1.57 $61,235 $60,190
Moderately High 656,195 912,409 2.02 1.95 $100,857 $97,096
High 810,759 1,221,997 2.20 2.16 $228,225 $253,961
Total 2,605,752 3,292,521 1.78 1.80 $114,147 $136,561


Households Vehicles per Household Average Income
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Table A4. Vehicle Availability by Household Income Level and County: 2000 & 2006


Census 2000 and American Community Survey 2006


County Zero Vehicles 1+ Vehicles Zero Vehicles 1+ Vehicles Zero Vehicles 1+ Vehicles


2000 33,478 82,415 24,024 382,848 57,502 465,263


Alameda % of Tot. 28.9% 71.1% 5.9% 94.1% 11.0% 89.0%


2006 31,864 99,114 17,141 369,123 49,005 468,237


% of Tot. 24.3% 75.7% 4.4% 95.6% 9.5% 90.5%


2000 12,240 45,845 10,466 275,007 22,706 320,852


Contra Costa % of Tot. 21.1% 78.9% 3.7% 96.3% 6.6% 93.4%


2006 11,495 56,884 5,650 285,339 17,145 342,223


% of Tot. 16.8% 83.2% 1.9% 98.1% 4.8% 95.2%


2000 1,982 12,123 2,968 83,251 4,950 95,374


Marin % of Tot. 14.1% 85.9% 3.4% 96.6% 4.9% 95.1%


2006 2,216 14,156 2,922 80,907 5,138 95,063


% of Tot. 13.5% 86.5% 3.5% 96.5% 5.1% 94.9%


2000 1,464 7,853 1,266 35,097 2,730 42,950


Napa % of Tot. 15.7% 84.3% 3.5% 96.5% 6.0% 94.0%


2006 1,455 10,158 1,895 34,346 3,350 44,504


% of Tot. 12.5% 87.5% 5.2% 94.8% 7.0% 93.0%


2000 43,718 36,826 48,084 202,197 91,802 239,023


San Francisco % of Tot. 54.3% 45.7% 19.2% 80.8% 27.7% 72.3%


2006 46,091 36,009 48,584 191,862 94,675 227,871


% of Tot. 56.1% 43.9% 20.2% 79.8% 29.4% 70.6%


2000 7,066 27,652 8,541 209,963 15,607 237,615


San Mateo % of Tot. 20.4% 79.6% 3.9% 96.1% 6.2% 93.8%


2006 6,909 32,090 6,131 206,625 13,040 238,715


% of Tot. 17.7% 82.3% 2.9% 97.1% 5.2% 94.8%


2000 16,050 71,301 16,818 463,066 32,868 534,367


Santa Clara % of Tot. 18.4% 81.6% 3.5% 96.5% 5.8% 94.2%


2006 20,751 92,830 13,294 458,553 34,045 551,383


% of Tot. 18.3% 81.7% 2.8% 97.2% 5.8% 94.2%


2000 5,179 21,614 3,241 100,375 8,420 121,898


Solano % of Tot. 19.3% 80.7% 3.1% 96.9% 6.5% 93.5%


2006 5,290 27,842 1,645 102,529 6,935 130,371


% of Tot. 16.0% 84.0% 1.6% 98.4% 5.1% 94.9%


2000 5,344 29,325 4,484 132,805 9,828 162,130


Sonoma % of Tot. 15.4% 84.6% 3.3% 96.7% 5.7% 94.3%


2006 6,070 35,429 3,497 133,487 9,567 168,916


% of Tot. 14.6% 85.4% 2.6% 97.4% 5.4% 94.6%


2000 126,521 334,954 119,892 1,884,609 246,413 2,219,563


Bay Area % of Tot. 27.4% 72.6% 6.0% 94.0% 10.0% 90.0%


2006 132,141 404,512 100,759 1,862,771 232,900 2,267,283


% of Tot. 24.6% 75.4% 5.1% 94.9% 9.3% 90.7%


Source: Census 2000 ! PUMS 5% Sample Data and American Community Survey 2006 PUMS Sample Data.


Note: Due to sample weighting and expansion, totals for Bay Area households in this table differ slightly from those


calculated from Census SF3 Tables, which were used to determine zero and multi!vehicle totals for minority 


and non!minority households.


Low!Income Households


Not!Low!Income 


Households Total Households
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Table A5. Transit Dependent Households (Adult Vehicle Sufficiency), by County: 2000 & 2006


Zero Vehicle 


Households


More Adults than 


Vehicles


Equal or More Vehicles 


than Adults


County  (Fully Dependent)  (Partially Dependent)  (Sufficient Vehicles) TOTAL


2000 57,502 121,558 343,705 522,765


Alameda % of Tot. 11.0% 23.3% 65.7% 100.0%


2006 49,005 98,211 370,026 517,242


% of Tot. 9.5% 19.0% 71.5% 100.0%


2000 22,706 61,816 259,036 343,558


Contra % of Tot. 6.6% 18.0% 75.4% 100.0%


Costa 2006 17,145 55,649 286,574 359,368


% of Tot. 4.8% 15.5% 79.7% 100.0%


2000 4,950 15,197 80,177 100,324


Marin % of Tot. 4.9% 15.1% 79.9% 100.0%


2006 5,138 9,973 85,090 100,201


% of Tot. 5.1% 10.0% 84.9% 100.0%


2000 2,730 8,428 34,522 45,680


Napa % of Tot. 6.0% 18.5% 75.6% 100.0%


2006 3,350 6,464 38,040 47,854


% of Tot. 7.0% 13.5% 79.5% 100.0%


2000 91,802 97,356 141,667 330,825


San % of Tot. 27.7% 29.4% 42.8% 100.0%


Francisco 2006 94,675 86,906 140,965 322,546


% of Tot. 29.4% 26.9% 43.7% 100.0%


2000 15,607 54,422 183,193 253,222


San % of Tot. 6.2% 21.5% 72.3% 100.0%


Mateo 2006 13,040 44,186 194,529 251,755


% of Tot. 5.2% 17.6% 77.3% 100.0%


2000 32,868 123,455 410,912 567,235


Santa % of Tot. 5.8% 21.8% 72.4% 100.0%


Clara 2006 34,045 102,605 448,778 585,428


% of Tot. 5.8% 17.5% 76.7% 100.0%


2000 8,420 26,307 95,682 130,409


Solano % of Tot. 6.5% 20.2% 73.4% 100.0%


2006 6,935 24,528 105,843 137,306


% of Tot. 5.1% 17.9% 77.1% 100.0%


2000 9,828 29,190 132,940 171,958


Sonoma % of Tot. 5.7% 17.0% 77.3% 100.0%


2006 9,567 23,098 145,818 178,483


% of Tot. 5.4% 12.9% 81.7% 100.0%


2000 246,413 537,729 1,681,834 2,465,976


Bay Area % of Tot. 10.0% 21.8% 68.2% 100.0%


2006 232,900 451,620 1,815,663 2,500,183


% of Tot. 9.3% 18.1% 72.6% 100.0%


Notes: Tabulation prepared by MTC Staff based on Census 2000 Public Use Microdata Samples (5% PUMS) and American 


Community Survey (ACS) 2006 PUMS.  Due to sample weighting and expansion, totals for Bay Area households and


population used for this table differ slightly from totals calculated from Census 2000 SF3 and ACS standard tabulations


In this table, "adults" refers to household persons 18+, except in minor!only households.  For the approximately 400 (in 2006) 


minor!only Bay Area households, persons 16+ were tabulated here as adults.


A-5







Table A6. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Income Level: 2006


Communities of Concern


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Household Income Group Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Low Income Amount $3,059 $2,094 $1,000 $6,153 $22,463 27.4%


% of Total 49.7% 34.0% 16.2% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately Low Amount $7,078 $4,412 $959 $12,450 $61,438 20.3%


% of Total 56.9% 35.4% 7.7% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately High Amount $10,086 $6,255 $992 $17,333 $101,309 17.1%


% of Total 58.2% 36.1% 5.7% 100.0% !! !!


High Amount $16,303 $8,810 $1,122 $26,235 $222,167 11.8%


% of Total 62.1% 33.6% 4.3% 100.0% !! !!


All Households Amount $7,755 $4,677 $1,009 $13,441 $82,072 16.4%


% of Total 57.7% 34.8% 7.5% 100.0% !! !!


Table A7. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Income Level: 2006


Remainder of Region


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Household Income Group Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Low Income Amount $3,888 $1,988 $470 $6,346 $24,328 26.1%


% of Total 61.3% 31.3% 7.4% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately Low Amount $7,497 $3,983 $520 $12,000 $61,132 19.6%


% of Total 62.5% 33.2% 4.3% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately High Amount $10,172 $5,742 $553 $16,467 $100,695 16.4%


% of Total 61.8% 34.9% 3.4% 100.0% !! !!


High Amount $15,989 $7,776 $623 $24,388 $229,313 10.6%


% of Total 65.6% 31.9% 2.6% 100.0% !! !!


All Households Amount $10,695 $5,489 $558 $16,742 $127,286 13.2%


% of Total 63.9% 32.8% 3.3% 100.0% !! !!


Table A8. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Income Level: 2006


All Bay Area Communities


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Household Income Group Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Low Income Amount $3,508 $2,037 $713 $6,257 $23,472 26.7%


% of Total 56.1% 32.5% 11.4% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately Low Amount $7,356 $4,128 $669 $12,152 $61,235 19.8%


% of Total 60.5% 34.0% 5.5% 100.0% !! !!


Moderately High Amount $10,149 $5,878 $669 $16,696 $100,857 16.6%


% of Total 60.8% 35.2% 4.0% 100.0% !! !!


High Amount $16,037 $7,933 $699 $24,669 $228,225 10.8%


% of Total 65.0% 32.2% 2.8% 100.0% !! !!


All Households Amount $9,841 $5,253 $689 $15,783 $114,147 13.8%


% of Total 62.4% 33.3% 4.4% 100.0% !! !!
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Table A9. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by County: 2006


Low Income Households (Less than $43,900 in 2008 dollars)


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


County Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


San Francisco Amount $1,579 $1,110 $827 $3,516 $21,639 16.3%


% of Total 44.9% 31.6% 23.5% 100.0% !! !!


San Mateo Amount $3,321 $1,652 $707 $5,680 $25,521 22.3%


% of Total 58.5% 29.1% 12.4% 100.0% !! !!


Santa Clara Amount $4,268 $3,134 $539 $7,941 $23,709 33.5%


% of Total 53.7% 39.5% 6.8% 100.0% !! !!


Alameda Amount $3,228 $1,843 $1,352 $6,422 $22,881 28.1%


% of Total 50.3% 28.7% 21.0% 100.0% !! !!


Contra Costa Amount $3,981 $1,738 $637 $6,356 $23,908 26.6%


% of Total 62.6% 27.3% 10.0% 100.0% !! !!


Solano Amount $4,244 $2,367 $82 $6,693 $23,721 28.2%


% of Total 63.4% 35.4% 1.2% 100.0% !! !!


Napa Amount $3,719 $1,269 $27 $5,016 $25,234 19.9%


% of Total 74.2% 25.3% 0.5% 100.0% !! !!


Sonoma Amount $4,188 $1,580 $15 $5,783 $25,401 22.8%


% of Total 72.4% 27.3% 0.3% 100.0% !! !!


Marin Amount $3,673 $1,541 $262 $5,476 $23,542 23.3%


% of Total 67.1% 28.1% 4.8% 100.0% !! !!


Bay Area Amount $3,508 $2,037 $713 $6,257 $23,472 26.7%


% of Total 56.1% 32.5% 11.4% 100.0% !! !!


Table A10. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by County: 2006


Low Plus Moderately Low Income Households (Less than $79,100 in 2008 dollars)


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


County Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


San Francisco Amount $2,692 $1,794 $1,264 $5,750 $37,849 15.2%


% of Total 46.8% 31.2% 22.0% 100.0% !! !!


San Mateo Amount $5,343 $2,645 $658 $8,645 $45,804 18.9%


% of Total 61.8% 30.6% 7.6% 100.0% !! !!


Santa Clara Amount $5,948 $3,571 $445 $9,965 $39,701 25.1%


% of Total 59.7% 35.8% 4.5% 100.0% !! !!


Alameda Amount $4,899 $2,735 $1,187 $8,821 $39,206 22.5%


% of Total 55.5% 31.0% 13.5% 100.0% !! !!


Contra Costa Amount $5,924 $2,970 $595 $9,489 $42,025 22.6%


% of Total 62.4% 31.3% 6.3% 100.0% !! !!


Solano Amount $6,339 $4,546 $97 $10,982 $41,481 26.5%


% of Total 57.7% 41.4% 0.9% 100.0% !! !!


Napa Amount $5,957 $2,820 $29 $8,806 $43,654 20.2%


% of Total 67.6% 32.0% 0.3% 100.0% !! !!


Sonoma Amount $6,292 $3,165 $32 $9,489 $43,524 21.8%


% of Total 66.3% 33.4% 0.3% 100.0% !! !!


Marin Amount $5,296 $2,737 $303 $8,335 $41,403 20.1%


% of Total 63.5% 32.8% 3.6% 100.0% !! !!


Bay Area Amount $5,252 $2,984 $693 $8,929 $40,589 22.0%


% of Total 58.8% 33.4% 7.8% 100.0% !! !!
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Table A11. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Density Level: 2006


Low Income Households (Less than $43,900 in 2008 dollars)


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Density Level Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Urban Core Amount $1,734 $1,380 $1,143 $4,256 $21,602 19.7%


% of Total 40.7% 32.4% 26.9% 100.0% !! !!


Urban Amount $3,391 $2,333 $1,034 $6,757 $23,379 28.9%


% of Total 50.2% 34.5% 15.3% 100.0% !! !!


Dense Suburb Amount $4,192 $2,314 $493 $6,999 $23,724 29.5%


% of Total 59.9% 33.1% 7.0% 100.0% !! !!


Dispersed Suburb Amount $4,335 $1,910 $279 $6,524 $24,608 26.5%


% of Total 66.5% 29.3% 4.3% 100.0% !! !!


Rural!Suburban Amount $4,752 $2,377 $283 $7,412 $25,909 28.6%


% of Total 64.1% 32.1% 3.8% 100.0% !! !!


Rural Amount $4,652 $2,182 $30 $6,864 $25,305 27.1%


% of Total 67.8% 31.8% 0.4% 100.0% !! !!


Bay Area Amount $3,508 $2,037 $713 $6,257 $23,472 26.7%


% of Total 56.1% 32.5% 11.4% 100.0% !! !!


Table A12. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Density Level: 2006


Low Plus Moderately Low Income Households (Less than $79,100 in 2008 dollars)


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Density Level Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Urban Core Amount $2,763 $2,040 $1,354 $6,157 $36,396 16.9%


% of Total 44.9% 33.1% 22.0% 100.0% !!


Urban Amount $4,918 $3,009 $933 $8,860 $39,279 22.6%


% of Total 55.5% 34.0% 10.5% 100.0% !!


Dense Suburb Amount $6,047 $3,175 $462 $9,684 $41,235 23.5%


% of Total 62.4% 32.8% 4.8% 100.0% !!


Dispersed Suburb Amount $6,331 $3,192 $304 $9,826 $43,550 22.6%


% of Total 64.4% 32.5% 3.1% 100.0% !!


Rural!Suburban Amount $6,845 $3,833 $286 $10,965 $45,399 24.2%


% of Total 62.4% 35.0% 2.6% 100.0% !!


Rural Amount $6,651 $4,066 $49 $10,766 $44,051 24.4%


% of Total 61.8% 37.8% 0.5% 100.0% !!


Bay Area Amount $5,252 $2,984 $693 $8,929 $40,589 22.0%


% of Total 58.8% 33.4% 7.8% 100.0% !!


Table A13. Average Annual Transportation Costs by Type by Density Level: 2006


All Households


Auto Auto Total Transp. Average Transp. Costs as


Density Level Ownership Operating Transit Costs Income % of Income


Urban Core Amount $5,430 $3,718 $1,656 $10,805 $94,354 11.5%


% of Total 50.3% 34.4% 15.3% 100.0% !!


Urban Amount $8,454 $4,370 $908 $13,731 $93,403 14.7%


% of Total 61.6% 31.8% 6.6% 100.0% !!


Dense Suburb Amount $10,467 $4,841 $473 $15,781 $107,082 14.7%


% of Total 66.3% 30.7% 3.0% 100.0% !!


Dispersed Suburb Amount $11,810 $6,227 $389 $18,426 $136,246 13.5%


% of Total 64.1% 33.8% 2.1% 100.0% !!


Rural!Suburban Amount $12,159 $7,189 $330 $19,678 $138,481 14.2%


% of Total 61.8% 36.5% 1.7% 100.0% !!


Rural Amount $11,969 $8,065 $112 $20,147 $146,052 13.8%


% of Total 59.4% 40.0% 0.6% 100.0% !!


Bay Area Amount $9,841 $5,253 $689 $15,783 $114,147 13.8%


% of Total 62.4% 33.3% 4.4% 100.0% !!
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Table B1. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO, Averages by Household Income 


Group and Community Type 
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Income Group and Community Type 
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Table B4. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT, Averages by County and 


Community Type 
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Table B5. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO, Averages by Community of 


Concern 


B-4 


Table B6. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT, Averages by Community of 
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Table B1. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by Household Income Group and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


Income Group 2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Low 76,886 72,960 73,220 !3,666 259


Moderately Low 77,111 72,076 72,446 !4,665 370


Moderately High 80,842 74,374 74,818 !6,024 445


High 87,010 78,337 78,930 !8,080 593


Remainder of Bay Area


Low 58,740 50,812 50,891 !7,849 79


Moderately Low 56,893 49,089 49,223 !7,670 135


Moderately High 55,796 47,774 47,887 !7,909 114


High 58,010 48,904 49,009 !9,001 105


Bay Area Total


Low 67,068 62,131 62,302 !4,767 171


Moderately Low 63,719 58,006 58,232 !5,487 226


Moderately High 62,429 55,985 56,201 !6,228 216


High 62,423 54,542 54,741 !7,683 199


Table B2. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by Household Income Group and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


Income Group 2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Low 17,272 20,234 21,337 4,065 1,103


Moderately Low 12,589 14,833 15,817 3,228 983


Moderately High 10,723 12,200 13,115 2,392 914


High 11,310 13,014 13,994 2,684 980


Remainder of Bay Area


Low 6,959 6,871 8,171 1,212 1,300


Moderately Low 6,499 6,483 7,795 1,296 1,312


Moderately High 6,030 6,017 7,104 1,075 1,088


High 6,600 6,607 7,764 1,164 1,157


Bay Area Total


Low 11,692 13,700 14,899 3,207 1,199


Moderately Low 8,555 9,723 10,907 2,352 1,184


Moderately High 7,272 7,926 8,960 1,687 1,034


High 7,317 7,834 8,957 1,640 1,123


Change


Change
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Table B3. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by County and Community Type


2035 2035 2006 No Project to


County Community Type 2006 No Project Project to Project Project 


San Communities of Concern 99,931 97,815 97,823 !2,108 8


Francisco Remainder of Communities 120,444 118,753 118,762 !1,682 8


Total 109,417 106,396 106,404 !3,013 8


San Mateo Communities of Concern 113,975 97,199 98,551 !15,424 1,351


Remainder of Communities 78,557 62,098 64,974 !13,582 2,876


Total 90,197 75,185 77,493 !12,703 2,308


Santa Clara Communities of Concern 91,827 85,372 85,248 !6,579 !124


Remainder of Communities 64,749 55,765 54,797 !9,952 !968


Total 74,822 68,819 68,223 !6,599 !596


Alameda Communities of Concern 75,691 73,486 73,507 !2,184 20


Remainder of Communities 60,706 55,215 55,010 !5,696 !205


Total 68,436 65,326 65,246 !3,190 !80


Contra Communities of Concern 55,707 41,658 42,968 !12,739 1,309


Costa Remainder of Communities 41,007 31,493 31,551 !9,456 58


Total 46,018 35,030 35,523 !10,495 493


Solano Communities of Concern 31,738 19,163 21,083 !10,656 1,920


Remainder of Communities 28,600 19,017 20,102 !8,499 1,085


Total 29,990 19,078 20,516 !9,474 1,437


Napa Communities of Concern 19,138 18,518 18,581 !556 63


Remainder of Communities 17,604 15,393 15,976 !1,628 584


Total 18,311 16,916 17,246 !1,065 330


Sonoma Communities of Concern 24,980 30,198 29,927 4,947 !271


Remainder of Communities 17,057 16,609 16,717 !340 108


Total 18,713 19,886 19,903 1,190 17


Marin Communities of Concern 66,460 44,830 49,557 !16,903 4,727


Remainder of Communities 34,815 22,061 24,010 !10,805 1,949


Total 37,211 23,952 26,131 !11,080 2,180


Bay Area Communities of Concern 76,971 72,544 72,856 !4,115 312


Total Remainder of Bay Area 57,810 49,788 49,900 !7,910 112


Total 65,550 59,906 60,107 !5,443 201
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Table B4. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by County and Community Type


2035 2035 2006 No Project to


County Community Type 2006 No Project Project to Project Project 


San Communities of Concern 50,482 53,282 55,854 5,373 2,572


Francisco Remainder of Communities 39,710 42,492 54,910 15,200 12,418


Total 45,500 48,860 55,467 9,967 6,607


San Mateo Communities of Concern 3,168 3,589 3,674 506 85


Remainder of Communities 1,665 2,007 2,003 338 !4


Total 2,159 2,596 2,626 467 29


Santa Clara Communities of Concern 4,668 8,917 9,223 4,554 306


Remainder of Communities 2,316 3,058 3,068 752 11


Total 3,191 5,641 5,782 2,591 141


Alameda Communities of Concern 15,984 19,402 21,101 5,118 1,699


Remainder of Communities 6,679 5,830 6,313 !365 483


Total 11,479 13,341 14,497 3,018 1,156


Contra Communities of Concern 2,194 2,711 2,842 647 131


Costa Remainder of Communities 2,152 1,958 2,122 !31 164


Total 2,167 2,220 2,372 206 153


Solano Communities of Concern 1,258 1,033 1,033 !225 0


Remainder of Communities 952 963 981 29 18


Total 1,088 993 1,003 !84 10


Napa Communities of Concern 913 1,306 1,306 393 0


Remainder of Communities 608 890 942 334 52


Total 749 1,093 1,119 371 27


Sonoma Communities of Concern 1,960 2,350 2,592 632 242


Remainder of Communities 1,300 1,553 1,593 293 41


Total 1,438 1,745 1,834 396 89


Marin Communities of Concern 3,533 2,914 3,775 243 861


Remainder of Communities 1,094 958 1,152 58 194


Total 1,278 1,120 1,370 92 250


Bay Area Communities of Concern 15,498 17,693 18,740 3,242 1,047


Total Remainder of Bay Area 6,727 6,641 7,947 1,220 1,306


Total 10,270 11,555 12,746 2,476 1,191
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Table B5. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / N. Beach / Treas. Is. 77,759 70,861 70,861 !6,898 0


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 42,807 39,734 39,734 !3,072 0


3 SF South of Market 58,266 73,679 73,679 15,413 0


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 111,532 110,757 110,757 !776 0


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 129,611 130,178 130,178 567 0


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 147,942 151,286 151,290 3,349 4


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 148,497 151,763 151,823 3,325 59


8 SM Daly City 163,593 160,521 160,950 !2,644 429


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 165,106 150,481 155,697 !9,409 5,215


10 SM San Mateo 52,124 40,913 41,822 !10,302 909


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 39,992 33,340 34,425 !5,567 1,085


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 43,361 32,704 32,928 !10,433 224


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 54,280 37,662 37,073 !17,206 !588


14 SC Santa Clara 75,570 75,437 75,136 !434 !302


15 SC Central San Jose 99,621 93,890 93,619 !6,003 !271


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 11,352 16,613 15,175 3,823 !1,438


17 SC Gilroy 9,617 10,847 11,294 1,677 447


18 SC Milpitas 126,127 123,056 125,469 !658 2,413


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 40,367 30,729 27,991 !12,376 !2,738


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 47,079 47,283 48,497 1,418 1,213


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 64,949 60,575 61,645 !3,304 1,070


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 65,926 61,893 61,369 !4,557 !525


23 Ala West / North Oakland 97,917 96,569 96,538 !1,378 !31


24 Ala Alameda 70,980 69,073 67,877 !3,102 !1,195


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 114,087 103,420 104,010 !10,077 590


26 CC Richmond 99,350 66,476 69,904 !29,446 3,428


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 60,866 39,096 40,023 !20,842 927


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 26,048 24,622 24,611 !1,437 !11


29 CC Martinez 9,166 6,552 6,552 !2,614 0


30 CC Concord 19,533 22,430 22,840 3,308 410


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 40,101 40,992 41,472 1,372 480


32 CC Brentwood 3,917 6,368 6,368 2,451 0


33 Sol Vallejo 41,700 22,428 24,242 !17,458 1,814


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 21,210 17,351 19,725 !1,485 2,375


35 Sol Vacaville 22,908 10,566 12,938 !9,970 2,372


36 Sol Dixon 13,159 11,420 12,007 !1,152 587


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 21,678 20,460 20,531 !1,146 71


38 Nap Calistoga 3,597 3,044 3,044 !553 0


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 1,448 1,096 1,096 !352 0


40 Son Santa Rosa 31,764 38,184 37,835 6,071 !349


41 Son Healdsburg 25,049 8,212 8,212 !16,837 0


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 739 627 627 !112 0


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 36,444 32,293 32,293 !4,151 0


44 Mar Marin City 153,741 85,488 105,543 !48,198 20,055


Remainder of Alameda County 60,706 55,215 55,010 !5,696 !205


Remainder of Contra Costa County 41,007 31,493 31,551 !9,456 58


Remainder of Marin County 34,815 22,061 24,010 !10,805 1,949


Remainder of Napa County 17,604 15,393 15,976 !1,628 584


Remainder of San Francisco County 120,444 118,753 118,762 !1,682 8


Remainder of San Mateo County 78,557 62,098 64,974 !13,582 2,876


Remainder of Santa Clara County 64,749 55,765 54,797 !9,952 !968


Remainder of Solano County 28,600 19,017 20,102 !8,499 1,085


Remainder of Sonoma County 17,057 16,609 16,717 !340 108


Communities of Concern AVERAGE 76,971 72,544 72,856 !4,115 312


Remainder of Bay Area AVERAGE 57,810 49,788 49,900 !7,910 112


Bay Area AVERAGE 65,550 59,906 60,107 !5,443 201


B-4


Change







Table B6. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / N. Beach / Treas. Is. 75,063 66,116 66,116 !8,947 0


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 42,176 39,734 39,734 !2,442 0


3 SF South of Market 55,892 64,790 65,502 9,610 712


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 83,312 87,942 98,557 15,245 10,615


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 73,219 87,328 92,457 19,238 5,129


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 12,961 14,546 15,396 2,435 849


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 21,603 34,957 39,923 18,319 4,966


8 SM Daly City 4,864 5,353 5,522 658 169


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 2,163 3,042 3,042 879 0


10 SM San Mateo 4,054 3,297 3,297 !757 0


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 1,351 2,280 2,324 974 44


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 1,877 1,820 1,820 !58 0


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 969 863 863 !105 0


14 SC Santa Clara 6,936 14,154 13,994 7,058 !160


15 SC Central San Jose 5,258 10,275 10,597 5,339 323


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 2,674 2,963 2,963 288 0


17 SC Gilroy 1,442 2,290 2,290 847 0


18 SC Milpitas 1,823 2,521 3,642 1,819 1,121


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 1,907 1,768 1,702 !204 !65


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 3,313 4,206 4,287 974 80


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 2,681 3,702 3,343 663 !358


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 6,743 8,844 9,983 3,241 1,139


23 Ala West / North Oakland 44,200 46,700 49,333 5,132 2,633


24 Ala Alameda 4,068 3,816 5,218 1,150 1,401


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 25,598 22,597 27,152 1,555 4,555


26 CC Richmond 2,679 3,332 3,546 867 213


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 2,783 3,020 3,451 667 431


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 691 702 702 12 0


29 CC Martinez 621 529 529 !92 0


30 CC Concord 3,720 2,946 2,946 !775 0


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 982 2,066 2,033 1,051 !32


32 CC Brentwood 1,966 3,062 3,062 1,096 0


33 Sol Vallejo 1,372 977 977 !395 0


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 1,364 1,356 1,356 !7 0


35 Sol Vacaville 862 1,334 1,334 472 0


36 Sol Dixon 0 0 0 0 0


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 1,063 1,470 1,470 408 0


38 Nap Calistoga 0 0 0 0 0


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 748 600 600 !148 0


40 Son Santa Rosa 2,613 2,988 3,300 686 312


41 Son Healdsburg 0 0 0 0 0


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 0 0 0 0 0


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 4,682 3,734 3,734 !948 0


44 Mar Marin City 190 256 3,910 3,720 3,654


Remainder of Alameda County 6,679 5,830 6,313 !365 483


Remainder of Contra Costa County 2,152 1,958 2,122 !31 164


Remainder of Marin County 1,094 958 1,152 58 194


Remainder of Napa County 608 890 942 334 52


Remainder of San Francisco County 39,710 42,492 54,910 15,200 12,418


Remainder of San Mateo County 1,665 2,007 2,003 338 !4


Remainder of Santa Clara County 2,316 3,058 3,068 752 11


Remainder of Solano County 952 963 981 29 18


Remainder of Sonoma County 1,300 1,553 1,593 293 41


Communities of Concern AVERAGE 15,498 17,693 18,740 3,242 1,047


Remainder of Bay Area AVERAGE 6,727 6,641 7,947 1,220 1,307


Bay Area AVERAGE 10,270 11,555 12,746 2,476 1,191
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Table B7. Ratio of Low Income Jobs Accessible by Auto to Low Income Jobs Accessible by Transit


By Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / N. Beach / Treas. Is. 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.0


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0


3 SF South of Market 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.1 0.0


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 1.3 1.3 1.1 !0.2 !0.1


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 1.8 1.5 1.4 !0.4 !0.1


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 11.4 10.4 9.8 !1.6 !0.6


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 6.9 4.3 3.8 !3.1 !0.5


8 SM Daly City 33.6 30.0 29.1 !4.5 !0.8


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 76.3 49.5 51.2 !25.2 1.7


10 SM San Mateo 12.9 12.4 12.7 !0.2 0.3


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 29.6 14.6 14.8 !14.8 0.2


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 23.1 18.0 18.1 !5.0 0.1


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 56.0 43.6 42.9 !13.1 !0.7


14 SC Santa Clara 10.9 5.3 5.4 !5.5 0.0


15 SC Central San Jose 18.9 9.1 8.8 !10.1 !0.3


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 4.2 5.6 5.1 0.9 !0.5


17 SC Gilroy 6.7 4.7 4.9 !1.7 0.2


18 SC Milpitas 69.2 48.8 34.5 !34.7 !14.4


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 21.2 17.4 16.4 !4.7 !0.9


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 14.2 11.2 11.3 !2.9 0.1


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 24.2 16.4 18.4 !5.8 2.1


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 9.8 7.0 6.1 !3.6 !0.9


23 Ala West / North Oakland 2.2 2.1 2.0 !0.3 !0.1


24 Ala Alameda 17.4 18.1 13.0 !4.4 !5.1


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 4.5 4.6 3.8 !0.6 !0.7


26 CC Richmond 37.1 19.9 19.7 !17.4 !0.2


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 21.9 12.9 11.6 !10.3 !1.3


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 37.7 35.1 35.1 !2.7 0.0


29 CC Martinez 14.8 12.4 12.4 !2.4 0.0


30 CC Concord 5.3 7.6 7.8 2.5 0.1


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 40.8 19.8 20.4 !20.4 0.6


32 CC Brentwood 2.0 2.1 2.1 0.1 0.0


33 Sol Vallejo 30.4 23.0 24.8 !5.6 1.9


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 15.6 12.8 14.5 !1.0 1.8


35 Sol Vacaville 26.6 7.9 9.7 !16.9 1.8


36 Sol Dixon * * * * *


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 20.4 13.9 14.0 !6.4 0.0


38 Nap Calistoga * * * * *


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 1.9 1.8 1.8 !0.1 0.0


40 Son Santa Rosa 12.2 12.8 11.5 !0.7 !1.3


41 Son Healdsburg * * * * *


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio * * * * *


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 7.8 8.6 8.6 0.9 0.0


44 Mar Marin City 809.2 333.9 27.0 !782.2 !306.9


Remainder of Alameda County 9.1 9.5 8.7 !0.4 !0.8


Remainder of Contra Costa County 19.1 16.1 14.9 !4.2 !1.2


Remainder of Marin County 31.8 23.0 20.8 !11.0 !2.2


Remainder of Napa County 28.9 17.3 17.0 !12.0 !0.3


Remainder of San Francisco County 3.0 2.8 2.2 !0.9 !0.6


Remainder of San Mateo County 47.2 30.9 32.4 !14.8 1.5


Remainder of Santa Clara County 28.0 18.2 17.9 !10.1 !0.4


Remainder of Solano County 30.0 19.7 20.5 !9.6 0.7


Remainder of Sonoma County 13.1 10.7 10.5 !2.6 !0.2


Communities of Concern AVERAGE 5.0 4.1 3.9 !1.1 !0.2


Remainder of Bay Area AVERAGE 8.6 7.5 6.3 !2.3 !1.2


Bay Area AVERAGE 6.4 5.2 4.7 !1.7 !0.5


* Ratio cannot be calculated for these communities because 0 jobs are accessible by transit in 30 minutes
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Table C1. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by Household Income Group and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


Income Group 2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Low 1,451,319 1,685,863 1,704,431 253,112 18,567


Moderately Low 1,355,122 1,542,624 1,559,473 204,351 16,848


Moderately High 1,348,626 1,511,739 1,529,304 180,678 17,565


High 1,412,251 1,558,883 1,582,698 170,446 23,815


Remainder of Bay Area


Low 1,189,684 1,320,180 1,322,779 133,095 2,599


Moderately Low 1,107,937 1,216,175 1,219,800 111,862 3,625


Moderately High 1,077,128 1,172,085 1,175,214 98,085 3,129


High 1,122,009 1,194,195 1,198,636 76,627 4,441


Bay Area Total


Low 1,309,764 1,507,053 1,517,812 208,048 10,759


Moderately Low 1,191,387 1,342,813 1,351,567 160,180 8,755


Moderately High 1,149,028 1,276,931 1,284,517 135,489 7,585


High 1,166,184 1,264,054 1,272,206 106,022 8,152


Table C2. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by Household Income Group and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


Income Group 2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Low 173,549 271,897 296,027 122,478 24,130


Moderately Low 126,300 195,868 213,145 86,846 17,278


Moderately High 105,274 160,503 175,116 69,842 14,613


High 103,293 156,739 171,518 68,225 14,780


Remainder of Bay Area


Low 72,405 96,331 108,954 36,549 12,623


Moderately Low 66,755 87,682 99,693 32,937 12,010


Moderately High 60,924 79,420 89,474 28,550 10,054


High 62,568 80,980 91,089 28,522 10,110


Bay Area Total


Low 118,826 186,049 204,553 85,727 18,503


Moderately Low 86,858 129,650 143,704 56,846 14,054


Moderately High 72,669 104,449 115,910 43,241 11,461


High 68,766 95,492 106,496 37,730 11,004


Change


Change
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Table C3. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by County and Community Type


2035 2035 2006 No Project to


County Community Type 2006 No Project Project to Project Project 


San Communities of Concern 2,085,691 2,359,245 2,430,091 344,400 70,846


Francisco Remainder of Communities 1,657,114 1,913,587 1,956,862 299,748 43,275


Total 1,887,495 2,153,150 2,211,246 323,751 58,096


San Mateo Communities of Concern 1,557,376 1,647,687 1,670,909 113,533 23,221


Remainder of Communities 1,309,624 1,340,430 1,365,963 56,339 25,533


Total 1,391,046 1,441,409 1,466,182 75,136 24,773


Santa Clara Communities of Concern 1,802,270 2,114,776 2,116,152 313,882 1,375


Remainder of Communities 1,849,975 2,132,057 2,119,031 269,056 !13,026


Total 1,832,230 2,125,629 2,117,960 285,730 !7,669


Alameda Communities of Concern 1,375,417 1,531,165 1,536,099 160,682 4,934


Remainder of Communities 1,117,278 1,167,028 1,161,946 44,669 !5,082


Total 1,250,446 1,354,878 1,354,963 104,518 85


Contra Communities of Concern 808,123 832,450 843,321 35,198 10,871


Costa Remainder of Communities 833,403 856,837 854,273 20,870 !2,565


Total 824,785 848,523 850,539 25,754 2,016


Solano Communities of Concern 554,369 471,958 498,821 !55,548 26,863


Remainder of Communities 432,560 373,820 390,431 !42,129 16,611


Total 486,523 417,296 438,449 !48,073 21,153


Napa Communities of Concern 233,111 247,650 247,649 14,538 !1


Remainder of Communities 193,247 190,581 197,211 3,963 6,630


Total 211,626 216,891 220,464 8,839 3,573


Sonoma Communities of Concern 339,934 445,645 443,686 103,752 !1,959


Remainder of Communities 268,917 299,774 302,355 33,438 2,581


Total 283,753 330,248 331,880 48,127 1,633


Marin Communities of Concern 615,381 573,331 584,741 !30,639 11,410


Remainder of Communities 404,428 335,119 347,119 !57,309 12,001


Total 420,401 353,156 365,111 !55,289 11,956


Bay Area Communities of Concern 1,414,879 1,618,465 1,636,224 221,345 17,759


Total Remainder of Bay Area 1,148,507 1,258,361 1,261,570 113,063 3,209


Total 1,256,108 1,418,476 1,428,154 172,046 9,678
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Table C4. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by County and Community Type


2035 2035 2006 No Project to


County Community Type 2006 No Project Project to Project Project 


San Communities of Concern 428,856 605,267 658,328 229,472 53,061


Francisco Remainder of Communities 308,490 416,983 508,677 200,187 91,695


Total 373,193 518,195 589,122 215,929 70,927


San Mateo Communities of Concern 59,148 71,573 72,728 13,580 1,155


Remainder of Communities 37,139 49,204 49,590 12,452 387


Total 44,372 56,555 57,194 12,823 639


Santa Clara Communities of Concern 93,993 200,642 207,241 113,248 6,599


Remainder of Communities 51,304 87,541 87,536 36,232 !6


Total 67,183 129,612 132,063 64,880 2,451


Alameda Communities of Concern 163,114 240,826 273,835 110,721 33,010


Remainder of Communities 76,963 94,110 106,854 29,891 12,743


Total 121,406 169,797 192,996 71,590 23,198


Contra Communities of Concern 30,904 46,789 50,035 19,131 3,246


Costa Remainder of Communities 29,622 29,931 35,017 5,395 5,086


Total 30,059 35,678 40,137 10,078 4,459


Solano Communities of Concern 22,645 23,170 23,170 525 0


Remainder of Communities 11,059 13,720 14,026 2,967 306


Total 16,192 17,907 18,077 1,885 170


Napa Communities of Concern 7,523 12,939 12,939 5,416 0


Remainder of Communities 4,221 7,378 7,746 3,525 368


Total 5,744 9,942 10,140 4,397 198


Sonoma Communities of Concern 19,294 27,633 29,005 9,711 1,371


Remainder of Communities 10,897 14,379 14,713 3,816 334


Total 12,651 17,148 17,698 5,047 551


Marin Communities of Concern 18,192 19,768 29,147 10,955 9,379


Remainder of Communities 12,833 12,980 19,510 6,677 6,530


Total 13,239 13,494 20,240 7,001 6,746


Bay Area Communities of Concern 155,650 236,123 257,029 101,379 20,906


Total Remainder of Bay Area 69,559 91,190 103,449 33,890 12,259


Total 104,336 155,632 171,736 67,400 16,104
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Table C5. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / N. Beach / Treas. Is. 2,113,881 2,367,747 2,421,539 307,657 53,792


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 2,307,735 2,553,428 2,622,044 314,308 68,616


3 SF South of Market 2,473,734 2,798,103 2,880,435 406,701 82,332


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 1,940,153 2,158,733 2,224,841 284,687 66,108


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 2,194,415 2,415,923 2,499,448 305,033 83,525


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 1,962,262 2,199,533 2,281,276 319,014 81,743


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 1,687,898 1,890,776 1,954,821 266,923 64,045


8 SM Daly City 1,554,857 1,746,563 1,795,623 240,766 49,060


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 1,730,153 1,932,668 2,003,361 273,208 70,692


10 SM San Mateo 1,424,858 1,362,756 1,381,541 !43,317 18,785


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 1,510,392 1,506,341 1,495,002 !15,389 !11,339


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 1,636,562 1,603,573 1,628,977 !7,585 25,404


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 2,363,480 2,526,771 2,496,250 132,770 !30,521


14 SC Santa Clara 2,249,832 2,798,944 2,783,937 534,105 !15,007


15 SC Central San Jose 1,891,446 2,257,810 2,258,588 367,142 778


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 289,341 432,985 393,820 104,479 !39,166


17 SC Gilroy 121,682 156,375 161,991 40,309 5,616


18 SC Milpitas 1,959,018 2,223,534 2,271,811 312,793 48,277


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 808,550 833,216 777,568 !30,982 !55,647


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 942,149 1,000,295 1,000,668 58,519 373


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 1,338,857 1,326,279 1,337,330 !1,527 11,050


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 1,420,590 1,501,070 1,507,762 87,172 6,692


23 Ala West / North Oakland 1,679,575 1,942,779 1,950,806 271,232 8,027


24 Ala Alameda 1,246,415 1,260,852 1,266,909 20,494 6,057


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 1,443,537 1,640,834 1,648,509 204,971 7,675


26 CC Richmond 1,095,489 1,043,445 1,071,153 !24,336 27,708


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 837,045 806,479 815,899 !21,146 9,420


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 816,647 882,166 885,922 69,276 3,757


29 CC Martinez 1,013,546 1,211,960 1,197,239 183,693 !14,721


30 CC Concord 1,029,074 1,200,307 1,209,081 180,007 8,773


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 517,489 626,354 627,615 110,126 1,261


32 CC Brentwood 168,508 255,592 255,592 87,084 0


33 Sol Vallejo 739,493 579,613 602,995 !136,498 23,382


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 394,140 434,099 469,549 75,408 35,449


35 Sol Vacaville 259,610 232,051 267,323 7,713 35,272


36 Sol Dixon 136,435 128,987 137,505 1,070 8,518


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 267,988 275,897 275,897 7,908 !1


38 Nap Calistoga 19,722 22,562 22,562 2,840 0


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 68,999 57,064 57,064 !11,935 0


40 Son Santa Rosa 441,023 564,059 561,534 120,511 !2,526


41 Son Healdsburg 186,493 71,276 71,276 !115,217 0


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 9,737 9,959 9,959 222 0


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 487,123 501,496 482,985 !4,138 !18,511


44 Mar Marin City 988,336 806,294 914,740 !73,596 108,446


Remainder of Alameda County 1,117,278 1,167,028 1,161,946 44,669 !5,082


Remainder of Contra Costa County 833,403 856,837 854,273 20,870 !2,565


Remainder of Marin County 404,428 335,119 347,119 !57,309 12,001


Remainder of Napa County 193,247 190,581 197,211 3,963 6,630


Remainder of San Francisco County 1,657,114 1,913,587 1,956,862 299,748 43,275


Remainder of San Mateo County 1,309,624 1,340,430 1,365,963 56,339 25,533


Remainder of Santa Clara County 1,849,975 2,132,057 2,119,031 269,056 !13,026


Remainder of Solano County 432,560 373,820 390,431 !42,129 16,611


Remainder of Sonoma County 268,917 299,774 302,355 33,438 2,581


Communities of Concern TOTAL 1,414,879 1,618,465 1,636,224 221,345 17,759


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 1,148,507 1,258,361 1,261,570 113,063 3,209


Bay Area TOTAL 1,256,108 1,418,476 1,428,154 172,046 9,678
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Table C6. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas. 486,054 655,037 716,658 230,604 61,621


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 661,726 886,469 942,424 280,697 55,954


3 SF South of Market 536,926 695,625 750,172 213,246 54,548


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 481,004 672,860 780,601 299,597 107,741


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 433,579 702,815 749,207 315,628 46,392


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 103,509 152,160 174,039 70,530 21,879


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 227,453 364,283 395,644 168,191 31,360


8 SM Daly City 88,233 113,877 115,723 27,491 1,846


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 44,908 48,016 48,016 3,109 0


10 SM San Mateo 58,857 50,129 50,129 !8,728 0


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 28,401 44,159 45,138 16,738 980


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 89,358 124,675 124,675 35,317 0


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 34,400 37,095 37,095 2,696 0


14 SC Santa Clara 106,932 270,335 270,069 163,137 !266


15 SC Central San Jose 107,243 234,488 240,985 133,742 6,497


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 26,028 36,427 36,427 10,399 0


17 SC Gilroy 17,132 26,036 26,036 8,904 0


18 SC Milpitas 26,899 43,758 71,265 44,367 27,507


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 38,311 44,725 44,182 5,871 !544


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 44,973 63,690 68,099 23,126 4,409


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 58,865 81,141 79,934 21,068 !1,207


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 128,354 179,423 209,538 81,184 30,116


23 Ala West / North Oakland 326,557 466,142 512,871 186,314 46,729


24 Ala Alameda 63,873 65,120 96,390 32,517 31,270


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 242,945 286,231 354,384 111,439 68,153


26 CC Richmond 34,638 51,380 55,696 21,058 4,316


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 42,847 51,235 64,418 21,572 13,183


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 9,330 9,133 9,133 !198 0


29 CC Martinez 9,315 10,956 18,157 8,842 7,201


30 CC Concord 51,901 81,308 81,308 29,407 0


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 14,778 31,091 29,284 14,506 !1,807


32 CC Brentwood 26,816 47,433 47,433 20,617 0


33 Sol Vallejo 21,503 17,827 17,827 !3,676 0


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 30,235 35,113 35,113 4,878 0


35 Sol Vacaville 10,857 14,578 14,578 3,721 0


36 Sol Dixon 0 0 0 0 0


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 8,753 14,563 14,563 5,810 0


38 Nap Calistoga 0 0 0 0 0


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 5,665 5,614 5,614 !51 0


40 Son Santa Rosa 25,880 35,234 37,002 11,122 1,768


41 Son Healdsburg 0 0 0 0 0


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 0 0 0 0 0


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 23,636 25,237 25,237 1,601 0


44 Mar Marin City 2,363 2,034 41,829 39,466 39,795


Remainder of Alameda County 76,963 94,110 106,854 29,891 12,743


Remainder of Contra Costa County 29,622 29,931 35,017 5,395 5,086


Remainder of Marin County 12,833 12,980 19,510 6,677 6,530


Remainder of Napa County 4,221 7,378 7,746 3,525 368


Remainder of San Francisco County 308,490 416,983 508,677 200,187 91,695


Remainder of San Mateo County 37,139 49,204 49,590 12,452 387


Remainder of Santa Clara County 51,304 87,541 87,536 36,232 !6


Remainder of Solano County 11,059 13,720 14,026 2,967 306


Remainder of Sonoma County 10,897 14,379 14,713 3,816 334


Communities of Concern TOTAL 155,650 236,123 257,029 101,379 20,906


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 69,559 91,190 103,449 33,890 12,259


Bay Area TOTAL 104,336 155,632 171,736 67,400 16,104
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Table C7. Ratio of Non!Work Activities Accessible by Auto to Low Income Jobs Accessible by Transit


By Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas 4.3 3.6 3.4 !1.0 !0.2


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 3.5 2.9 2.8 !0.7 !0.1


3 SF South of Market 4.6 4.0 3.8 !0.8 !0.2


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 4.0 3.2 2.9 !1.2 !0.4


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 5.1 3.4 3.3 !1.7 !0.1


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 19.0 14.5 13.1 !5.8 !1.3


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 7.4 5.2 4.9 !2.5 !0.2


8 SM Daly City 17.6 15.3 15.5 !2.1 0.2


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 38.5 40.3 41.7 3.2 1.5


10 SM San Mateo 24.2 27.2 27.6 3.4 0.4


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 53.2 34.1 33.1 !20.1 !1.0


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 18.3 12.9 13.1 !5.2 0.2


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 68.7 68.1 67.3 !1.4 !0.8


14 SC Santa Clara 21.0 10.4 10.3 !10.7 0.0


15 SC Central San Jose 17.6 9.6 9.4 !8.3 !0.3


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 11.1 11.9 10.8 !0.3 !1.1


17 SC Gilroy 7.1 6.0 6.2 !0.9 0.2


18 SC Milpitas 72.8 50.8 31.9 !41.0 !18.9


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 21.1 18.6 17.6 !3.5 !1.0


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 20.9 15.7 14.7 !6.3 !1.0


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 22.7 16.3 16.7 !6.0 0.4


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 11.1 8.4 7.2 !3.9 !1.2


23 Ala West / North Oakland 5.1 4.2 3.8 !1.3 !0.4


24 Ala Alameda 19.5 19.4 13.1 !6.4 !6.2


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 5.9 5.7 4.7 !1.3 !1.1


26 CC Richmond 31.6 20.3 19.2 !12.4 !1.1


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 19.5 15.7 12.7 !6.9 !3.1


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 87.5 96.6 97.0 9.5 0.4


29 CC Martinez 108.8 110.6 65.9 !42.9 !44.7


30 CC Concord 19.8 14.8 14.9 !5.0 0.1


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 35.0 20.1 21.4 !13.6 1.3


32 CC Brentwood 6.3 5.4 5.4 !0.9 0.0


33 Sol Vallejo 34.4 32.5 33.8 !0.6 1.3


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 13.0 12.4 13.4 0.3 1.0


35 Sol Vacaville 23.9 15.9 18.3 !5.6 2.4


36 Sol Dixon * * * * *


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 30.6 18.9 18.9 !11.7 0.0


38 Nap Calistoga * * * * *


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 12.2 10.2 10.2 !2.0 0.0


40 Son Santa Rosa 17.0 16.0 15.2 !1.9 !0.8


41 Son Healdsburg * * * * *


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio * * * * *


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 20.6 19.9 19.1 !1.5 !0.7


44 Mar Marin City 418.3 396.4 21.9 !396.4 !374.5


Remainder of Alameda County 14.5 12.4 10.9 !3.6 !1.5


Remainder of Contra Costa County 28.1 28.6 24.4 !3.7 !4.2


Remainder of Marin County 31.5 25.8 17.8 !13.7 !8.0


Remainder of Napa County 45.8 25.8 25.5 !20.3 !0.4


Remainder of San Francisco County 5.4 4.6 3.8 !1.5 !0.7


Remainder of San Mateo County 35.3 27.2 27.5 !7.7 0.3


Remainder of Santa Clara County 36.1 24.4 24.2 !11.9 !0.1


Remainder of Solano County 39.1 27.2 27.8 !11.3 0.6


Remainder of Sonoma County 24.7 20.8 20.6 !4.1 !0.3


Communities of Concern TOTAL 9.1 6.9 6.4 !2.7 !0.5


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 16.5 13.8 12.2 !4.3 !1.6


Bay Area TOTAL 12.0 9.1 8.3 !3.7 !0.8


* Ratio cannot be calculated for these communities because 0 jobs are accessible by transit in 30 minutes
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Table C8. Non!Work Activities Accessible in 30 Minutes by AUTO


Averages by Trip Type and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


2006 Project Project to Project Project 


High School Trips


Communities of Concern 79,716 81,308 81,953 2,237 645


Remainder of Region 66,334 63,200 63,233 !3,101 34


Bay Area Total 71,740 71,252 71,557 !183 305


College/University Trips


Communities of Concern 87,357 85,578 85,981 !1,376 403


Remainder of Region 66,764 63,630 63,356 !3,408 !274


Bay Area Total 75,083 73,389 73,416 !1,667 27


Shopping/Medical/Other Trips


Communities of Concern 863,034 998,034 1,009,524 146,490 11,490


Remainder of Region 696,219 772,665 775,207 78,988 2,541


Bay Area Total 763,604 872,872 879,392 115,788 6,520


Social/Recreational Trips


Communities of Concern 384,772 453,546 458,766 73,994 5,221


Remainder of Region 319,189 358,866 359,773 40,584 908


Bay Area Total 345,681 400,964 403,789 58,108 2,825


Total Non!Work Trips


Communities of Concern 1,414,879 1,618,465 1,636,224 221,345 17,759


Remainder of Region 1,148,507 1,258,361 1,261,570 113,063 3,209


Bay Area Total 1,256,108 1,418,476 1,428,154 172,046 9,678


Table C9. Low Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by TRANSIT


Averages by Trip Type and Community Type


No 2006 No Project to


2006 Project Project to Project Project 


High School Trips


Communities of Concern 5,326 7,073 8,094 2,768 1,021


Remainder of Region 3,092 3,409 3,764 672 355


Bay Area Total 3,995 5,038 5,689 1,695 651


College/University Trips


Communities of Concern 12,159 15,654 17,774 5,615 2,120


Remainder of Region 4,545 4,821 5,977 1,431 1,156


Bay Area Total 7,621 9,638 11,222 3,601 1,585


Shopping/Medical/Other Trips


Communities of Concern 99,180 151,674 164,000 64,820 12,326


Remainder of Region 43,727 58,313 66,104 22,377 7,790


Bay Area Total 66,127 99,825 109,632 43,505 9,807


Social/Recreational Trips


Communities of Concern 38,985 61,722 67,160 28,175 5,438


Remainder of Region 18,195 24,647 27,605 9,410 2,958


Bay Area Total 26,593 41,132 45,193 18,599 4,061


Total Non!Work Trips


Communities of Concern 155,650 236,123 257,029 101,378 20,906


Remainder of Region 69,559 91,190 103,449 33,890 12,259


Bay Area Total 104,336 155,632 171,736 67,400 16,104
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Table D1. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions by Community Type 


(Kg/Average Weekday)


No 2006 No Project to


2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Diesel PM 1,018.5 249.3 241.5 !777.0 !7.8


Benzene 79.3 18.0 17.5 !61.8 !0.5


Butadiene 361.9 83.9 81.7 !280.2 !2.2


Total 1,459.7 351.2 340.8 !1,118.9 !10.4


Remainder of Bay Area


Diesel PM 1,677.7 403.2 384.2 !1,293.5 !19.0


Benzene 130.9 29.5 28.6 !102.3 !0.9


Butadiene 597.2 137.6 132.5 !464.7 !5.1


Total 2,405.7 570.3 545.2 !1,860.5 !25.1


Bay Area Total


Diesel PM 2,696.1 652.5 625.8 !2,070.3 !26.7


Benzene 210.2 47.5 46.1 !164.1 !1.4


Butadiene 959.1 221.5 214.2 !744.9 !7.3


Total 3,865.4 921.5 886.0 !2,979.4 !35.5


Table D2. Land Area by Community Type


(Sq. Mi.)


No 2006 No Project to


2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Developed Land Area 246.7 271.3 271.3 24.6 0.0


Total Land Area 1,367.0 1,367.0 1,367.0 0.0 0.0


Remainder of Bay Area


Developed Land Area 1,066.0 1,176.0 1,176.0 110.0 0.0


Total Land Area 5,781.9 5,781.9 5,781.9 0.0 0.0


Bay Area Total


Developed Land Area 1,312.7 1,447.4 1,447.4 134.7 0.0


Total Land Area 7,148.8 7,148.8 7,148.8 0.0 0.0


Table D3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions Density


(Kg per Day per Sq. Mi. of Developed Land)


No 2006 No Project to


2006 Project Project to Project Project 


Communities of Concern


Diesel PM 4.13 0.92 0.89 !3.24 !0.03


Benzene 0.32 0.07 0.06 !0.26 !0.01


Butadiene 1.47 0.31 0.30 !1.17 !0.01


Total 5.92 1.29 1.26 !4.66 !0.03


Remainder of Bay Area


Diesel PM 1.57 0.34 0.33 !1.24 !0.01


Benzene 0.12 0.03 0.02 !0.10 !0.01


Butadiene 0.56 0.12 0.11 !0.45 !0.01


Total 2.26 0.48 0.46 !1.80 !0.02


Bay Area Total


Diesel PM 2.05 0.45 0.43 !1.62 !0.02


Benzene 0.16 0.03 0.03 !0.13 0.00


Butadiene 0.73 0.15 0.15 !0.58 0.00


Total 2.94 0.64 0.61 !2.33 !0.03


Change


Change


Change
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Table D4. Combined MSAT Emissions Density (Kg of Diesel PM, benzene & butadiene per day per sq. mi of developed land)


By County and Community Type


2035 2035 2006 No Project to


County Community Type 2006 No Project Project to Project Project 


San Communities of Concern 14.07 3.06 3.00 !11.07 !0.06


Francisco Remainder of Communities 1.40 1.40 1.37 !0.03 !0.03


Total 7.03 2.14 2.10 !4.93 !0.04


San Mateo Communities of Concern 8.66 1.95 1.90 !6.76 !0.05


Remainder of Communities 0.58 0.58 0.55 !0.03 !0.03


Total 1.55 0.75 0.72 !0.83 !0.03


Santa Clara Communities of Concern 6.59 1.46 1.41 !5.18 !0.05


Remainder of Communities 0.64 0.62 0.60 !0.04 !0.02


Total 2.11 0.84 0.81 !1.30 !0.03


Alameda Communities of Concern 6.58 1.87 1.39 !5.19 !0.48


Remainder of Communities 0.76 0.67 0.67 !0.09 0.00


Total 2.47 1.00 0.87 !1.60 !0.13


Contra Communities of Concern 4.67 0.89 0.89 !3.78 0.00


Costa Remainder of Communities 0.57 0.50 0.49 !0.08 !0.01


Total 1.14 0.55 0.55 !0.59 0.00


Solano Communities of Concern 3.01 0.70 0.67 !2.34 !0.03


Remainder of Communities 0.60 0.51 0.49 !0.11 !0.02


Total 1.38 0.57 0.54 !0.84 !0.03


Napa Communities of Concern 3.32 0.78 0.72 !2.60 !0.06


Remainder of Communities 0.25 0.24 0.22 !0.03 !0.02


Total 0.80 0.34 0.32 !0.48 !0.02


Sonoma Communities of Concern 2.60 0.59 0.60 !2.00 0.01


Remainder of Communities 0.16 0.16 0.15 !0.01 !0.01


Total 0.36 0.20 0.19 !0.17 !0.01


Marin Communities of Concern 21.52 5.70 5.65 !15.87 !0.05


Remainder of Communities 0.49 0.50 0.46 !0.03 !0.04


Total 0.79 0.58 0.55 !0.24 !0.03


Bay Area Communities of Concern 5.92 1.29 1.26 !4.66 !0.03


Total Remainder of Bay Area 2.26 0.48 0.46 !1.80 !0.02


Total 2.94 0.64 0.61 !2.33 !0.03


Change
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Table D5. Diesel Particulate Emissions Density (Kg per day per sq. mi. of developed land)


By Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas. Isl. 17.48 4.05 3.94 !13.54 !0.11


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 14.09 3.63 3.58 !10.51 !0.05


3 SF South of Market 16.26 3.36 3.30 !12.96 !0.06


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 7.42 1.93 1.87 !5.55 !0.06


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 14.85 2.94 2.90 !11.95 !0.04


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 4.98 1.08 1.07 !3.91 !0.01


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 8.93 2.01 1.98 !6.95 !0.03


8 SM Daly City 6.50 1.39 1.35 !5.15 !0.04


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 5.53 1.20 1.21 !4.32 0.01


10 SM San Mateo 13.29 2.53 2.31 !10.98 !0.22


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 5.72 1.44 1.40 !4.32 !0.04


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 2.12 0.57 0.53 !1.59 !0.04


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 11.40 1.77 1.70 !9.70 !0.07


14 SC Santa Clara 3.66 1.02 1.00 !2.66 !0.02


15 SC Central San Jose 3.97 0.99 0.96 !3.01 !0.03


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 8.54 0.98 0.96 !7.58 !0.02


17 SC Gilroy 5.04 1.05 0.97 !4.07 !0.08


18 SC Milpitas 4.21 1.13 1.07 !3.14 !0.06


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 5.86 1.18 1.12 !4.74 !0.06


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 3.60 0.88 0.82 !2.78 !0.06


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 5.64 1.08 1.05 !4.59 !0.03


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 3.62 0.80 0.78 !2.84 !0.02


23 Ala West / North Oakland 6.55 1.48 1.46 !5.09 !0.02


24 Ala Alameda 0.58 0.43 0.43 !0.15 0.00


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 6.06 1.39 1.35 !4.71 !0.04


26 CC Richmond 4.55 0.97 0.98 !3.57 0.01


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 2.32 0.47 0.46 !1.86 !0.01


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 3.41 0.93 0.90 !2.51 !0.03


29 CC Martinez 1.90 0.42 0.40 !1.50 !0.02


30 CC Concord 7.33 1.66 1.64 !5.69 !0.02


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 3.33 0.68 0.68 !2.65 0.00


32 CC Brentwood 1.37 0.15 0.14 !1.23 !0.01


33 Sol Vallejo 2.58 0.62 0.59 !1.99 !0.03


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 1.01 0.25 0.25 !0.76 0.00


35 Sol Vacaville 1.38 0.30 0.28 !1.10 !0.02


36 Sol Dixon 2.68 0.58 0.55 !2.13 !0.03


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 2.57 0.61 0.56 !2.01 !0.05


38 Nap Calistoga 1.15 0.26 0.25 !0.90 !0.01


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 0.40 0.07 0.07 !0.33 0.00


40 Son Santa Rosa 2.81 0.66 0.67 !2.14 0.01


41 Son Healdsburg 3.44 0.73 0.73 !2.71 0.00


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 0.45 0.09 0.10 !0.35 0.01


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 17.06 4.66 4.64 !12.42 !0.02


44 Mar Marin City 10.51 2.22 2.16 !8.35 !0.06


Remainder of Alameda County 5.03 1.00 0.98 !4.05 !0.02


Remainder of Contra Costa County 1.76 0.42 0.39 !1.37 !0.03


Remainder of Marin County 2.00 0.44 0.43 !1.57 !0.01


Remainder of Napa County 2.25 0.50 0.47 !1.78 !0.03


Remainder of San Francisco County 1.72 0.35 0.34 !1.38 !0.01


Remainder of San Mateo County 1.80 0.35 0.33 !1.47 !0.02


Remainder of Santa Clara County 0.89 0.17 0.16 !0.73 !0.01


Remainder of Solano County 0.49 0.11 0.11 !0.38 0.00


Remainder of Sonoma County 1.65 0.35 0.32 !1.33 !0.03


Communities of Concern TOTAL 4.13 0.92 0.89 !3.24 !0.03


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 1.57 0.34 0.33 !1.24 !0.01


Bay Area TOTAL 2.05 0.45 0.43 !1.62 !0.02


Communities roughly corresponding to BAAQMD CARE communities shown in boldface
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Table D6. Benzene and Butadiene Emissions Density (Kg per day per sq. mi. of developed land)


By Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas. Isl. 7.72 1.85 1.77 !5.95 !0.08


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 6.32 1.47 1.45 !4.87 !0.02


3 SF South of Market 7.13 1.34 1.31 !5.82 !0.03


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 3.32 0.76 0.74 !2.58 !0.02


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 6.49 1.16 1.15 !5.34 !0.01


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 2.14 0.42 0.41 !1.73 !0.01


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 3.88 0.80 0.79 !3.09 !0.01


8 SM Daly City 2.80 0.55 0.54 !2.26 !0.01


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 2.39 0.49 0.49 !1.90 0.00


10 SM San Mateo 5.70 1.02 0.93 !4.77 !0.09


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 2.46 0.58 0.56 !1.90 !0.02


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 0.93 0.23 0.21 !0.72 !0.02


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 4.90 0.71 0.68 !4.22 !0.03


14 SC Santa Clara 1.58 0.40 0.39 !1.19 !0.01


15 SC Central San Jose 1.72 0.40 0.38 !1.34 !0.02


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 3.70 0.40 0.40 !3.30 0.00


17 SC Gilroy 2.19 0.44 0.42 !1.77 !0.02


18 SC Milpitas 1.81 0.45 0.43 !1.38 !0.02


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 2.53 0.49 0.47 !2.06 !0.02


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 1.55 0.35 0.33 !1.22 !0.02


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 2.44 0.45 0.44 !2.00 !0.01


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 1.56 0.31 0.31 !1.25 0.00


23 Ala West / North Oakland 2.84 0.60 0.59 !2.25 !0.01


24 Ala Alameda 0.25 0.17 0.17 !0.08 0.00


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 2.64 0.55 0.53 !2.11 !0.02


26 CC Richmond 1.97 0.40 0.40 !1.57 0.00


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 1.00 0.18 0.18 !0.82 0.00


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 1.49 0.41 0.41 !1.08 0.00


29 CC Martinez 0.80 0.15 0.14 !0.66 !0.01


30 CC Concord 3.18 0.66 0.65 !2.53 !0.01


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 1.45 0.29 0.30 !1.15 0.01


32 CC Brentwood 0.58 0.05 0.05 !0.53 0.00


33 Sol Vallejo 1.12 0.27 0.26 !0.86 !0.01


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 0.44 0.11 0.11 !0.33 0.00


35 Sol Vacaville 0.60 0.13 0.12 !0.48 !0.01


36 Sol Dixon 1.18 0.27 0.26 !0.92 !0.01


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 1.12 0.25 0.23 !0.89 !0.02


38 Nap Calistoga 0.49 0.10 0.09 !0.40 !0.01


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 0.17 0.03 0.03 !0.14 0.00


40 Son Santa Rosa 1.22 0.28 0.28 !0.94 0.00


41 Son Healdsburg 1.53 0.34 0.35 !1.18 0.01


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 0.19 0.03 0.04 !0.15 0.01


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 7.38 2.02 2.00 !5.38 !0.02


44 Mar Marin City 4.67 1.05 1.03 !3.64 !0.02


Remainder of Alameda County 2.21 0.40 0.39 !1.82 !0.01


Remainder of Contra Costa County 0.76 0.17 0.16 !0.60 !0.01


Remainder of Marin County 0.87 0.18 0.17 !0.70 !0.01


Remainder of Napa County 0.98 0.21 0.20 !0.78 !0.01


Remainder of San Francisco County 0.74 0.15 0.14 !0.60 !0.01


Remainder of San Mateo County 0.79 0.16 0.15 !0.64 !0.01


Remainder of Santa Clara County 0.38 0.07 0.06 !0.32 !0.01


Remainder of Solano County 0.21 0.05 0.04 !0.17 !0.01


Remainder of Sonoma County 0.72 0.15 0.14 !0.58 !0.01


Communities of Concern TOTAL 1.79 0.38 0.37 !1.42 !0.01


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 0.68 0.14 0.14 !0.54 0.00


Bay Area TOTAL 0.89 0.19 0.18 !0.71 !0.01


Communities roughly corresponding to BAAQMD CARE communities shown in boldface
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Table D7. Combined MSAT Emissions Density (Kg of diesel PM, benzene & butadiene per day per sq. mi.)


By Community of Concern


2035 2035 2006 No Project


Community of Concern 2006 No Project Project to Project to Project 


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treas. Isl 25.20 5.91 5.71 !19.49 !0.20


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 20.42 5.10 5.03 !15.39 !0.07


3 SF South of Market 23.39 4.69 4.61 !18.78 !0.08


4 SF Western Addition / Haight!Fillmore 10.74 2.69 2.62 !8.12 !0.07


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 21.34 4.10 4.05 !17.29 !0.05


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 7.12 1.49 1.48 !5.64 !0.01


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker!Amazon / OceanView 12.81 2.81 2.77 !10.04 !0.04


8 SM Daly City 9.30 1.94 1.89 !7.41 !0.05


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 7.92 1.70 1.70 !6.22 0.00


10 SM San Mateo 19.00 3.54 3.24 !15.76 !0.30


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 8.18 2.02 1.96 !6.22 !0.06


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 3.05 0.80 0.74 !2.31 !0.06


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 16.30 2.48 2.39 !13.91 !0.09


14 SC Santa Clara 5.24 1.42 1.39 !3.85 !0.03


15 SC Central San Jose 5.69 1.39 1.34 !4.35 !0.05


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 12.23 1.38 1.35 !10.88 !0.03


17 SC Gilroy 7.23 1.49 1.39 !5.84 !0.10


18 SC Milpitas 6.02 1.59 1.50 !4.52 !0.09


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 8.39 1.68 1.58 !6.81 !0.10


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 5.15 1.23 1.15 !4.00 !0.08


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 8.08 1.53 1.50 !6.58 !0.03


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 5.19 1.11 1.09 !4.10 !0.02


23 Ala West / North Oakland 9.39 2.08 2.05 !7.34 !0.03


24 Ala Alameda 0.83 0.60 0.60 !0.23 0.00


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 8.69 1.94 1.88 !6.81 !0.06


26 CC Richmond 6.52 1.37 1.38 !5.14 0.01


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 3.31 0.65 0.64 !2.67 !0.01


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 4.90 1.34 1.30 !3.60 !0.04


29 CC Martinez 2.71 0.58 0.54 !2.17 !0.04


30 CC Concord 10.52 2.32 2.30 !8.22 !0.02


31 CC Baypoint / Pittsburg / Antioch 4.78 0.97 0.99 !3.79 0.02


32 CC Brentwood 1.94 0.20 0.19 !1.75 !0.01


33 Sol Vallejo 3.71 0.89 0.85 !2.86 !0.04


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 1.45 0.35 0.35 !1.10 0.00


35 Sol Vacaville 1.98 0.43 0.41 !1.57 !0.02


36 Sol Dixon 3.86 0.85 0.81 !3.05 !0.04


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 3.69 0.86 0.79 !2.90 !0.07


38 Nap Calistoga 1.63 0.36 0.34 !1.29 !0.02


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 0.57 0.10 0.10 !0.47 0.00


40 Son Santa Rosa 4.03 0.94 0.95 !3.08 0.01


41 Son Healdsburg 4.97 1.07 1.08 !3.89 0.01


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 0.65 0.12 0.14 !0.51 0.02


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 24.44 6.68 6.65 !17.79 !0.03


44 Mar Marin City 15.18 3.26 3.19 !11.99 !0.07


Remainder of Alameda County 7.24 1.40 1.37 !5.87 !0.03


Remainder of Contra Costa County 2.52 0.58 0.55 !1.97 !0.03


Remainder of Marin County 2.87 0.62 0.60 !2.27 !0.02


Remainder of Napa County 3.23 0.71 0.67 !2.56 !0.04


Remainder of San Francisco County 2.46 0.50 0.49 !1.97 !0.01


Remainder of San Mateo County 2.60 0.51 0.49 !2.11 !0.02


Remainder of Santa Clara County 1.27 0.24 0.22 !1.05 !0.02


Remainder of Solano County 0.71 0.16 0.15 !0.56 !0.01


Remainder of Sonoma County 2.36 0.50 0.46 !1.90 !0.04


Communities of Concern TOTAL 5.92 1.29 1.26 !4.66 !0.03


Remainder of Bay Area TOTAL 2.26 0.48 0.46 !1.80 !0.02


Bay Area TOTAL 2.94 0.64 0.61 !2.33 !0.03


Communities roughly corresponding to BAAQMD CARE communities shown in boldface
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Table E1. Average Housing + Transportation Costs as a Share of Average Household Income


By Income Group and Community Type


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
Income Group 2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Communities of Concern
Low 77.6% 75.2% 75.2% 80.7% 74.3%
Moderately Low 53.1% 53.4% 53.2% 57.7% 52.3%
Moderately High 43.2% 44.8% 44.7% 48.8% 44.4%
High 29.1% 29.6% 29.8% 31.9% 29.1%
Total 42.5% 39.9% 40.0% 43.2% 39.7%


Remainder of Bay Area
Low 76.5% 74.7% 74.8% 79.5% 73.7%
Moderately Low 52.6% 53.2% 53.2% 57.4% 52.0%
Moderately High 42.9% 44.4% 44.3% 48.1% 44.4%
High 27.8% 27.7% 27.6% 29.6% 27.4%
Total 34.9% 33.2% 33.2% 35.7% 32.6%


Bay Area Total
Low 77.0% 74.9% 75.0% 80.1% 74.1%
Moderately Low 52.8% 53.3% 53.2% 57.5% 52.1%
Moderately High 43.0% 44.5% 44.4% 48.3% 44.4%
High 28.0% 28.0% 28.0% 30.0% 27.7%
Total 36.5% 34.7% 34.7% 37.4% 34.2%


Table E2. Average Transportation Costs as a Share of Average Household Income


By Income Group and Community Type


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
Income Group 2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Communities of Concern
Low 27.4% 25.0% 25.1% 30.6% 24.5%
Moderately Low 20.3% 20.6% 20.5% 25.0% 19.9%
Moderately High 17.1% 18.7% 18.6% 22.6% 18.4%
High 11.8% 12.2% 12.4% 14.5% 11.9%
Total 16.4% 15.9% 16.0% 19.2% 15.7%


Remainder of Bay Area
Low 26.1% 24.4% 24.5% 29.2% 23.5%
Moderately Low 19.6% 20.2% 20.2% 24.4% 19.4%
Moderately High 16.4% 17.8% 17.8% 21.6% 18.0%
High 10.6% 10.5% 10.5% 12.4% 10.4%
Total 13.2% 12.7% 12.7% 15.2% 12.5%


Bay Area Total
Low 26.7% 24.7% 24.8% 29.9% 24.0%
Moderately Low 19.8% 20.4% 20.3% 24.6% 19.6%
Moderately High 16.6% 18.1% 18.0% 21.9% 18.1%
High 10.8% 10.8% 10.8% 12.8% 10.7%
Total 13.8% 13.4% 13.4% 16.1% 13.2%
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Table E3. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes


Low plus Moderately Low Income Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern 22.9% 22.0% 21.9% 26.7% 21.3%
Remainder of Region 21.4% 21.2% 21.2% 25.5% 20.3%
Bay Area Total 22.0% 21.5% 21.5% 26.0% 20.8%


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern 39.5% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 37.7%
Remainder of Region 38.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 36.4%
Bay Area Total 38.6% 37.4% 37.4% 37.4% 37.0%


Average Income


Communities of Concern $37,227 $40,438 $40,438 $40,438 $40,205
Remainder of Region $42,867 $46,465 $46,465 $46,465 $47,006
Bay Area Total $40,589 $43,777 $43,777 $43,777 $43,724


Table E4. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes


Low Income Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern 27.4% 25.0% 25.1% 30.6% 24.5%
Remainder of Region 26.1% 24.4% 24.5% 29.2% 23.5%
Bay Area Total 26.7% 24.7% 24.8% 29.9% 24.0%


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern 50.2% 50.1% 50.1% 50.1% 49.8%
Remainder of Region 50.4% 50.3% 50.3% 50.3% 50.2%
Bay Area Total 50.3% 50.2% 50.2% 50.2% 50.0%


Average Income


Communities of Concern $22,463 $23,293 $23,293 $23,293 $23,093
Remainder of Region $24,328 $25,929 $25,929 $25,929 $25,951
Bay Area Total $23,472 $24,579 $24,579 $24,579 $24,351


Table E5. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes


All Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern 16.4% 15.9% 16.0% 19.2% 15.7%
Remainder of Region 13.2% 12.7% 12.7% 15.2% 12.5%
Bay Area Total 13.8% 13.4% 13.4% 16.1% 13.2%


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern 26.2% 24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 24.0%
Remainder of Region 21.8% 20.5% 20.5% 20.5% 20.2%
Bay Area Total 22.7% 21.3% 21.3% 21.3% 21.0%


Average Income


Communities of Concern $82,072 $98,139 $98,139 $98,139 $95,857
Remainder of Region $127,286 $154,048 $154,048 $154,048 $158,813
Bay Area Total $114,147 $136,561 $136,561 $136,561 $138,727
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Table E6. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes


Low plus Moderately Low Income Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern $8,538 $8,888 $8,861 $10,796 $8,573
Remainder of Region $9,194 $9,836 $9,828 $11,846 $9,549
Bay Area Total $8,929 $9,413 $9,397 $11,377 $9,078


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern $14,710 $15,375 $15,375 $15,375 $15,162
Remainder of Region $16,307 $17,156 $17,156 $17,156 $17,116
Bay Area Total $15,659 $16,362 $16,362 $16,362 $16,172


Average Income


Communities of Concern $37,227 $40,438 $40,438 $40,438 $40,205
Remainder of Region $42,867 $46,465 $46,465 $46,465 $47,006
Bay Area Total $40,589 $43,777 $43,777 $43,777 $43,724


Table E7. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes


Low Income Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern $6,153 $5,833 $5,842 $7,122 $5,662
Remainder of Region $6,346 $6,330 $6,354 $7,582 $6,102
Bay Area Total $6,257 $6,075 $6,091 $7,346 $5,856


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern $11,284 $11,675 $11,675 $11,675 $11,502
Remainder of Region $12,260 $13,039 $13,039 $13,039 $13,036
Bay Area Total $11,812 $12,341 $12,341 $12,341 $12,177


Average Income


Communities of Concern $22,463 $23,293 $23,293 $23,293 $23,093
Remainder of Region $24,328 $25,929 $25,929 $25,929 $25,951
Bay Area Total $23,472 $24,579 $24,579 $24,579 $24,351


Table E8. Average Annual Transportation Costs, Housing Costs, and Incomes: All Households


All Households (Constant 2008 Dollars)


No HM/CPE + HM/CPE +
2006 Project Project Pricing Land Use


Average Transportation Costs


Communities of Concern $13,441 $15,640 $15,750 $18,828 $15,036
Remainder of Region $16,742 $19,590 $19,528 $23,351 $19,803
Bay Area Total $15,783 $18,361 $18,346 $21,944 $18,282


Average Housing Costs


Communities of Concern $21,477 $23,548 $23,548 $23,548 $23,029
Remainder of Region $27,742 $31,587 $31,587 $31,587 $32,016
Bay Area Total $25,910 $29,069 $29,069 $29,069 $29,148


Average Income


Communities of Concern $82,072 $98,139 $98,139 $98,139 $95,857
Remainder of Region $127,286 $154,048 $154,048 $154,048 $158,813
Bay Area Total $114,147 $136,561 $136,561 $136,561 $138,727
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TRANSPORTATION 2035 EQUITY ANALYSIS ADDENDUM 


This addendum revises portions of the Financial Analysis component (Chapter 4.1) of the 


Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report, based on revised financial assumptions developed after 


the release of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and the final Equity Analysis Report. 


REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN 


On December 19, 2008, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission released the Draft 


Transportation 2035 Plan for public comment through March 2, 2009.  


 


On January 22, 2009, the draft Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report was released as a 


supplemental report to the Transportation 2035 Plan, with public comment accepted specifically for 


the Equity Analysis through February 11. The final Equity Analysis Report was subsequently 


released February 27, and is available via MTC’s Transportation 2035 web site 


(www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035) and at the MTC-ABAG Library, 101 8th Street, Oakland, Calif. 


 


On March 13, 2009, MTC postponed the adoption of the final Transportation 2035 Plan to April 


2009 in light of two actions occurring since the release of the Draft plan: 


• The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff presented to their Board new 


information about the Measure A program, including a new 65% design cost estimate for the 


BART to Silicon Valley extension and a revised sales tax revenue forecast. 


• Recent actions by Sacramento lawmakers on the State budget, particularly multi-year cuts in 


State Transit Assistance (STA) funding for transit operations. 


 


Revisions to the draft Plan given these new financial assumptions are outlined in MTC Resolution 


3893, Attachment C. Total Plan expenditures were reduced approximately $8 billion, from $226 


billion to $218 billion. Revised Figure 4-1 below reflects the changes outlined in Resolution 3893. 


Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type ($Billions)


Transit 


Maint/Ops


$111


51%
Transit 


Expansion


$30


14%


Road/Highw ay 


Maint/Ops


$66


30%


Road/Highw ay 


Expansion


$11


5%


 
Revised Figure 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type 
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METHODOLOGY 


The methodology for the financial analysis of the Transportation 2035 Plan is described in Chapter 


4.1 of the Equity Analysis Report, which outlines the basis for allocating Plan expenditures either to 


low-income households (making less than $25,000 per year) or all other households. 


RESULTS 


Revised Table 4-1 shows the per-household Plan expenditures allocated to low-income households 


and all other households based on the revised financial assumptions. This table also revises the 


corresponding amounts shown on page ES-3 of the Executive Summary. 


 


Total Expenditures ($Billions)Total Expenditures ($Billions)Total Expenditures ($Billions)Total Expenditures ($Billions)    TotalTotalTotalTotal    


Low Income Low Income Low Income Low Income 
Household Household Household Household 
ShareShareShareShare    


All Other All Other All Other All Other 
Households Households Households Households 
ShareShareShareShare    


Transit Maintenance/Ops $111 $30 $82 


Transit Expansion $30 $8 $22 


Transit Subtotal $141 $38 $104 


Road/Highway Maintenance/Ops $66 $2 $64 


Road/Highway Expansion $11 <$1 $11 


Road/Highway Subtotal $77 $2 $75 


Total Expenditures $218 $40 $179 


        


2006 Households 2,468,024 436,554 2,031,470 


    17.7% 82.3% 
        


Expenditures per Expenditures per Expenditures per Expenditures per HouseholdHouseholdHouseholdHousehold ($000s) ($000s) ($000s) ($000s)    
All All All All 


HouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholds    
Low Income Low Income Low Income Low Income 
HouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholds    


All Other All Other All Other All Other 
HouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholdsHouseholds    


Transit Maintenance/Ops $45.1 $68.1 $40.2 


Transit Expansion $12.2 $18.3 $10.8 


Transit Subtotal $57.3 $86.4 $51.0 


Road/Highway Maintenance/Ops $26.7 $3.6 $31.7 


Road/Highway Expansion $4.5 $0.6 $5.3 


Road/Highway Subtotal $31.2 $4.2 $37.0 


Total $88.5 $90.7 $88.0 


Revised Table 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type and Household Income Group (escalated dollars). 


 


According to this analysis, on a per-household basis, low-income households will receive slightly 


greater benefit from the Plan’s expenditures ($90,700 per household over 25 years) than other 


households ($88,000 per household). The average per-household expenditure for all households is 


$88,500 over 25 years. 


CONCLUSION  


Based on this assessment of the revised financial assumptions, there is no change to the discussion 


and conclusion provided in Chapter 4.1 of the Equity Analysis Report, namely that there does not 


appear to be a systematic disbenefit to low-income households based on the Transportation 2035 


Plan’s overall investment strategy. 
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Public Participation Plan


I know of no safe depository of the ultimate powers of the society but the
people themselves; and if we think them not enlightened enough to
exercise their control
with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to take it from them but
to inform
their discretion.


— Thomas Jefferson


I. Introduction


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is the transportation planning and financing


agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. It also serves as the Bay Area Toll


Authority (BATA), with oversight of the toll revenue from the region’s seven state-owned toll


bridges. And, as the Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (SAFE), MTC oversees a


regionwide network of freeway call boxes and roving tow trucks.


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public involvement process aims to give the


public ample opportunities for early and continuing participation in critical transportation


projects, plans and decisions, and to provide full public access to key decisions. Engaging the


public early and often in the decision-making process is critical to the success of any


transportation plan or program, and is required by numerous state and federal laws, as well as by


the Commission’s own internal procedures.


This Public Participation Plan spells out MTC’s process for providing the public and interested


parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the regional transportation planning


process.
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A. Our Commitment to Public Participation


Guiding Principles


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public involvement procedures are built on the


following guiding principles:


• Public participation is a dynamic activity that requires teamwork and commitment at all
levels of the MTC organization.


• One size does not fit all — effective public participation strategies must be tailored to fit
the audience and the issue.


• Citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and learn from many voices in the Bay
Area.


• Engaging interested citizens in ‘regional’ transportation issues is challenging, but
possible.


• Effective public outreach and involvement requires relationship building.


MTC Environmental Justice Principle on Public Involvement


In March 2006, the Commission adopted the following environmental justice principle, proposed


by the Commission’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC).


Environmental Justice Principle #1:  Create an open and transparent public participation process


that empowers low-income communities and communities of color to participate in decision


making that affects them.


In response, this plan includes specific steps that MTC undertakes to involve low-income


residents and communities of color in MTC’s planning and investment decisions.


Early, Continuing Opportunities to Participate
• Early Engagement Is Best


MTC structures its major planning initiatives and funding decisions to provide for


meaningful opportunities to help shape outcomes.
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• Regional Transportation Plan Is Key Policy Document


Because it is the blueprint for both new policies and investments for the Bay Area, MTC’s


regional transportation plan updates are one of the best places for interested citizens to get


involved.


Communication Is a Two-Way Street
• Response to Written Comments


MTC pays close attention to the views of the public. MTC is committed to responding to


every letter, fax and e-mail sent by members of the public.


 Inform Commissioners and Public of Areas of Agreement and Disagreement


MTC staff summarizes comments heard by various parties so that the Commissioners and the


public have a clear understanding of where there is consensus on a given issue and where


there is not.


 Notify Public of Proposed or Final Actions


MTC staff makes every effort to ensure that meeting minutes reflect public comments and


document how comments are considered in MTC’s decisions. We strive to inform citizen


participants on how public meetings/participation are helping to shape or have contributed to


MTC’s key decisions and actions. When outcomes don’t correspond to the views expressed,


every effort is made to explain why not.


Access to All


MTC works to provide all Bay Area residents opportunities for meaningful participation,


regardless of disabilities or language barriers. Further, we recognize that one should not need to


be a transportation professional to understand our written and oral communications. In this spirit,


we:


 provide auxiliary aids or interpreters to persons with disabilities or language


translation barriers


 strive to communicate in plain language, and


 use visuals to translate detailed data into information that is more readily


understood.
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B. Federal Requirements


SAFETEA


The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users —


better known as SAFETEA — signed into law in 2005, underscores the need for public


involvement and requires metropolitan planning agencies such as MTC to “provide citizens,


affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers


of transportation and other interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment” on


transportation plans and programs.


SAFETEA legislation also requires MTC —  when developing the Regional Transportation Plan


and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) —  to coordinate transportation plans with


expected growth, economic development, environmental protection and other related planning


activities within our region. Toward this end, this Public Participation Plan outlines key decision


points for consulting with affected local, regional, state and federal agencies and Tribal


governments.


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that transportation planning and programming


be non-discriminatory on the basis of race, color, national origin or disability. The federal statute


was further clarified and supplemented by the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 and a series


of federal statutes enacted in the 1990s relating to the concept of environmental justice. The


fundamental principles of environmental justice include:


o Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or
environmental effects on minority and low-income populations;


o Ensuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process; and


o Preventing the denial, reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority populations and low-income communities.


Executive Orders


An Executive Order is an order given by the president to federal agencies. As a recipient of


federal revenues, MTC assists federal transportation agencies in complying with these orders.
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     Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations


In February 1994, President William Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice for Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, which mandates that federal agencies make achieving environmental justice
part of their missions.


     Executive Order 13166: Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency    


Executive Order 13166 states that people who speak limited English should have
meaningful access to federally conducted and federally funded programs and activities.
It requires that all federal agencies identify any need for services to those with limited
English proficiency and develop and implement a system to provide those services so all
persons can have meaningful access to services.


     Executive Order 12372:             Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs   


Executive Order 12372 calls for intergovernmental review of projects to ensure that
federally funded or assisted projects do not inadvertently interfere with state and local
plans and priorities. The Executive Order does not replace public participation, comment,
or review requirements of other federal laws, such as the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), but gives the states an additional mechanism to ensure federal agency
responsiveness to state and local concerns.


Other Requirements


A number of other federal and state laws call on MTC to involve and notify the public in its


decisions. MTC complies with all other public notification requirements of the state’s Ralph M.


Brown Act, the California Public Records Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, as well


as the public participation mandates of the federal Americans with Disabilities Act, those


contained in the state’s Katz-Kopp-Baker-Campbell Transportation Blueprint for the Twenty-


First Century (Government Code Section 65080), and other applicable state and federal laws.
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C. Development of the Public Participation Plan


MTC staff began consulting with a range of interested parties as required by the SAFETEA


legislation prior to drafting its Public Participation Plan. The process is outlined below. The


following section (I-D) of this document summarizes key themes that emerged. More detailed


information on comments received is included in Appendices A.


Meetings and Presentations


In January 2007, staff summarized for MTC’s three advisory committees MTC’s current public


involvement activities and asked for suggestions on improvements that could be made. Volunteer


advisors were recruited to serve on a subsequent focus group on this topic. Presentations were


also made to the Bay Area Partnership’s Technical Advisory Committee (staff from transportation


and environmental protection agencies in the region) and MTC’s Welfare to Work Working


Group (social service agency representatives and transportation providers). In addition, staff met


with clergy in the East Bay and South Bay on ways to engage the faith-based community.


Focus Groups


MTC held focus groups from January through April 2007 to solicit comments and feedback on


MTC’s public participation practices. Sessions were organized as follows:


 Representatives from MTC’s three advisory committees (February 13, 2007)
 Peer Panel with public information officers from a range of local, state, regional and


federal transportation and environmental protection agencies (February 14, 2007)
 Participants in the LIFETIME program, a support group for low-income single parents


attending college (March 9, 2007)
 Leaders of bicycle and pedestrian groups (March 21, 2007)
 Amalgamated Transit Union Representatives (April 12, 2007)
 Private Transportation Providers (April 17, 2007)


Web Survey


In addition to the various meetings and focus groups, MTC did a Web survey asking more


questions about ways to improve public participation. The survey consisted of 18 questions and


was available on the Web for 33 days. MTC e-mailed its entire contact database regarding the


survey, and asked other groups – such as AC Transit, the Transportation and Land Use Coalition


(TALC), the California Alliance for Jobs and Urban Habitat – to also notify their constituencies


and partners. There were a total of 1,574 completed surveys and 216 partially completed surveys.
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Tribal Government Consultation


There are six federally recognized Native American tribal governments in the San Francisco Bay


Area. As part of the development of the Public Participation Plan, MTC invited these six


governments, as well as 10 other federally recognized tribes outside the region, to meet with


MTC, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the state Department of


Transportation (Caltrans) to discuss opportunities for ongoing consultation on regional


transportation and land use matters. The Tribal summit also initiated early government–to-


government consultation on the development of the Transportation 2035 Plan for the Bay Area


as well as on ABAG’s smart growth initiative, Focusing Our Vision.


The June 5, 2007 meeting was facilitated by the National Indian Justice Center, an Indian-owned


and operated non-profit corporation known to the tribal governments. Attendees included policy


board members and executive staff from MTC and ABAG, as well as executive management


staff from Caltrans and the Napa County and Solano County congestion management agencies.


The meeting was held in Sonoma County, where most of the tribal governments in the Bay


Region are located. Representatives from three tribal governments participated: Federal Indians


of Graton Rancheria, Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians, and Ione Band of Miwok Indians.


The agencies heard several key messages from tribal representatives:


 The needs of tribal members to access jobs, education, and health care are common
across different tribes.


 Most tribes are just beginning to develop their governmental operations.
 Many tribes have limited or no staff resources dedicated to transportation issues. As


tribes acquire land, this may change
 Agency staff should be better educated to tribal traditions and culture, such as the


importance of cultural resources to tribal heritage and identity.
 Regional agency staff should keep informed of tribal elections to ensure key contacts


remain valid.
 Regional agency staff should tap into regular meetings that some tribes have with


Caltrans, in which projects and plans are reviewed for the year, and to take advantage of
tribal council meetings.


 One-to-one consultation is important, in addition to multiple group forums, such as the
June 5, 2007 Tribal summit.


MTC circulated a list of questions for the trial attendees to respond to in their own time on their


preferences for the modes of consultation, and staff followed up with those Bay Area tribes not
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able to attend the Tribal summit to gauge their interest and preference for individualized


consultation on the Regional Transportation Plan and Focusing Our Vision.


The June 5 Tribal summit was a springboard to ongoing and meaningful dialogue with the Bay


Area tribal governments on transportation and land use concerns. MTC will encourage individual


meetings with each tribal government to discuss issues and concerns specific to each tribe.


Interagency Review


Because MTC is but one of many players involved in transportation, and recognizing that


transportation has direct impacts on the environment, it is essential that regional transportation


planning and funding decisions are informed by affected governments at all levels. To facilitate a


discussion on how best to engage numerous local, state and federal agencies in its plans and


programs, MTC mailed a letter to some 150 affected agencies offering to consult directly on the


Draft Public Participation Plan, and 53 responses were received. The letter offered the option of


a meeting or a phone call to discuss with MTC the Public Participation Plan and how best to


engage on the development of the Regional Transportation Plan and the Transportation


Improvement Program.


In response to requests for a meeting, MTC staff organized a workshop to discuss specifics on


the Draft Public Participation Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the


Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Nearly 35 agencies that requested either a meeting


or telephone interview were notified about the workshop. Two agency staff members attended


the June 14, 2007 event, and the attendees expressed their overall satisfaction with MTC's


current planning and agency consultation processes. Key questions posed at the workshop


included how does the Transportation 2035 Plan’s project submittal process work and what are


the key decision points in the plan’s development. It was acknowledged that the TIP process is


primarily an administrative one since projects must first be identified in the RTP prior to


inclusion in the TIP. Further, in soliciting and engaging the partners and the public in the RTP,


the participants suggested the use of existing meetings like congestion management agency or


city council meetings. City council meetings would be particularly good venues because council


members are well versed on transportation issues and the meetings have set hours and locations,


and draw large community participation..


MTC staff also completed 19 telephone interviews to all agency respondents who requested


them. While many agency staff members stated they were satisfied with current processes, a few


made recommendations for improvement. Providing all relevant information to agencies by
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email, having more meetings in or convenient to outlying counties/cities, and ensuring that a


highlight of what is new about the regional plan to create relevance in people's minds were


among the most popular.


Detailed notes on the meeting and telephone interviews are included in Appendix B.


MTC staff also sent an email to 15 agency representatives who requested consultation on MTC’s


planning and financing processes. The email requested input on MTC's current communication


channels used during the RTP/TIP planning process. While all five respondents were satisfied


with MTC's existing communication channels, specific suggestions were made for potential


meeting venues, and in support for use of automated meeting notices for all pertinent meetings.


Prior to release of the Draft Public Participation Plan, staff also appeared before the Partnership


Technical Advisory Committee and the Welfare-to-Work Working Group (which includes social


service agencies and transportation providers) to discuss development of the draft Public


Participation Plan. Finally, MTC hosted a “peer panel” focus group of public information


officers from a range of local, state, regional and federal transportation and environmental


protection agencies (mentioned above) to discuss best practices on engaging the public and their


agencies in MTC’s key decisions.
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D. What We Heard From the Public


Throughout the development of the public participation plan, we asked six key questions to


prompt a discussion on best ways to engage the public in MTC’s decision-making process.


While we received a variety of responses to these questions, several common themes emerged.


Following are the key comments heard, along with a response. More detailed summaries of


comments are provided in Appendices C and D.


Comment —


 Early Input is Powerful — starting early gives participants the opportunity to help
shape the decision. Later input has far less impact.


Response —


o MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan public and agency participation begins


many months (typically 18 months) in advance of final adoption to maximize


opportunities for early, continuing input into the development of the plan.


o MTC advisory committees and the Bay Area Partnership are routinely consulted


prior to scheduled MTC standing committee votes on key planning and funding


issues (for example, Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Plan, corridor


studies, etc.).


o As required by state law, the Joint Policy Committee -- representing Bay Area


regional agencies -- also is consulted in advance on key elements of the RTP.


Comment —


 Focus on Outcomes — direct participation toward asking questions that MTC really
wants answered; show how comments shaped decisions and if not, explain why not.


Response —


o For major plans and programs pending before MTC, public participation


programs are developed to encourage comments on areas that will inform critical


decisions.


o Staff routinely summarizes areas of agreement and disagreement with pending


proposals as expressed by the public for the Commission prior to votes, and then


summarizes Commission actions for participants, making every effort to explain


the impact of and the factors that contributed to the decision.
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Comment —


 Make it Relevant — people are more apt to engage when they feel they have a stake
in an issue. The challenge is to conduct public outreach and involvement programs
in a way that brings an issue home for people.


 Say it Simply — avoid technical jargon, acronyms and communicate in clear,
compelling language.


Response —


o MTC strives develop its public participation programs tailored to the specific


needs of the community in which it seeks input, presenting issues and materials in


a manner that is interesting, informative and relevant.


Comment —


 Redundancy is Good — notifying people of opportunities to participate multiple
ways and multiple times is a valuable way to keep them engaged.


Response —


o MTC uses multiple media and methods to encourage participation, including


posting information on its Web site, mailed notices, e-mail, partnerships with


other public agencies or community groups to help spread the word, releases to


the news media — including ethnic media and smaller community papers.


Comment —


 Remove Barriers — Hold meetings at times and locations convenient to your target
audience; transit access is important; if appropriate, provide food, translations,
child care or other amenities


 Go Where the People Are — conduct more outreach around the region at popular
public gathering places, such as swap meets, farmers markets, colleges, transit hubs,
community fairs and the like.


Response —


o MTC sites public forums near transit whenever feasible, or partners with transit


operators to provide shuttle service as, appropriate. Locations are selected to


maximize participation from targeted audiences; language translation services,


childcare, and refreshments are provided as appropriate to encourage
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participation.


o As appropriate, MTC seeks to contract with community-based organizations in


low-income communities and communities of color to encourage participation.


Comment —


 Move Beyond Traditional Meetings – E-participation (interactive surveys, e-town
hall meetings and the like) can be an effective way to hear from many voices.


 Web Access is Not Universal — while use of the Worldwide Web is growing, there
are many with only intermittent or no access to the Internet. Therefore, it is critical
to continue with traditional methods for involving the public.


Response —


o Because many people lack access to computers and the Internet, MTC commits to


using traditional mail and “paper” for keeping interested residents engaged. We


will, however, continue to make material on MTC’s Web site more interactive,


including providing surveys and video clips, and provide the means for public


comment opportunities via the Web and email.


Comments on the Draft Public Participation Plan


On May 4, 2007, MTC released for a 45-day public comment period its Draft Public Participation


Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area. Staff returned to all three MTC advisory committees (the


Advisory Council, the Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee and the Minority Citizens


Advisory Committee) to solicit comments on the draft plan. A public hearing was conducted on


June 8 during MTC’s Legislation Committee meeting; comments were due by June 20, 2007.  In


all, 72 comments were made on the Draft Plan, which are summarized and responded to in


Appendix C. All written correspondence received can be found in Appendix E.


Following is a summary of the major themes that emerged from the comments:


• Clarify how the public will review proposed changes to the Draft Public Participation Plan


prior to final adoption by MTC


• Clarify procedures for amending the Regional Transportation Plan and TIP


• Provide more specific information on how MTC will consult with state and federal


agencies to meet SAFETEA requirements
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• Include more specific information on how MTC will involve low-income households and


communities of color


• Indicate how the public will be informed of the impact of public comments on


Commission actions


• Address how MTC will ensure that congestion management agencies involve the public in


local planning or project selection activities.


MTC revised the Draft Public Participation Plan in response to comments and on July 20, 2007,


issued a Revised Draft Public Participation Plan, with proposed revisions set off in underscore


type and strike-through text. To provide an additional opportunity to comment on the proposed


revisions, MTC extended the opportunity for public comment for an additional 45-day review


period through September 4, 2007. The second public comment period generated additional


comments (13), which are summarized in Appendix C, and include a response from staff.


The Final Public Participation Plan was adopted on September 26, 2007, by the full Commission.
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II. Continuing Public Engagement


MTC is committed to an active public involvement process that provides comprehensive


information, timely public notice and full public access to key decisions.


MTC provides the public with myriad opportunities for continuing involvement in the work of


the agency, through the following methods:


Advisory Panels


MTC has established  three citizen advisory committees to foster ongoing public awareness of


and involvement in transportation decision-making, especially by those groups who have been


traditionally underserved by transportation systems. The advisory committees are consulted


during the development of MTC policies and strategies, and their recommendations on various


issues are reported directly to the Commission. Advisory committees may pursue their own


policy/program discussions and forward independent ideas to the Commission for consideration.
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They address commissioners directly at MTC committee and Commission meetings. MTC


Resolution No. 3516 spells out the role and responsibilities of the Commission’s three citizen


advisory committees, including ways to encourage more dialogue between Commissioners and


advisors.


All advisory committee meetings are open to the public. In fact, tracking the agenda and


discussions of MTC’s advisory committees is one of the best ways for interested residents to


engage early in the major policy and fiscal issues confronting MTC. Agendas are posted on the


Web and citizens can request to be placed upon the mailing list to receive them. MTC advisory


groups include:


 MTC Advisory Council – serves as a citizen advisory group to the Commission. The


Advisory Council — composed of 24 members from a number of interest categories —


ensures commissioners receive a diverse spectrum of input. The Advisory Council, whose


members are appointed to two-year terms, includes the following interest categories:


academia, architecture, business, community, construction, engineering, environmental,


labor, public safety, the news media as well as user categories:  freight, automobile, transit


and non-motorized transportation. Additionally, two members are drawn from other existing


MTC advisory groups: the Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee and the Minority


Citizens Advisory Council.


 Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee – set up to advise MTC regarding issues of


concern to older adults and to persons with disabilities, including access to transportation


services and implementation of the Americans with Disabilities Act. The 20-member panel


includes one elderly and one disabled advisor from each of the nine counties, selected by the


Commissioner(s) representing each county. Commissioners representing the Association of


Bay Area Governments and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development


Commission each select an additional advisor, either elderly or disabled, from the region at


large.


 Minority Citizens Advisory Committee – created to ensure that the views and needs of


minority and low-income communities are adequately reflected in MTC policies. The


Commission appoints, for two-year terms, 26 members from the nine Bay Area counties to


represent the region’s major ethnic minority groups: African American, Asian American,


Hispanic and Native American. In addition, two members represent the views of low-income


communities.
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 Bay Area Partnership – the Bay Area Partnership collaboratively assists the Commission in


fashioning consensus among its federal, state, regional, and local transportation agency


partners regarding the policies, plans, and programs to be adopted and implemented by the


Commission. MTC Resolution 3509 specifies the membership and role of the Partnership


Board in advising MTC. Membership includes the chief staff from all public agencies


representing:


o transit operators
o transportation facilities
o congestion management agencies
o public works agencies
o airports and seaports
o regional, state and federal transportation, environmental, and land use agencies


The Partnership Board has one primary subcommittee — the Partnership Technical Advisory


Committee — that delves into the more technical aspects of policy issues prior to their


presentation and discussion among Partnership Board members. Agendas and meeting


materials for the Partnership Technical Advisory Committee (PTAC) are available from


MTC’s Web site or by calling MTC’s public information office.


In addition to the panels listed above, MTC facilitates policy and technical discussions through


numerous ad hoc working groups, and serves on other multi-agency advisory committees.


Get Involved: Serve on Advisory Committee
A major recruitment is done every two years to fill each advisory
committee seat. However, vacancies occur periodically between
recruitments. Check MTC’s Web site for current opportunities
(www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/) or call MTC’s Public Information Office
at 510.817.5757.


Working With Neighboring Regions


MTC and its counterpart agencies in adjacent regions often coordinate with each other to identify


transportation programs and projects of mutual interest for key travel corridors traversing both


regions. While no formal agreements are in place, MTC works closely with the neighboring


regions on a number of planning initiatives with the Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Santa


Cruz and Monterey regions, among others. When updating long-range plans and Transportation
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Improvement Programs, the regions do keep each other informed and solicit input on planning


and programming activities. For air quality planning purposes, MTC has an agreement with the


Sacramento Area Council of Governments to detail agency responsibilities relating to


transportation conformity and to coordinate the funding of certain projects receiving federal air


quality funding in eastern Solano County, which is within the Bay Area but falls partly in the


Yolo-Sacramento air basin.
Commission and Committee Meetings


MTC encourages interested residents to attend MTC Commission and standing committee meetings


to express their views. Items on the Commission agenda usually come in the form of


recommendations from MTC’s standing committees. Much of the detailed work of MTC is done at


the committee level, and the Commission encourages the public to participate at this stage, either in


person or by tracking developments via the Web. Current MTC standing committees are shown


below:


MTC Standing Committee Structure & Responsibilities


Legislation
Committee


Administration
Committee


Planning
Committee


Programming &
Allocations
Committee


Operations
Committee


Bay Area Toll
Authority
Oversight
Committee


Annual MTC
Legislative
Program


Positions on
Legislation &
Regulations


Public
Participation


Citizen
Advisory
Committees


Oversight of
Agency Budget
and Agency
Work Program


Financial
Reports/Audits


Contracts


Commission
Procedures


Personnel
Policies


Regional
Transportation
Plan and


Other Regional
Plans (airports,
seaports)


State and
Federal Air
Quality Plans


Planning
Corridor
Studies


Transportation
and Land Use
Initiatives


Fund Estimate


Fund
Applications


Fund
Allocations to
Specific
Projects


State
Transportation
Improvement
Program (STIP)


Federal
Transportation
Improvement
Program (TIP)


Oversight of
Transportation
System
Management
and Operational
Activities
(Service
Authority for
Freeways and
Expressways
/SAFE)
motorist aid
programs, 511)


Contracts
Related to
System
Management
and Operations


Oversees Work
of Bay Area Toll
Authority


Fiscal Watchdog
for Revenue
Generated by
Region’s Seven
State-Owned
Bridges


Oversees Multi-
Billion Dollar
Program to
Update and
Expand the
Bridges


Get Involved: Accessible Meetings
All Commission public meetings, workshops, forums, etc. are held in locations
accessible to persons with disabilities. Monthly meetings of the Commission, and those
of MTC standing committees and advisory committees, usually take place at MTC’s
offices:
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offices:


Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium
101 Eighth Street (across from the Lake Merritt BART Station)
Oakland, CA 94607


Assistive listening devices or other auxiliary aids are available upon request. Sign-
language interpreters, readers for persons with visual impairments, or language
translators will be provided if requested through MTC Public Information
(510.817.5757) at least three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting (five or
more days’ notice is preferred).


Access to MTC Meetings


Web Access to MTC Meetings
[www.mtc.ca.gov]


Meeting
Materials


WHAT …
is available on the
Web?


WHEN …
is it posted on the
Web?


HOW LONG…
is it available on
the Web?


If You Have Limited or No
Web Access


Meeting
Agendas


_Commission
meetings
_Standing
committees
_Advisory
committees


One week prior to
meeting **


6 months Mailed to interested public or
available at meeting*


Meeting
Packets


Same as above Same as above 6 months Same as above


Audiocast of
Meetings


_Commission
meetings _Standing
committees
_Partnership Board
meetings


Listen to meeting
live


6 months Meeting minutes will be
mailed to interested public;
copies of electronic
recordings are available*


Monthly
Tentative
Meeting
Schedule


Schedule of all
Commission and
advisory meetings


Posted and updated
continuously


Posted and updated
continuously


Mailed to interested public or
available at MTC*


*  Contact the MTC Library or the Public Information Office to request meeting materials.
** Final agendas are posted 72 business hours in advance of the meeting time in the MTC Library.


Database Keeps Interested Residents in the Loop


MTC maintains a master database of interested residents, public agency staff and stakeholders.


The database, which includes mailing information, e-mail addresses and other contact


information, is organized around issues or events. This allows MTC to send targeted mailings to


keep the public updated on the specific issues they are interested in, including information on


how public meetings/participation have contributed to its key decisions and actions.
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Get Involved: Sign Up for MTC’s Database
Signing up to receive mailings or periodic email concerning major MTC
initiatives is a good way stay informed. Any member of the public may
request to be added to MTC’s contact database by calling MTC’s Public
Information Office at 510.817.5757 or
e-mailing    info@mtc.ca.gov    .


Public Meetings, Workshops and Forums


Public meetings on specific issues are held as needed. If statutorily required, formal public


hearings are conducted, and notice of these public hearings is placed in the legal section of


numerous newspapers in the MTC region, including newspapers circulated in minority


communities of the Bay�Area. Documents containing the proposals to be considered at MTC


public hearings are mailed to major libraries throughout the MTC region prior to public hearings,


and are made available to interested citizens upon request. In addition, these documents are


placed on file in the MTC Library. The MTC Public Information Office can provide citizens with


the names and addresses of libraries that received the public hearing documents.


MTC also conducts workshops, community forums, conferences and other events to keep the


public informed and involved in various high-profile transportation projects and plans, and to


elicit feedback from the public and MTC’s partners. MTC holds meetings throughout the nine-


county San�Francisco Bay Area to solicit comments on major plans and programs, such as the


long-range Regional Transportation Plan. Meetings are located and scheduled to maximize


public participation (including evening meetings).


For major initiatives and events, MTC typically provides notice through posting information on


MTC’s Web site, and, if appropriate, through mailed notices, e-mail notices, and news releases.


Get Involved: Alternative Language Translations
If language is a barrier to your participation in meetings, MTC can arrange
for an interpreter or translate meeting materials. Sign-language interpreters
and readers for persons with visual impairments are also available. Please
call MTC Public Information (510.817.5757) at least three working days (72
hours) prior to the meeting (five or more days’ notice is preferred).


MTC’s Library: Information for the Asking
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The MTC Library, located in the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter (the building that houses MTC


offices) at 101 Eighth Street in Oakland, is open to the public from 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. week


days. This special library has an extensive collection of reports, books, and magazines, covering


transportation planning, demographics, economic analysis, public policy issues and regional


planning in the San Francisco Bay Area. It is designed to meet the information needs of


government agencies, researchers, students, the media and anyone else who is interested in


transportation, regional planning and related fields. Special features include:


• Extensive reference assistance by telephone, e-mail, fax and in-person


• Two public access Internet terminals


• Newspaper and magazine reading areas


• Coin-operated copier


• Open stacks


The commitment to using technology to extend public outreach continues with MTC Library


staff posting on MTC’s Web site the headlines of transportation and related stories from Bay


Area daily newspapers as well as key statewide and national journals and other such


publications. Readers can view the headlines each morning on MTC’s Web site or subscribe to


the service via e-mail or by RSS feed (a method of electronic notification of Web updates).


Get Involved: The Facts at Your Fingertips
MTC’s publications listed on MTC’s Web site can be ordered by phone
(510.817.5836), e-mail (library@mtc.ca.gov) or by completing an online
form. The entire Library collection can be searched using the online
catalog. A wide range of MTC publications are available for downloading.


Publications


The Public Information Office publishes a variety of materials to inform the public about MTC’s


work, issues relating to Bay Area transportation and guides for transit users. The publications


include:


• MTC’s monthly newsletter, Transactions, offering news about MTC’s activities, along with


general transportation news for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. Between 13,000


and 15,000 copies are circulated free of charge to interested citizens, the news media, public


officials, legislators, transit staff, national transportation groups, environmental groups,


business groups and libraries.
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• Citizens Guide to MTC, serving as a primer on MTC’s roles and responsibilities for the


region’s interested citizens and local policy-makers, and providing basic information on the


Bay Area’s transportation network.
• Moving Costs: A Transportation Funding Guide, answering basic questions about


transportation finance, and providing information for citizens who want to be involved in


transportation funding decisions.
• MTC’s Annual Report, providing information about MTC allocations and expenditures.


MTC also publishes guides for transit riders and other materials to help Bay Area residents learn


more about transportation. These publications include working papers, technical memoranda,


reports based on data from the U.S. Census and other sources that describe regional travel


characteristics and travel forecasts. They are available to the public through the MTC Library,


located at MTC offices. Most can be found on MTC’s Web site. A charge may be levied to


recover the cost of producing and (if applicable) mailing the publication.


Get Involved: Accessible Documents
MTC provides accurate, high-quality and culturally sensitive translations
to more actively involve bilingual, multilingual and disabled communities
in its public comment process when appropriate. A request for language
interpreters at a meeting must be requested at least three working days (72
hours) prior to the meeting (five or more days’ notice is preferred).


Web Site:  www.mtc.ca.gov
MTC’s Web site — www.mtc.ca.gov — is targeted to audiences ranging from transit riders


seeking bus schedules to transportation professionals, elected officials and news media seeking


information on particular programs, projects and public meetings.


Updated daily, the site provides information about MTC’s projects and programs, the agency’s


structure and governing body and upcoming public meetings and workshops. It contains the


names, e-mail addresses and phone numbers for staff and Commission members, all of MTC’s


current planning documents, publications located in the MTC Library, data from the 2000 census


as well as detailed facts about the region’s travel patterns.
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Get Involved: Track MTC Via Web
Log onto MTC’s Web site —      www.mtc.ca.gov     — for meeting agendas
and packets.  Live and archived audiocasts of meetings make it possible for
interested parties to “tune in” at their convenience to all Commission and
standing committee meetings.


Media Outlets Help Engage More Residents


MTC regularly issues news releases about Commission programs and actions of interest to the


public. These include announcements of public workshops and hearings, recruitment for


positions on MTC’s advisory committees, and employment opportunities through MTC’s high


school and college internship programs. News releases are sent to regional, state and national


media — including minority print and broadcast outlets — and many are translated into Spanish,


Chinese and other languages. In addition to news releases, MTC staff and Commissioners also


host press events and news conferences (often in conjunction with other transportation agencies),


visit newspaper editorial boards, and conduct briefings with Bay Area reporters and editors to


discuss key initiatives such as the Regional Transportation Plan and MTC’s transportation and


land-use policy. These briefings provide an opportunity for both print and broadcast journalists


to learn about MTC programs that may not immediately produce traditional hard news stories,


thus providing background context for subsequent articles or radio/TV pieces.


Staff Dedicated to Assistance and Outreach


In addition to the components of MTC’s public outreach program detailed above, MTC’s


commitment to public participation includes staff dedicated to involving the public in MTC’s


work. Public Information staff provides the following materials and services:


• Public Information staff can make available to the public any item on the MTC Web site


(including meeting notices, agendas, and materials that accompany agenda items for meetings of


the Commission and its committees and advisory panels) if a person does not have Internet


access.


• Public Information staff work   s    with interested organizations to arrange for MTC staff and


commissioners to make presentations to community groups.


• MTC staff participate   s    in regionwide community and special events, especially events in


targeted ethnic and under-represented communities.


• Public Information staff will respond by telephone (510.817.5757), U.S. mail (101 Eighth


Street, Oakland, CA  94607) or e-mail (info@mtc.ca.gov) from the public and the media


about MTC.
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III. Public Participation Techniques


MTC selects from an array of options to develop and execute specific public participation


programs to inform its major decisions, such as for corridor studies, new funding policies or


updates to the Regional Transportation Plan.


For example, public involvement elements for the Regional Transportation Plan might include


working with community-based organizations to cosponsor meetings, targeted news releases, a


regional summit, a telephone and Web survey, workshops with interactive exercises and


facilitated discussions, and a companion Web site that serves as a ready reference point to track


key milestones in the overall development of the plan.


A menu of participation techniques follows, and includes some tried-and-true approaches as well


as new suggestions we heard from the public while developing this plan.


Public Meetings/Workshops
• Get on meeting agendas of existing agencies
• Co-host workshops with community groups, business associations, etc.
• Contract with community-based organizations in low-income and minority communities


for targeted outreach
• Sponsor a forum or summit with partner agencies, with the media or other community organizations


Techniques for Public Meetings/Workshops
• Open Houses
• Facilitated discussions
• Question-and-Answer sessions with planners and policy board members
• Break-out sessions for smaller group discussions on multiple topics
• Interactive exercises
• Customized presentations
• Vary time of day for workshops (day/evening)
• Conduct meeting entirely in alternative language (Spanish, Chinese, for example)


Visualization Techniques
• Maps
• Charts, illustrations, photographs
• Table-top displays and models
• Web content and interactive games
• Electronic voting
• PowerPoint slide shows


Polls/Surveys
• Statistically valid telephone polls
• Electronic surveys via Web
• Intercept interviews where people congregate, such as at transit hubs
• Printed surveys distributed at meetings, transit hubs, on-board transit vehicles, etc.
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Focus Groups
• Participants recruited randomly from telephone polls
• Participants recruited by interest area


Printed Materials
• User-friendly documents (including use of executive summaries)
• Post cards
• Maps, charts, photographs, and other visual means of displaying information


Targeted Mailings/Flyers
• Work with community-based organizations to hand deliver flyers
• Mail to targeted database lists
• Distribute “Take-one” flyers to key community organizations
• Place notices on board transit vehicles and transit hubs


Utilize local media
• News Releases
• Invite reporters to news briefings
• Meet with editorial staff
• Opinion pieces/commentaries
• Purchase display ads
• Negotiate inserts into local printed media
• Visit minority media outlets to encourage use of MTC news releases
• Place speakers on Radio/TV talk shows
• Public Service Announcements on radio and TV
• Develop content for public access/cable television programming
• Civic journalism partnerships


Electronic Access to Information
• Web site with updated content
• Audio-cast of past public meetings/workshops
• Electronic duplication of open house/workshop materials
• Interactive Web with surveys, comment line
• Access to maps, charts
• Provide information in advance of public meeting


Notify Public via
• Blast e-mails
• Notice widely disseminated through new partnerships with community-based and interest


organizations
• Newsletters
• Printed materials
• Electronic access to information
• Local Media
• Notices placed on board transit vehicles and at transit hubs
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Newsletters
• MTC’s newsletter Transactions
• Commissioner newsletters
• Submit articles for publication in community/corporate newsletters


Techniques for Involving Low Income Communities and Communities of Color
• Involve MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee
• Grants to community-based organizations to tailor meetings, customize presentation


materials, provide incentives and remove barriers to participation
• “Take One” flyers on transit vehicles and transit hubs
• Outreach in the community (flea markets, churches, health centers, etc.)
• Personal interviews or use of audio recording devices to obtain oral comments
• Translate materials; have translators available at meetings as requested
• Include information on meeting notices on how to request translation assistance
• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps and graphics to illustrate trends,


choices being debated, etc.
• Use of community and minority media outlets to announce participation opportunities


Techniques for Reporting on Impact of Public Comments
• Summarize key themes of public comments in staff reports to MTC standing committees
• Direct mail and email to participants from meetings, surveys, etc. to report final outcomes
• Newsletter articles
• Updated and interactive Web content


Techniques for Involving Limited-English Proficient Populations
• Personal interviews or use of audio recording devices to obtain oral comments
• Translated documents and Web content on key initiatives
• On-call translators for meetings
• Translated news releases and outreach to alternative language media
• Include information on meeting notices on how to request translation assistance
• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps and graphics to illustrate trends,


choices being debated, etc.
• Train staff to be alert to and anticipate the need of low-literacy participants in meetings,


workshops, and the like


Other Outreach
• Information/comment tables or booths at community events and public gathering spaces
• Comment Cards/Take-One Cards on-board transit vehicles
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IV. Public Participation Procedures for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)


There are two key transportation initiatives of MTC’s that are specially called out in federal law


as needing early and continuing opportunities for public participation — development of the


Regional Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program.


Public Participation Opportunities in the RTP and TIP


Because of its comprehensive, long-term vision, the RTP provides the earliest and the best


opportunity for interested residents and public agencies to influence MTC’s policy and


investment priorities for Bay Area transportation. It is at this earlier RTP stage where investment


priorities and major planning-level project design concepts are established, and broad, regional


impacts of transportation on the environment are addressed. Thus, there is comparatively less


value for public to participation in the TIP, which is a programming document that identifies


funding for only those programs and projects that are already included in the RTP.


One easy way to engage on transportation policies and investment is to request to be added to


MTC’s RTP database (see below for instructions).


Get Involved: Sign Up for MTC’s RTP Database
One of the ways to have the most impact on MTC’s policy and investment
decision is to participate in an update of the regional transportation plan
(RTP). Contact MTC’s Public Information Office at 510.817.5757, or
info@mtc.ca.gov and ask to be included in MTC’s RTP database.
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A. Regional Transportation Plan


The long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prioritizes and guides all Bay Area


transportation development over 25 years. The RTP is the comprehensive blueprint for


transportation investment (transit, highway, local roads, bicycle and pedestrian projects), and


establishes the financial foundation for how the region invests in its surface transportation


system by identifying how much money is available to address critical transportation needs and


setting the policy on how is projected revenues are to be spent. The RTP is updated at least once


every four years to reflect reaffirmed or new planning priorities and changing projections of


growth and travel demand based on a reasonable forecast of future revenues available to the


region.


MTC prepares two technical companion documents for RTP updates: a program-level


Environmental Impact Report per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines, and


transportation air quality conformity analyses (to ensure clean air mandates are met) per federal


Clean Air Act requirements. Certain revisions to the RTP may warrant a revision or update to


these technical documents. The process for preparing and conducting interagency consultation on


the conformity analysis is described in MTC Resolution No. 3757.


Updating and Revising       the Regional Transportation Plan


A complete update of an existing regional transportation plan is required at least once every four


years. The RTP also may be revised in between major updates under certain circumstances, as


described below in the table and narrative:


 RTP Update


This is a complete update of the most current long-range regional transportation plan,


which is prepared pursuant to state and federal requirements.


RTP updates include extensive public consultation and participation involving hundreds


of Bay Area residents, public agency officials and stakeholder groups over many months.


MTC’s three advisory committees play key roles in providing feedback on the policy and


investment strategies contained in the plan. The Bay Area Partnership — a group of top


executive staff from key public agencies at all levels who work in the transportation or


environmental protection arenas — also actively participate in the development of an


RTP update.
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Specific multi-phased public outreach and involvement programs with performance


benchmarks are developed for every RTP update, drawing from the public participation


techniques listed in Section III of MTC’s Public Participation Plan. As appropriate, MTC


will request that county congestion management agencies involve the public in their


process for nominating projects for inclusion in the RTP, and show how public comments


helped inform their recommendation.


 RTP Amendment


An amendment is a major revision to a long-range RTP, including adding or deleting a


project, major changes in project/project phase costs, initiation dates, and/or design


concept and scope (e.g., changing project locations or the number of through traffic


lanes). Changes to projects that are included in the RTP only for illustrative purposes


(such as in the financially unconstrained “vision” element) do not require an amendment.


An amendment requires public review and comment, demonstration that the project can


be completed based on expected funding, and/or a finding that the change is consistent


with federal transportation conformity mandates. Amendments that require an update to


the air quality conformity analysis will be subject to the conformity and interagency


consultation procedures described in MTC Resolution No. 3757.


 RTP Administrative Modification


This is a minor revision to the RTP for minor changes to project/project phase costs,
funding sources, and/or initiation dates.  An administrative modification does not require


public review and comment, demonstration that the project can be completed based on


expected funding, nor a finding that the change is consistent with federal transportation


conformity requirements. As with an RTP amendment, changes to projects that are


included in the RTP’s financially unconstrained “vision” element may be changed


without going through this process.
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Updating and Revising the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)


Public Participation for RTP Update                      [Procedures may not occur in order shown]



Extensive public
participation plan
developed and
executed over many
months to provide
early and continuing
opportunities to
comment.


Public Outreach and
Involvement Program
reviewed with
advisory committees



Numerous targeted
workshops with MTC
advisory committees,
stakeholder groups
and the Bay Area
Partnership


MTC database is used
to notify public of
opportunities to
participate



Opportunities to
participate via
the Web


Key draft
documents
posted to the
Web for public
review and
comment and
available for
viewing at the
MTC Library



Inter-
governmental
consultation, as
appropriate


Review as
appropriate based
on Air Quality
Conformity
Protocol (MTC
Resolution No.
3757)



Draft plan is
released for 30-
day public
review.


At least one
formal public
hearing before
MTC’s Planning
Committee


MTC responds
to significant
comments


Extend public
review period
by 5-days if
final RTP
differs
significantly
from draft RTP
and raises new
material issues



Adoption by the
MTC
Commission
at a public
meeting


Public Participation for RTP Amendment              [Procedures may not occur in order shown]

Proposed
amendment released
for a 30-day public
review.



Posted on MTC’s
Web site for public
review and available
for viewing at the
MTC Library



Reviewed at a
public meeting of
MTC’s Planning
Committee



Approved at a
public meeting
by the MTC
Commission


Public Participation for RTP Administrative Modification
[Procedures may not occur in order shown]

No public review



Approved by MTC
Executive Director



Modifications
posted on MTC
Web site
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B. Transportation Improvement Program


The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) implements the policy and investment priorities


expressed by the public and adopted by MTC in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). In this


way, public comments made as part of the RTP are reflected in the TIP as well. The TIP covers a


four- or five-year timeframe, and all projects included in the TIP must be consistent with the


RTP, which covers 25 years. The TIP is a comprehensive listing of Bay Area surface


transportation projects — including transit, highway, local roadway, bicycle and pedestrian


investments — that:


• receive federal funds, or are


• subject to a federally required action, or are


• regionally significant, for federal air quality conformity purposes.


The TIP includes a financial plan that demonstrates there are sufficient revenues to ensure that the


funds committed (or “programmed”) to the projects are available to implement the projects or


project phases. Adoption of the TIP also requires a finding of conformity with federal


transportation-air quality conformity mandates.


Individual project listings may be viewed through MTC’s Web-based Fund Management System


at www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/fms_intro.htm. As part of MTC’s commitment to public involvement,


many projects in the TIP are mapped to present the online reader with a visual location of the


project. Individuals without access to the Internet may view a printed copy of the project listings


at the MTC Library at 101 Eighth Street, in Oakland.


Updating and Revising the TIP


Federal regulations require that the TIP be updated at least once every four years. From time to


time, circumstances dictate that revisions be made to the TIP between updates. MTC will


consider such revisions when the circumstances prompting the change are compelling, and the


change will not adversely affect transportation-air quality conformity or negatively impact the


financial constraint findings of the TIP.


In addition to a TIP update, revisions to the TIP may occur as TIP Amendments, TIP


Administrative Modifications and TIP Technical Corrections. Further explanation about TIP


updates, and how the types of amendments are processed are shown in the table and narrative


that follows.
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MTC maintains a free, subscription-based e-mail distribution list of individuals, transportation


officials and staff interested in being informed of TIP-related changes and actions. Pertinent


information may be distributed to recipients as needed to alert the individuals of notices and


information regarding the development and approval of a new TIP and updates, such as the


notice of a TIP update, notice and approval of the TIP amendments, and other information as


deemed appropriate. Known as TIP-INFO Notification, this is a tool to help facilitate public


review and comment and coordination with transportation and other public agencies.


Due to occasional unforeseen technical difficulties, and the fact that delivery of e-mail cannot be


guaranteed, TIP-INFO is not considered a specific requirement for the public involvement


process, but rather an optional enhanced service to provide added convenience for those


interested in the TIP.  Anyone may sign up for the service at MTC’s Web site.


• TIP Update


This is a complete update of the existing TIP, to reflect new or revised transportation


investment strategies and priorities. An update of the TIP is required at least once every


four years. Because all projects included in the TIP are consistent with the RTP, MTC’s


extensive public outreach for development of the RTP is reflected in the TIP as well. The


TIP implements, in the short-term, the financially constrained element of the RTP and is


responsive to comments received during the development of the RTP.  TIP updates will


be subject to the conformity and interagency consultation procedures described in MTC


Resolution No. 3757.


 TIP Amendment


This is a revision that involves a major change to the TIP, such as the addition or deletion


of a project; a major change in project cost or project/project phase initiation date; or a


major change in design concept or design scope (e.g., changing project termini or the


number of through traffic lanes). An amendment is a revision that requires public review


and comment, re-demonstration of fiscal constraint, or an air quality conformity


determination. Amendments requiring a transportation-air quality conformity analysis


will be subject to the conformity and interagency consultation procedures described in


MTC Resolution No. 3757.


 TIP Administrative Modification
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An administrative modification includes minor changes to a project’s costs or to the cost


of a project phase; minor changes to funding sources of previously included projects; and


minor changes to the initiation date of a project or project phase. An administrative


modification does not require public review and comment, re-demonstration of fiscal


constraint, or conformity determination.


 TIP Technical Correction


Technical corrections may be made by MTC staff as necessary. Technical corrections are


not subject to an administrative modification or an amendment, and may include revisions


such as: changes to information and projects that are included only for illustrative


purposes; changes to information outside of the TIP period; changes to information not


required to be included in the TIP per federal regulations; or changes to correct simple


errors and data entry errors. These technical corrections cannot impact the cost, scope, or


schedule within the TIP period, nor will they be subject to a public review and comment


process, re-demonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination.


Updating and Revising the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)


TIP Update
[Procedures may not occur in order shown]

Notify public
via TIP-INFO
Notification
(e-mail)


Notify public,
including RTP
participants,
via U.S. mail;
use appropriate
lists within
MTC’s
database



Review by
Bay�Area
Partnership



Intergovernmental
consultation, as appropriate


30-day public review and
comment period


Draft TIP in MTC Library and
mailed to major libraries
throughout the Bay Area


Posted on MTC Web site



Inform media, as
appropriate


MTC’s response to
significant
comments
compiled into an
appendix in the
final TIP


Extend public
review period by
5-days if final TIP
differs
significantly from
draft TIP and
raises new material
issues



Review by an
MTC standing
committee,
typically the
Programming
& Allocations
Committee
(a public
meeting);
referral to
Commission



Adoption by
Commission at a
public meeting


Approval by
Caltrans


Approval by
Federal Highway
and Federal
Transit
administrations
(FHWA/FTA)
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Table continued on next page


TIP Amendment
[Procedures may not occur in order shown]

Notify public
via TIP-INFO
Notification
(e-mail)



Review by
Bay Area
Partnership


Posted in
MTC Library


Posted on
MTC Web
site



Amendments deleting or adding a project or changing an existing
project that is subject to a new air quality conformity analysis:
 30-day public review and comment period, with review by an


MTC standing committee at a public meeting; and
 Approval by the full Commission at a public meeting.


Amendment deleting or adding a project that is not subject to an air
quality conformity analysis (such as a roadway rehabilitation):
 Review by an MTC standing committee at a public meeting; and
 Approval by the full Commission at a public meeting.


Amendment changing an existing project that is not subject to an air
quality conformity analysis or changing an existing groped project
listing (such as the highway bridge program), or making a financial
change to a project previously listed in the TIP, or bringing a
previously listed project back into the TIP for financial purposes:
 Review and approval by an MTC standing committee or the full


Commission at a public meeting.



Approval by
Caltrans


Approval by
FHWA/FTA


TIP Administrative Modification
[Procedures may not occur in order shown]

No public
review



Approval by
MTC Executive
Director or
designee, per
Commission
delegation


Approval by
Caltrans



After
approval,
review by
Bay Area
Partnership



After approval:
• post in MTC


Library
• post on MTC


Web site
• notify public


via TIP-INFO
Notification


TIP Technical Correction
[Procedures may not occur in order shown]

No public review



Corrections by staff



No approval required


Annual Listing of Obligated Projects


By federal requirement, MTC publishes at the end of each calendar year an annual listing of


obligated projects, which is a record of project delivery for the previous year. The listing also is
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intended to increase the awareness of government spending on transportation projects to the public.


Copies of this annual listing may be obtained from MTC’s Web site:


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/delivery/ or by calling MTC’s Library at 510.817.5836.


Congestion Management Process


Under Federal SAFETEA regulations, MTC is required to prepare a congestion management


process (CMP) for the Bay Area that includes strategies for managing travel demand, traffic


operational improvements, public transportation improvements, and the like. MTC’s Planning


Committee at a public meeting adopts a CMP approximately every two years, with the results of this


technical evaluation used to inform MTC decisions on program and investment priorities, including


the Regional Transportation Plan. Those interested in this exercise may obtain copies of the relevant


memoranda via MTC’s Web site, or by requesting to be added to the Planning Committee’s mailing


list.
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V. Interagency and Tribal Government Consultation Procedures for the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)


A. Public Agency Consultation


The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users –


better know as SAFETEA – expanded and specified a public participation process, directing


metropolitan transportation agencies like MTC to consult with officials responsible for other


types of planning activities that are affected by transportation in the area, be that conservation


and historic preservation or local planned growth and land use management.


The most effective time to involve the public and governmental agencies in the planning and


programming process is as early as possible. As such, the development of the regional


transportation plan, with its 25-year timeframe, is the earliest and the key decision point for the


interagency consultation process. It is at this stage where funding priorities and major projects’


planning-level design concepts and scopes are introduced, prioritized and considered for


implementation. Furthermore, MTC’s funding programs and any projects flowing from them are


derived directly from the policies and the transportation investments contained in the RTP.


Because the RTP governs the selection and programming of projects in the TIP, MTC considers


the agency consultation process as a continuum starting with the regional transportation plan.


The RTP is the key decision point for policy decisions regarding project and program priorities


that address mobility, congestion, air quality, and other planning factors; the TIP is a short-term


programming document detailing the funding for only those investments identified and adopted


in the RTP.


MTC will use the following approaches to coordinate and consult with affected agencies in the


development of the RTP and the TIP. Throughout the process, consultation will be based on the


agency’s needs and interests. At    a    minimum, all agencies will be provided an opportunity to


comment on the RTP and TIP updates.


• Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)


MTC’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) serves as the


framework to consult, as appropriate, in the development of the RTP with federal, state


and local resource agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources,


environmental protections, conservation, and historic preservation. This consultation will
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include other agencies and officials responsible for other planning activities in the MTC


region that are affected by transportation, to the maximum extent practicable.


As required by CEQA, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) stating that MTC as the lead


agency will prepare a program-level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the RTP is


the first step in the environmental process. The NOP gives federal, state and local


agencies and the public an early opportunity to identify areas of concern to be addressed


in the EIR and to submit them in writing to MTC. Further, MTC also will hold agency


and public scoping meeting(s) to explain the environmental process and solicit early input


on areas of concern. During the development of the Draft EIR, MTC will consult with


affected agencies on resource maps and inventories for use in the EIR analysis.


MTC will consider the issues raised during the NOP period and scoping meetings(s)


during its preparation of the EIR. Subsequently, as soon as MTC completes the Draft


EIR, MTC will file a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the State Clearinghouse and


release the Draft EIR for a 45-day public review period. MTC will seek written


comments from agencies and the public on the environmental effects and mitigation


measures identified in the Draft EIR. During the comment period, MTC may consult


directly with any agency or person with respect to any environmental impact or


mitigation measure. MTC will respond to written comments received prior to the close of


comment period and make technical corrections to the Draft EIR where necessary. The


Commission will be requested to certify the Final EIR, and MTC will file a Notice of


Determination (NOD) within five days of Commission certification.


Note that while the RTP is not subject to the federal National Environmental Policy Act


(NEPA), MTC will consult with federal agencies as appropriate during the preparation of


the CEQA environmental document. Additionally, the involvement of federal agencies in


the RTP can link the transportation planning process with the federal NEPA process. As


the projects in the RTP and TIP continue down the pipeline toward construction or


implementation, most must comply with NEPA to address individual project impacts.


 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)


As discussed above, crucial decisions whether or not to support or fund a transportation


program or project in the region first occurs at the RTP level. In contrast, the TIP defines


project budgets, schedules and phasing for those programs and projects that are already


part of the RTP. By the time the TIP is developed, the Commission has already made
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planning decisions and project selection decisions. Therefore, for many agencies there is


comparatively less value in consulting with MTC during the development of a TIP, in


particular for agencies that are not project sponsors or are not concerned with air quality


conformity. Additionally, the TIP does not provide any additional information regarding


environmental impacts, beyond that found in the program-level environmental analysis


prepared for the RTP.


As such, starting at the RTP development stage, MTC staff will concurrently consult with


all agencies regarding the TIP. Subsequent to the RTP, additional consultations at the TIP


stage will be based on an agency’s needs and interests. At    a    minimum, all agencies will


be provided with an opportunity to comment on the TIP. Project sponsors — including


the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), local jurisdictions, transit


operators, and county congestion management agencies (CMAs) — review and consult


with MTC on each of their respective projects in the TIP. Furthermore, through the Bay


Area Partnership, these agencies (and any other interested agency) are involved every


step of the way in the establishment of MTC programs, selection of projects and their


inclusion in the TIP.
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B. Other Protocol for Working With Public Agencies


 The Bay Area Partnership Review and Coordination


MTC established the Bay Area Partnership in 2002 to collaboratively assist the


Commission in fashioning consensus among its federal, state, regional, and local


transportation agency partners regarding the policies, plans, and programs to be adopted


and implemented by the Commission. Membership includes a chief staff officer from all


public agencies representing the following transportation interests:


 Transit operations


 Transportation facilities


 Congestion management agencies


 Public works agencies


 Airports and seaports


 Regional, state and federal transportation, environmental, and land use


agencies


The Partnership Board discusses critical transportation policies issues, while the


Partnership Technical Advisory Committee (PTAC) delves into the on-going and more


technical aspects of these policy issues. These meetings are open to the public. The


Partnership Board meetings are audiocast live and later archived on MTC’s Web site. The


primary means for promoting exchange of information and ideas with partner agencies on


the Bay Area’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation Improvement


Program (TIP) updates and amendments is through the Partnership. The status of any


RTP/TIP amendments and administrative modifications and are reviewed via the PTAC


and/or its working group meetings. For RTP/TIP updates, PTAC will be kept informed


and consulted throughout the process through meeting items and presentations as


appropriate.


 Air Quality Conformity and Interagency Consultation


A dialogue between agencies over transportation-air quality conformity considerations


must take place in certain instances prior to MTC adoption of its RTP or TIP. These


consultations are conducted through the Air Quality Conformity Task Force — which


includes representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal


Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the California


Air Resources Board (CARB), Caltrans, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District,
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and other state and local transportation agencies. These agencies review updates and, in


certain instances, amendments to the RTP and TIP to ensure they conform to federal


transportation conformity regulations via an transportation-air quality conformity


analysis.


In accordance with Transportation-Air Quality Conformity and Interagency Consultation


Protocol procedures (MTC Resolution No. 3757), MTC must implement the interagency


consultation process for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area before making a


transportation conformity determination on the RTP or TIP. In developing an update to


the RTP/TIP, MTC will bring important issues to the Partnership for discussion and


feedback. All materials that are relevant to interagency consultation, such as the RTP/TIP


schedule, important RTP/TIP-related issues, and draft RTP/TIP, will also be transmitted


to the Conformity Task Force for discussion and feedback. Similar consultation will


occur for RTP/TIP amendments requiring an air quality conformity analysis.


 Intergovernmental Review via Regional and State Information Clearinghouses


The intent of intergovernmental review, per Executive Order 12372, is to ensure that


federally funded or assisted projects do not inadvertently interfere with state and local


plans and priorities. Applicants in the Bay Area with programs/projects for inter-


governmental review are required to submit documentation to Association of Bay Area


Government’s (ABAG) Area-wide Clearinghouse and the State Clearinghouse in


Sacramento, which are responsible for coordinating state and local review of applications


for federal grants or loans under state-selected programs. In this capacity, it is also the


function of the Clearinghouses to coordinate state and local review of federal financial


assistance applications, federally required state plans, direct federal development


activities, and federal environmental documents. The purpose of the clearinghouses is to


afford state and local participation in federal activities occurring within California. The


Executive Order does not replace public participation, comment, or review requirements


of other federal laws, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), but gives


the states an additional mechanism to ensure federal agency responsiveness to state and


local concerns.


ABAG’s clearinghouse notifies, via the bi-weekly e-mail Intergovernmental Review


Newsletter, entities and individuals at all governmental levels, as well as certain public


interest groups that might be affected the proposed project or program. The state and
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area-wide clearinghouses are a valuable tool to help ensure that state and local agency


comments are included along with any applications submitted by an applicant to the


federal agencies. MTC uses this service to notice TIP updates and those TIP amendments


that require an air quality determination. This service is not used for TIP amendments


that do not require an air quality conformity determination, for TIP administrative


modifications and for TIP technical corrections. The clearinghouses also receive and


distribute environmental documents prepared pursuant to the California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) and coordinate the state-level environmental review process. The


RTP is subject to CEQA and therefore is reviewed through the clearinghouses as well.







Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 42
Public Participation Plan


C. Tribal Government Consultation


There are six federally recognized Native American tribes in the San Francisco Bay Area. MTC


invites the tribes to conduct government-to-government consultation during development of the


regional transportation plan and the companion Transportation Improvement Program as well as


throughout the regional transportation planning process. MTC lays the groundwork for


consultation early in the process of developing the regional transportation plan, and generally


includes a “Tribal summit” for all six Tribal governments. MTC expresses to each tribe a


willingness to conduct individual meetings at the tribe’s convenience.


MTC board members and executive staff participate in consultation with the Tribal governments.


MTC will conduct consultation and associated activities in locations convenient for the Tribal


governments. Past meetings have been held in Sonoma County, where most of the Tribal


governments are located.


The Tribal summit often will include MTC’s partner agencies, the Association of Bay Area


Governments, the state Department of Transportation and the appropriate congestion


management agencies. The Tribal summit also may include facilitation by an individual or


organization known to the Tribal governments.


The Tribal summit will include discussion about how the Tribal governments will participate in


development of the long-range plan, as well as the companion TIP. The Tribal summit also serves


to introduce the Tribal governments to MTC’s partner agencies.


As a next step after the tribal summit, MTC encourages individual meetings with each tribal


government throughout development of the regional transportation plan to discuss issues and


concerns specific to each tribe. MTC offers to conduct consultation at a time and location convenient


for the tribe, which may include attendance at meetings of the tribal council or committees. The


governments also receive material from MTC throughout the RTP planning effort.
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VI. Evaluation and Update of the Public Participation Plan


MTC’s Public Participation Plan is not a static document, but an on-going strategy that will be


periodically reviewed and updated based on our experiences and the changing circumstances of


the Commission and the transportation community it serves.


As part of every public outreach and involvement program developed for the regional


transportation plan and other major planning studies that feed into the plan, MTC will set


performance measures for the effectiveness of the participation program and report on the


results. These performance reports will serve to inform and improve future outreach and


involvement programs, including future updates to this Public Participation Plan.


For example, MTC identified specific performance measures to gauge progress toward


accomplishing a set of goals laid out in the Transportation 2030 Public Outreach Plan.


Evaluation forms, available in English and three other languages, were handed out at the end of


each public outreach meeting, including the kick-off summit. These forms asked participants to


evaluate nine aspects of the public involvement program related to the quality of outreach,


meeting handouts, presentation, facilitation, and opportunities for feedback. More than 80


percent of the participants responded positively to all nine aspects of the outreach program.


Additionally, MTC will periodically evaluate various components of the items identified under


Section II, “Continuing Public Engagement,” which form the core of MTC’s public involvement


activities.


This Public Participation Plan may be subject to minor changes from time to time. Any major


updates will include a review by MTC’s advisory committees, 45-day public comment period


with wide release and notification of the public about the proposed changes, review by the


Commission’s Legislation and Public Affairs Committee (a public meeting), and approval by the


Commission. We will extend the public comment period by an additional 45 days in instances


where major revisions are proposed in response to comments heard.
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MTC Public Participation Plan


Appendix  A


Public Participation Plan Outreach:


Summary of Focus Group, Presentation and
Web Survey Comments
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Summary of Focus Group, Presentation and Web Survey Comments


Prior to development of the Public Participation Plan, staff sought input from members of


MTC’s three advisory committees, and solicited comments from the Bay Area Partnership’s


Technical Advisory Committee (staff from transportation and environmental protection agencies


in the region) and MTC’s Welfare to Work Working Group (social service agency


representatives and transportation providers). In addition, staff met with clergy in the East Bay


and South Bay on ways to engage the faith-based community.


In addition, MTC held focus groups from January through April 2007 to solicit comments and


feedback on MTC’s public participation practices. Sessions were organized as follows:


 Representatives from MTC’s three advisory committees (Feb. 13, 2007)


 Peer Panel with public information officers from a range of local, state, regional and


federal transportation and environmental protection agencies (Feb.14, 2007)


 Participants in the LIFETIME program, a support group for low-income single parents


attending college (March 9, 2007)


 Leaders of bicycle and pedestrian groups (March 21, 2007)


 Amalgamated Transit Union Representatives (April 12, 2007)


 Private Transportation Providers (April 17, 2007)


MTC also conducted a Web survey asking more questions about ways to improve public


participation. The survey consisted of 18 questions and was available on the Web for 33 days.


MTC e-mailed its entire contact database regarding the survey, and asked other groups – such as


AC Transit, the Transportation and Land Use Coalition (TALC), the California Alliance for Jobs


and Urban Habitat – to also notify their constituencies and partners. There were a total of 1,574


completed surveys and 216 partially completed surveys.


Common themes emerged from this outreach. As one might expect, these themes were often


delineated by the medium used to obtain the response (for example, Web survey respondents


were more apt to want to communicate via the Internet or e-mail, etc.). The comments


summarized below provide an overview of responses from focus groups to the specific questions


we asked.


1. What would encourage you to attend a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation
issues?
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Web survey respondents informed us that an interesting or relevant meeting topic had the
greatest impact on meeting attendance. Other recommendations made by both focus
group


Summary of Focus Group, Presentation and Web Survey Comments (continued)


participants and Web survey respondents include consideration of the time and location
of a meeting, the ability of meeting participants to impact MTC’s decision-making
process, and the use of community and media partnerships to promote a meeting.
Participants in a low-income focus group recommended the use of childcare and food as a
way to encourage attendance. Finally, our advisory committee members recommended
that we educate the public about MTC as a way to create relevance and encourage the
public’s attendance at meetings and events.


2. What is the best way to notify you about a meeting?


Both Web survey respondents and focus group participants believed that e-mail was the
best way to notify the public of a meeting. Notification by regular mail, display of posters
or flyers in transit vehicles or stations and use of radio or broadcast public service
announcements were mentioned as other successful ways to notify the public. Meeting
organization and logistics also matter. Because people are so busy, it is advisable to
promote a meeting multiple times using a variety of media. Last, we were reminded that
Internet access isn’t universal and encouraged to provide non-Internet alternatives for
meeting promotion to ensure that everyone is included.


3. Which of the following methods would help you express your views at a meeting?


Responses to this question were consistent with the medium used: Web survey
participants recommended a questionnaire or survey to express views, while focus group
participants recommended facilitated discussion or small groups. Focus group
participants noted that those uncomfortable providing public comment at a meeting might
prefer to provide written comments instead. Our peers felt that the use of charts and
graphs would assist with visualization of meeting material, and improve the quality of the
input.


4. Other than a meeting, what other methods would you most likely use to express your views?


Once again, responses were medium specific: Web survey respondents preferred Web
surveys to express views, while focus group participants preferred in-person methods,
such as staffing a kiosk at a public event or use of a focus group. Both groups also
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recommended e-mail and regular mail comments as a method to express views. Last, we
were reminded again that because Internet access isn’t universal, we should ensure that
non-Internet methods are always available.


Summary of Focus Group, Presentation and Web Survey Comments (continued)


5. How would you like to have detailed material presented to you?


Web survey respondents believed that providing information online for review in
advance is the best way to explain detailed information to the public. The respondents
also felt that the use of charts or other visual aids, brochures, flyers or other printed
material also are successful media for material presentation. The focus group participants
reminded us to refrain from using acronyms during a meeting, and overwhelmingly
recommended the use of understandable text combined with illustrative graphics. MTC
also was strongly encouraged to use multiple media in order to make materials easier to
understand.


6. MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its
decisions. What is the best way to inform you of MTC's actions?


Both Web survey respondents and focus group participants felt that e-mail is the best way
to notify the public about MTC’s actions. Focus group participants encouraged the use of
community groups, via the group’s newsletters and Web sites, and the use of the media,
both print and broadcast, to inform the public. The low-income focus group participants
also encouraged the use of regular mail as an alternative to e-mail.
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Public Participation Plan
Notes from Advisor Brainstorming Sessions


January/February 2007


MTC staff visited each of our three advisory committees in January 2007 in order to brainstorm ideas on
how to best attract the public to participate in MTC’s decision-making process. The notes below reflect
the comments made at each of the three meetings; committee members made all comments unless
otherwise noted.


Minority Citizens Advisory Committee
January 9, 2007
3:30 – 5 p.m.


Ideas:
• Internet; Web surveys; email blasts
• Determine if there is a connection with our outreach efforts and the transit rider survey now under


way. The demographic data gleaned from the survey may help us focus MTC’s outreach to transit
riders


• Need more alternate language speakers to translate more collateral, provide information
• Offer refreshments at meetings
• Announcements on buses
• Hold separate community meetings by language
• Offer childcare at meeting
• Ads in alternate language newspapers
• Payment for volunteer efforts
• MTC should offer cell phones/computer access for advisors
• Suggests a focus group for welfare to work participants
• While MTC does a good job gathering information, they need to do a better job with what they do


with the information (comment made by audience member)
• Explicit consideration of public input should be made (comment made by audience member)
• Commissioners need to provide reasoned responses, they need to weigh more heavily the input


they receive from the public (comment made by audience member)


Advisory Council
January 10, 2007
12:30 – 2:30 p.m.


Ideas:


• Treasure Island Banner
• As a type of focus group, consider telling a certain group of people to watch a TV program


(cable access) at a certain hour, then follow up with a phone call to ask questions, get comments
on the issue/topic, etc.


• City/County meetings broadcast on cable access public television stations are well watched;
consider use of public access stations


• Distribute Web surveys via other agencies/organizations listserves
• Provide text for use in scrolling text that runs on public access stations. This is a way to drive


people to a Web site to take an online survey, or provide a phone number for people to call and
take a phone survey


• Place ads in regional minority media, such as India West and India Currents newspapers. Also
use of public service announcements on minority radio/TV stations is a good idea


• Ask certain organizations, e.g., AARP and the Council on Aging, to provide a link    to     MTC on
their Web sites. This will help drive constituents to MTC’s Web site


• Consider providing an inducement to people to participate. We could learn from the corporate
marketing world and pay people to participate in a meeting or survey (time is not a trivial matter
for low income families juggling multiple jobs)


• Provide food at meetings
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• Advertise/get stories in the many “throw-away” free weekly and daily newspapers; they are well
read. This is a medium that’s regional and local, and free to use


• Many low-income residents are suspicious of government; need to use someone who is trusted by
the communities. San Mateo County’s Half Moon Bay/Pescadero area is mentioned as a low-
income area, rural, with many transit dependent residents who may need to be contacted by
another more trusted agency on behalf of MTC


• A lot of people, including professionals, don’t know who MTC is, or what MTC does. He
suggests more outreach to professional groups, such as Society of Engineers, East Bay Municipal
Engineers, The American Public Works Association, Northern California Chapter, ITE and Home
Builders Association


• Use transportation professionals to help get information to filter down to regular folks for their
input


• Most transit agency advertising contracts require that a certain percentage of advertising on buses
be reserved for public service messages. Contact CBS Viacom for placement of car cards or ads
on the backs of buses. Also consider posters in the bus shelters. If you are trying to advertise a
particular meeting, advertise in buses used on routes through the neighborhood you are targeting


• There are many non-profits trying to get exposure on radio/TV via public service announcements,
he suggests that it might be easier to get paid news exposure rather than using PSAs. It is also
difficult to get MTC’s messages down to 8 seconds, which is the length of time that most
segment sponsorships or PSA spots. Getting exposure on a local news program is best exposure


• An impression exists that government officials have already made up their minds on policies
before meeting with the public. MTC has done a better job recently about this but should make
sure that it keeps this in mind in the future


• Suggests that advisors could commit to sending an email to a list that an advisor belongs to; could
work with staff on the wording of such messages


• Timing is a concern – at what point is the public brought in to allow the public to help    shape   
share what is happening


• For low-income residents, taking time to attend a meeting can mean losing some work hours.
Suggests community organizations be hired to interview low-income populations to get their
input without residents having to attend an MTC meeting


• Suggests we hand out notices at toll plazas
• Not withstanding room for improvement, MTC does a better job with outreach than do the transit


operators or CMAs. Does MTC have any resources or ability to help local transportation agencies
do a better    job     jot with outreach to the public? Should we consider a grant program along these
lines?


• People don’t want to talk to the wind; MTC needs to listen to the public and let the public speak
on what each member of the public has in mind, rather than force comments on pre-determined
MTC decisions/topics (comment made by audience member)


Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee
January 11, 2007
10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.


Ideas:
• Marin meetings: We may consider holding our meetings at Whistlestop Wheels in San Rafael


(they have a dining room and serve lunch to groups for a fee)
• Bridge groups, bingo groups, bowling clubs
• Very few people know who/what MTC is; we should educate the public in order to better attract


the public to meetings
• Make it clear that this (the Public Participation Plan) is a living document that can be improved


and upgraded as time goes on
• The transit-riding public is much broader than minority or elderly and disabled
• Suggest people be encouraged to phone in comments as another way of letting the public


participate
• Reach out to college-age residents, or younger by contacting/distributing materials at colleges
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• Reach out to a younger audience and ask them how they go about obtaining information.
Consider new media, blogging. Social networking – these methods, technologies, require no
postage


• Attend meetings at senior housing developments, mobile home parks. Distribute flyers at senior
centers


• Advertise in senior or disabled publications, especially in non-profit newsletters.
• Suggests ads in local papers. Mentions Sonoma Seniors newsletter
• Seniors are available to attend meetings because they are retired, but for the general working


public, need to provide childcare
• Need to provide transportation to and from meeting location
• Consider TV commercials or TV PSAs
• Utilize special elderly and disabled programming on cable TV stations (Jeff Clark/KQED)
• Utilize public access TV stations. Package Commission meetings or EDAC meetings for replay


on public access TV stations
• Advertise in or get stories in free, throw-away newspapers
• People are motivated to attend a meeting when angry about something or fearful about


something:  MTC needs something that generates interest for people to attend a meeting
• Utilize ethnic media (mentions Richmond Post and Richmond Globe]
• Post announcements in public hospitals or clinics, where people have long waits and are


desperate to read anything!
• Today use of the Web is important; it is available in lots of places (cafes, libraries)
• One of the best ways to get people to attend a meeting is to advertise that lunch or dinner will be


served
• Going to churches is a good idea – set up meetings at a church hall; have meeting begin right


after the church service is over; invite the general public, as well as church members. It is
important to find a time that is convenient for the public. Target urban churches


• Make a booth that looks like a big call box and people could go in and make their comments
• Submit editorials and letters-to-the-editors to newspapers; surveys show that letters to the editor


as well as the editorial section of newspapers are very well-read sections of the newspapers
• Consider using actors – an actor connected with [space] travel. Actors could be used to make it


cool to use transit, i.e., find an actor that can take away negative social stigma attached to transit,
especially among youth groups


• Use of an 800 phone number people can use to call in to the Commission, or to call the advisory
committees


• Make sure MTC’s phone number is in every phonebook in the region, not just in Oakland’s
phonebook


• Advisors could take MTC’s PowerPoint presentations and make a presentation on behalf of MTC
at additional places; get more questions, comments


• More education for the advisors would be good and help the members become better advisors.
Advisors need to know terminology, structure of agency, specifics on certain issues


• Host an occasional field trip for advisors, to see a project or a service. Have outside groups make
presentations to advisors. Suggests some funding to help presenters get to MTC advisory
meetings


• Invite MTC executive director to attend EDAC meetings once in a while
• Ask to get a copy of the current public participation plan. Item to be mailed or emailed to all


members
• Suggests that an existing advisor agree to “adopt” a new member, so that new member has


someone to call for advice, to offer guidance


Partnership Technical Advisory Committee
February 26, 2007
1:30 – 3:30 p.m.


Idea:
• Cable TV is a good way to reach the public
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Public Participation Plan
Focus Group Meeting Notes
MTC Advisory Committees


February 13, 2007, 12 noon – 2 p.m.
MTC’s offices


Participants:
Herb Crowle, EDAC Margaret Okuzumi, Advisory Council
Frank Gallo, MCAC Bob Planthold, Advisory Council
Marshall Loring, EDAC Michael Rubiano, MCAC
Dennis Trenten, EDAC


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw you to an event to discuss Bay Area transportation issues   ?


• Topic is key; one that interests me.
• People are motivated to participate if it’s in their interest to do so. The challenge is to describe


the relevance of a meeting in a way that makes people feel it is in their best interest to get
involved.


• Co-sponsorship by a familiar group is another way to draw more participants to a meeting.
• Childcare, food, flexible schedule (other than during the work day) are very important.
• Transit connections key. Evening meetings are nice, but transit is not always available at


night.
• Don’t forget the social aspects of meeting attendance. People are more likely to attend not


only if a familiar group cosponsors the meeting, but if someone they know is planning to
attend.


• Working people are more able to participate if meetings are scheduled during off hours.
• Translation services are key — including “simultaneous” translation that allows multiple


participants to communicate with a translator during the meeting via headsets.
• “Take one” cards or “Bus drops” are other important ways to get the word out about


meetings.
• MTC should work more on its “brand,” that way people would be more likely to engage.
• Free transit passes would motivate many to participate.


Q #2      What is the best way to notify you about a meeting    ?


• Don’t overlook the news media. A well-placed story on radio or via newspaper is an effective
way to attract people to a meeting. Display ads combined with “free” news coverage in some
of the small ethnic newspapers are good ways to maximize meeting attendance.


• Small neighborhood newspapers are also widely read in their respective communities, and
should not be overlooked as a way to help get the word out about MTC meetings.


• Display ads are not as effective as general news coverage in terms of attracting people to
meetings.


• E-mail — in the form of multiple notices — along with postcards are helpful to increasing
meeting attendance.


• Working with local groups — such as homeowners’ associations, churches or community-
based organizations — is a good way to reach active people, but it requires relationship
building.


Q #3      Which of the following tools would help you express your views at a meeting    ? (e.g., translated
material, electronic voting, questionnaire, facilitated discussion, voting game)


• All of the above, plus good visuals
• Questionnaires are not best for meetings
• Translation would be key for people who don’t speak English or are hearing impaired
• Facilitated discussions are the best way to hear from many voices; a good facilitator will


enable shy people to express their views
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• Questionnaires work well when you are not under time pressure; they are a way for you to
express your opinions in a detailed, specific way


• Voting games are helpful
• You need to customize which tools you will use based on the audience


Q #4     Other than a meeting, what venue or forum would you most likely use to express your views   ?
(e.g., Web survey, mail survey, focus group, email comment, letter, online discussion, kiosk at a
public gathering place, telephone comment line)


• Focus groups are a good way to get detailed comments
• Web surveys are limited in terms of the audience that is able to participate in them
• Web surveys are a good way to reach people who might not otherwise participate
• Paying someone to survey at specified locations (bus stops, e.g.) is good way to collect


comments
• Telephone surveys are intrusive and annoying
• Telephone surveys are the best way to get a true picture of the views of the larger population


Q #5     How would you like to have complex material presented to you    ? (Information online for review
in advance, video, live presentation, tabletop display, brochure, flyer or other printed material,
map, chart or other visual aid, etc.)


• I like to see the same questions presented many different ways; this enables people to
comment in the way that best suits them


• Seeing material online in advance is good, but it’s often hard to find material on Web sites
• Tabletop displays are great
• I prefer video, as it allows me to see and hear
• It’s important to provide “take aways” that allow people to review the material later
• Provide more interactive material on CDs in advance of the meetings or for review later — at


the meeting itself, you need “hard copies” of material.


Q #6      MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions.
What is the best way to inform you of those actions   ? (e-mail and regular mail, audiocast of MTC
meetings, Transactions newsletter, Web site)


• Use email with a Web site link
• Local newspapers are an excellent way to keep people informed
• I prefer regular mail
• Email and regular mail
• A bimonthly MTC newsletter is too infrequent
• MTC’s Web site is still too cumbersome to navigate
• I like the fact that you are asking this question; this is a very important step to take
• The audiocast/audio archive feature on MTC’s web site is really handy for people, and it


allows them to easily keep abreast of current developments and get background information
• MTC’s newsletter is a really useful tool to keep updated
• The archival information on MTC’s Web site is very useful


Q #7     How can MTC further assist you as advisors   ? (All-day training/orientation on transportation
topics, training for committee chairs and vice-chairs, more emphasis on committee work plans,
etc.)


• All-day training would interest only a few, better to keep it to 2-3 hours at a time
• Better orientation and overview of key issues, more use of timelines with key milestones of


when comments are needed, etc.
• More process charts and flow charts would be helpful
• More information on “other” advisory groups to MTC would be helpful (for example, the


Partnership, and other groups, such as the regional bicycle advisory group)
• Better committee rosters, with photos and bio information
• Focusing on work plans, with use of performance benchmarks would be very useful
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• Tie advisor work plans to MTC’s recently completed strategic plan; advisors saw the draft,
but never got the final plan.


• Structure meeting agendas to the advisor work plans
• Getting the packet out early enough is critical
• Allow sufficient time on agendas for major items (30 or 45 minutes really isn’t enough time).
• Emailed packets would be helpful, though not everyone has a computer
• Introduce important topics at one meeting, then have a discussion at the next


Q #8      MTC directs much of its public participation resources toward developing the Bay Area’s long-   
range transportation plan, which MTC updates every four years   .     The polices in the plan also
guide all future funding decisions, so MTC feels that this is the place where the public can have
the most impact   .     Do you agree with this approach    ?


• I like this approach
• This emphasis might not always be effective; for example, the voter-approved bond revenue


did not come out of MTC’s long-range plan
• Local entities are always pursuing their own agenda absent any regional review, so I don’t


know that every jurisdiction truly believes that MTC’s plan is THE way.
• MTC needs to be prepared to get input on items (such as the infrastructure bond) that happen


outside of the long-range planning process
• This focus might limit MTC’s ability to do more general outreach and involvement
• The regional transportation plan is pretty important, but it is confusing to the public to have


such a long process
• MTC needs to be clear about the staging of such a complicated process


Q #9     To implement the long-range transportation plan, MTC also creates a shorter term document
called the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)   .      MTC works closely with local public
agencies on the TIP, and notifies the general public of the opportunity to comment via the MTC
Web site, legal notices in newspapers and public hearings   .      Do you agree with this approach    ?


• It appears that by the time these projects come along in this process, it’s really too late to
have much of an influence as an individual. So if you can’t impact or change a project, the
public will be frustrated trying to participate at this point.


• The TIP process is an important process for those who have the knowledge base to participate
• You should encourage written comments and written feedback
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Public Participation Plan
Peer Panel Review


February 15, 2007, 12 noon – 2 p.m.
MTC’s offices


Attendees   :
Juven Alvarez, Caltrans Ted Matley, Federal Transit Administration
Garth Hopkins, Caltrans Joy Gibson, Santa Rosa City Bus
Beth Walukas, Alameda County CMA Mike Furnary, Tri Delta Transit
Arielle Bourgart, Contra Costa Transportation Authority Sarah Layton Wallace, TAM
Yvonne Morrow, WestCAT Rosemary Booth, LAVTA
Kathleen Cha, ABAG Fran Reid, LAVTA
Gail Collins, VTA Jonah Weinstein, SamTrans/Caltrain
Nichele Ayers, AC Transit Tess Lengyel, ACTIA
Elizabeth Richards, Solano Transportation Authority


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1    In your experience, which item below would most likely draw the public to a meeting or event   ?


• Electronic voting.
• Provide an incentive (payment) for low-income residents to attend.
• Focus groups.
• Web polls.
• Co-sponsor meetings with community organizations.
• Use existing meetings/forums.
• Topic needs to be relevant.
• Guerilla marketing/targeted marketing.
• Door-to-door flyers.
• 60-day advance notice for a meeting.
• Position people in malls, or in very local areas, and survey people.


Q #2    In your experience, what is the best way to notify the public about a meeting or event   ?


• Ads can have value if they are large and in a local media outlet; legal notices have little value.
• Targeted strategy.
• Buy ads in ethnic media.
• Use of chambers of commerce.
• Ask the public: use short survey asking questions such as ‘what is best way to get info to you,


etc.’
• Ask transit operators to help notify their riders: car cards in transit vehicles, seat drops on rail


cars.
• People care about what they can relate to: give your message a human story/angle; that will


get the attention of a lot more people.
• Editorial meetings.
• Use other agencies’ Web sites to advertise your meeting/event
• Advertise your Web site address; use post cards to advertise URL.
• Target certain geographic areas (by sorting cards by zip code) and customize messages.
• Piggyback meeting before/after another meeting; give people two reasons to go to meeting


location.
• All of the above, multiple times.


Q #3    In your experience, which of the following tools would best help the public express their views at
a meeting    ?


• Use maps and charts for visualization.
• With a facilitated discussion, display comments/questions so all can see; this helps to generate


energy within group. With facilitator, he/she can drill down on comments and get additional
info.
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• When you use voting at meeting, you limit options/choices; voting doesn’t let people indicate
what it is they do want. Make sure you encourage use of comment cards as well.


• Use display booths with experts stationed at them at beginning of meeting.
• Comment cards.


Q #4     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would your agency most likely use to express its
views to the public   ?


• Kiosk in a public space, although actual experience with this is limited.
• Radio ads during morning commute, directing people to Web site.
• Public web site, with accompanying public comment section.
• Technology that builds communities and leverages content, like Neighborhood America.
• 511 prompt to allow people to comment.
• Use scientific polling in planning efforts.
• Comment card, with return postage.


Q #5    In your experience, which is the best way to communicate complex material to the public   ?


• Public participation via the Internet.
• I-pod casts.
• Web audiocasts.
• Make any issue personal, so that it has relevance.
• All of them, the more the better.


Q #6    In your experience, which is the best way to inform the public about how their comments have
factored into your agency’s decisions   ?


• Use postcard with information on where to see decisions on Web.
• Tell people at a meeting where they will be able to find the final document.
• Targeted response.
• How to show the public you used their comment is challenging; don’t want people to think


agency does not care.
• Use info from a meeting’s sign-in sheets to continue communication/participation with


people.
• Let them have commentary along the way.
• Tell people from outset what will happen with their comments.
• Be thoughtful in how you frame questions for public comment.
• Not all is open to review.


Q #7     Can you describe any potential new practices?   


• Advertising through movie previews has been successful and is inexpensive and can be
targeted.


• Contests co-sponsored with community groups, but have to go through agency Web site to
enter contest.


• Get public to your Web site by whatever means, but then the writing and the design of the
Web site has to draw the public to important issues/sections within your Web site.


• Write story/article for cable TV (or do research and make it easier for reporter to write a
story).


• Free PSAs.
• Buy radio time for the year and trade out messages periodically.
• TV sponsorship and TV forum.
• Share press releases: One transit operator adds its own fact sheet (with local angle) to MTC’s


regional news release, and sends release to its local media outlets and business contacts.
• Consider using cable stations: suggests mid-Peninsula cable stations with news program


“You Make the News” where agency literally can make its own news (station provides
camera crew?).


• Use RSS feed to alert people when there has been a change in your Web site.  (Although
could be too much of an intrusion if folks are alerted to every little change/update on Web.)


• With electronic newsletter, put links right in masthead of e-newsletter.
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Q #8     Describe a successful outreach or public participation campaign.   


• “Get Caught Riding”: Tri Delta Transit’s guerilla marketing campaign that actually went out
on buses and awarded bus riders prizes simply for riding the bus. The campaign was
successful.


• Caltrain had unique promotion around love poems and singles event.
• It is important to engage other people to talk     with     us; we don’t want to just talk    to     them. Can


use community groups/advocate organizations to go out to public meetings with agency staff.
Find a place on your agenda where regular folks who support your agency can speak in
support of issue.


• A trusted individual can help promote idea/concept


Q #9      What is your experience using the Web for surveys and other outreach/public participation
activities   ?


• Important to use Web, but important to know that large % of riders do not have access to
Web.


• Automated, computer-generated translations are a necessary evil.
• Media may do their own translations.


Q #10     Can you assist MTC in notifying the public about specific events or surveys   ?     If so, how    ?


• Use of agency newsletters or emails.
• Send emails to groups who can in turn email message to additional email lists.
• MTC should consider capacity building; it is a real challenge to explain what MTC does and


MTC should cultivate a group of people who know MTC and can provide informed
comments.


• Produce a nice quality “Take One” display for inside buses; transit operators probably would
display it; a good way to get information about MTC or other issues out to transit riders.


• Some operators already have their own “Take One” display but could use help with different
topics to present to their riders; would consider topics/issues with regional perspective from
MTC.


Q #11 A    ny other suggestions   ?


• Use partners who have existing committees.
• Don’t forget students at universities.
• Reach out to professional organizations:  COMTO, WTS, ASCE, chambers, ethnic chambers.
• Media Partnerships:


o Use key stories with individual human interest element
o Use focused pieces/articles with board members
o Use focused pieces/articles with advisory committee members
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advocates Focus Group


March 9, 2007, 12 noon – 2 p.m.
MTC’s Offices


Attendees   :
Linda Young, 511 Contra Costa Sabrina Merlo, Bay Area Bicycle Coalition
Jamie Perkins, East Bay Parks Robert Raburn, East Bay Bicycle Coalition
John Brazil, City of San Jose


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw you to a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation issues   ?


• Include a community-based group in meeting planning or event sponsorship, which helps to
legitimize event (e.g., East Bay Area Trails Council). Community leader or other well-known
community member as a meeting host would be great.


• Email from community groups.
• Translation services – media in alternate language. Translation at meetings, or having


meetings all in alternate languages. The bike and pedestrian community especially needs
alternate language translation. Use native speakers for translation for accuracy and legitimacy
of message.


• Use employers to attract people to an event, also use alternate languages.
• Interesting meeting topic.
• Take-aways and gifts – bicycle map, for example.
• Food
• Employer transportation fairs: stamps where attendees need to visit a certain number of


stations or booths to gather information.


Q #2      What transportation-related meeting topic interests you most   ?


• Improving transit connections and reliability, expanding transit services.
• Pavement quality, especially bicycle trail maintenance.
• Safe Routes to Transit, Safe Routes to School.
• Closing the gap in bicycle network, ensuring that bicycle trails continue and don’t abruptly


stop.


Q #3      What is the best way to notify you about a meeting    ?


• Email
• Radio: using Clear Channel to place 30-second spots, especially Spanish language radio


stations. Also traffic sponsorships. Radio is more affordable than expected.
• Movie theater advertising, other movie services, e.g., Fandango.
• Co-sponsor an event with community group, faith-based groups.
• Announcement in church newsletter, attended church service or event and make


announcement.
• Guerilla marketing, targeted street marketing (e.g., Spare the Air Day).
• Outdoor campaign, Treasure Island Banner, bus shelter advertising (using public service


rate), in-bus ads or car cards.
• Kiosks to provide information on an ongoing basis or for a one-time event, notices at kiosks


in East Bay parks.
• Postcards for targeted marketing.
• NOT: newspaper ads, newsletter or MTC Web site


Q #4      Which of the following tools would help you express your views at a meeting    ?


• Facilitated discussions.
• Voting games as long as they aren’t too complicated or group isn’t too large. Use a graph or


map.
• Electronic voting.
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• Speaker/facilitator’s style could impact comfort-level of group, e.g., have someone
familiar/someone with a familiar style ask questions or lead discussion.


• Speaker cards, following up with facilitated discussions.
• Using both written and oral comments at an event.
• Have Web survey after a meeting to comment on a meeting topic. Use email to thank


participants for attending meeting and prompt additional comments via a Web survey.


Q #5     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would you most likely use to express your
views   ?


• Information booth/kiosk workers to go out into public to discuss a topic, e.g. hand-out written
survey with pre-paid postage.


• VIP to go out into public to get input (e.g., Jerry Brown).
• Less labor-intensive Web option, like My Space.
• Blog, Web discussion threads, although may tend to get many of the same commenters
• Email listserv to get more complex information to a large number of people.
• Use rewards or gifts or drawing to entice people to participate in surveys or come to events.
• Web survey, using open-ended questions.
• Surveys in alternate languages.
• Focus groups that are co-sponsored by a community group.
• Transportation fairs and events.
• Phone comment line very time-consuming.


Q #6      MTC often has complex issues/topics it has to discuss with the public. How would you like to
have complex material presented to you    ?


• Provide information online, including maps and charts.
• Downloadable presentations.
• Clear visuals are important.
• Good PowerPoint presentations using succinct, understandable text and clear maps and


charts.
• Video.


Q #7      MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions.
What is the best way to inform you of those actions   ?


• Phone call, although some thought that this would be too time-consuming.
• Email response, even if a canned response, so someone knows an email comment has been


received and system is working. Provide email link with ongoing information about process.
• Newsletters, e.g., TransActions.


Q #8     As bicycle and pedestrian advocates, what issues would you most like to provide input on    ?
• Project priorities, high-need projects.
• Plans and policies.
• Funding for both capital and maintenance.
• Coordination with other agencies to implement projects.
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Low-income via LIFETIME (Low-Income Families’ Empowerment through Education)


Focus Group
Friday, March 9, 2007 at 1 p.m.


LIFETIME’s offices in San Leandro


LIFETIME is an organization that assists parents (mostly mothers) on welfare in getting a college
education.


Attendees   :
Carmelita Baker Karen Smith
Peace Esonwune Benyam
Dawn Love Neicsa Jackson
Eden Spatz-Bender Junebug Strohlin
Tina Howerton Kirsten Elam


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw you to a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area Transportation issues?


• Food.
• Transit pass.
• Childcare.
• Translation services.
• Meeting topic needs to be relevant to my neighborhood and community (local focus).
• Want to be involved in making changes in policy and helping to make policy (wants to be


part of entire process – to see the policy through).
• For low-income individuals food and childcare are important.
• Want to know that their comments will be taken into consideration, what they say means


something, and they want to see results.


Q #2      What transportation-related meeting topic interests you most?   


• Expanding public transportation services (i.e., more routes, increased frequency of bus
service; more buses).


• Ways to reduce crowds on buses (overcrowding creates a hostile and dangerous
environment).


• Ways to monitor and regulate crowds on transit at certain times.
• Cleaner technology for buses.
• Ways to alleviate cancer-causing fumes.
• Small children need to be able to have a seat (or at least hold on).
• Driver sensitivity training (sensitivity to parents traveling with small children).
• Cars for parents with small children.
• Improve supervision of drivers’ conduct in the field.
• Customer service.
• Improve schedule/timeliness of transit (reliability).
• Connectivity.
• Affordability and potential student pricing (college students do not have much money; also,


do 5 year olds really need to pay fares?).
• TOD and creating quality and safe TOD environments.


Q #3      What is the best way to notify you about a meeting?


• Email notice.
• Phone call.
• Postcard.
• Ad on bus.
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• Car Cards.
• Ad at bus stop.
• Announcement from community group or church.


Q #4     Do you communicate regularly by e-mail? If so, how often?   


• Weekly.
• Every few days.
• Access only at school.
• Communication via e-mail or online information needs to be balanced – there are still


households without Internet access (and the issue is the monthly Internet payment – not
necessarily the lack of ownership of the computer itself).


Q #5      Which of the following tools would help you express your views at a meeting?   


• Translated materials.
• Questionnaire.
• Facilitated discussion or exercise to write down opinion.


Q #6     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would you most likely use to express your
views?


• Survey on the bus.
• Survey distributed when you buy a Fast Pass (and returned when you buy another pass).
• Mail survey (but make sure they are postage pre-paid).
• E-mail.
• Focus group.
• Web survey.
• Phone comment line (toll free).
• Surveys on specific transit agencies (like Muni).
• Pass out surveys to community groups to distribute to their participants.
• Kiosks/brochures in common places like Safeway or even on a college/school campus (there


needs to be an incentive to get people to come to the booth – such as a raffle).
• Interactive meeting/presentation (the comment was related to using TV, but it could work for


audio/Webcast as well).


Q #7      MTC often has complex issues/topics it has to discuss with the public. How would you like to
have complex materials presented to you?


• Information online for review in advance.
• Video.
• Live presentation.
• Brochure, flyer or other printed material.
• Map, chart or other visual aid.
• Interested capacity building.
• Creative video exploring.
• Combination of styles above.


Q #8      MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions.
Which is the best way to inform you of those actions?


• Way you communicate to begin with.
• Community organizations.
• Regular mail.
• Audiocast of Commission meetings.
• Through low-income groups.


Q #9     Any other comments about MTC’s public participation process?   
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• Cultural competency training for drivers.
• Safety on buses.
• Getting MTC’s name out there – people need to know what MTC does.
• When MTC releases the draft Public Participation Plan, send people an e-mail.
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Welfare to Work Working Group
March 23, 2007, 10:30 – 11 a.m.


MTC’s Offices


Attendees   :
Kim Walton, SF MTA John Murray, SF HAS Lisa Hammon, WCCTAC
Paul Branson, Contra Costa County Gail Jack, Solano County HSS Pat Piras
Mary Buttaro, County of Marin Tina Spencer, AC Transit Bob Allen, Urban Habitat
Melissa Jones, City of Alameda Lionel Vera, AC Transit Dawn Love, LIFETIME
Paul Tatsuta, Outreach & Escort, Inc.


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw W2W participants to a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation
issues   ?


• Materials in different formats, e.g., Braille, large print, recording, etc.
• Easily accessible location, close to public transit, easy parking.
• Interesting meeting topic, relevant meeting topic.
• Convenient meeting time.
• Meeting co-sponsored by a familiar community-based or other reliable group.
• Childcare.
• Food.
• Transit pass or other gift.
• Translation services.
• Accessible rest rooms.


Q #2      What is the best way to notify W2W participants about a meeting    ?


• Email.
• Notification by a community or other known group, e.g., social service agency.
• Notification through school.
• Advisory Committee members.
• Public access television.
• Ensure that message is understandable by non-experts.


Q #3      Which of the following tools would help W2W participants express their views at a meeting    ?


• Small group discussion.     Take-away mail survey (postage paid).
• Maps.     Translation at meeting, including ASL if needed.
• Focus groups.


Q #4     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would W2W participants most likely use to
express their views   ?
• Don’t assume that everyone has access to Internet, computer.
• Don’t assume that everyone speaks English.
• Offer gift for mail or other surveys.
• Mail survey with pre-paid postage.
• Focus groups; brief mail surveys, also in alternate languages
• Use social service agency meeting times with the public to provide short written survey to


clients.
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Labor Representatives


Focus Group
April 12, 2007


12 noon – 1:30 p.m.
MTC’s Offices


Attendees   :
Michael Penderfraft, ATU Local 1605 Chuck Cook, ATU International
Stephen Wong, ATU Local 265 Jesse Hunt, ATU Local 1555
Loretta Springer, ATU Local 265 Dave C. Garcia, ATU Local 1605
Tom Fink, ATU Local 265 Yvonne M. Williams, ATU Local 192
Tony Withington, ATU International Shane Gusman, ATU Lobbyist


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw you to a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation issues   ?
• Convenient location and time.
• Food sweetens pot, but isn’t everything.
• Interesting meeting topic, one that’s compelling to members (especially funding).
• Knowing that input is meaningful, early in process.
• Know agenda in advance, posted on Web site, sent by email.
• Seeing results of input in future keeps interested, ongoing communication, explain decisions.


Q #2      What transportation-related meeting topic interests you most   ?
• Figuring out alternative, stable sources of funding, other than sales tax.
• Expanding public transit.
• Increasing TODs.
• Emergency services, funding for staffing to improve security.
• Regional emergency plan, emergency preparedness and ensuring that the plan is


communicated to all staff.


Q #3      What is the best way to notify you about a meeting    ?
• Email listserv.
• Community groups, announcement at meetings.
• Mail flyer.
• Phone call if necessary.
• Use many methods to ensure attendance.
• Car cards.


Q #4      Which of the following tools would help you express your views at a meeting    ?
• Facilitated discussion.


Q #5     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would you most likely use to express your
views   ?


• Focus group.
• Blogs.
• Phone comment line.
• Non-meetings are limited; you must meet in-person to get nuance.


Q #6      MTC often has complex issues/topics it has to discuss with the public. How would you like to
have complex material presented to you    ?


• All of the above (all options).
• “Draw me a picture.”
• Make all information truly understandable by public.
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Q #7      MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions.
What is the best way to inform you of those actions   ?


• Email.
• Regular mail.
• Newsletter.
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Private Transportation Providers


Focus Group
April 17, 2007


12 noon – 1:30 p.m.
MTC’s Offices


Attendees   :
Hal Mellegard, Yellow Cab Dan Hines, National Cab
Cindy Ward, Desoto Cab Roger Hooson, SF Intl. Airport
John Salani, Bayporter Matt Curwood, Super Shuttle


Focus Group Discussion:


Q #1      What would draw you to a meeting or event to discuss Bay Area transportation issues   ?


• Interesting meeting topic.
• What role do we play in transportation?


Q #2      What transportation-related meeting topic interests you most   ?


• Shuttles and carpool lane issues.
• Alternative fuel.
• Freeway regulations (type of vehicle on certain freeways).
• Loosening of certain regulations on the taxi industry (pricing especially).


Q #3      What is the best way to notify you about a meeting    ?


• Email with link to MTC’s Web site.


Q #4      Which of the following tools would help you express your views at a meeting    ?


• Questionnaire.
• Discussion in small groups.


Q #5     Other than a meeting, what other venue or forum would you most likely use to express your
views   ?


• Email comment.


Q #6      MTC often has complex issues/topics it has to discuss with the public. How would you like to
have complex material presented to you    ?


• Information online for review in advance.
• Live presentation.
• Printed material.


Q #7      MTC would like to keep you informed of how your comments have factored into its decisions.
What is the best way to inform you of those actions   ?


• Email.
• Transactions newsletter.
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Appendix B


Tribal Government and Interagency Consultation


Consultation With Tribal Governments:


June 5, 2007 Tribal Summit Agenda, Discussion Questions, Comment Form


Interagency Consultation:
Summary of Consultation With Resource Agencies


and Local Jurisdictions
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MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
June 5, 2007


National Indian Justice Center
5250 Aero Drive


Santa Rosa, CA 95403-8069


AGENDA


10:00 AM 1. Welcome and Opening Prayer
Raquelle Myers, Senior Staff Attorney, National Indian Justice Center


2. Introductions


10:15 AM 3. Overview – Raquelle Myers
 Summit Objectives
 Overview of Tribal Governments


10:30 AM 4. Caltrans Opening Remarks –
Bijan Sartipi, District Director, Caltrans, District 4
 Building Government-to-Government Relationships


10:40 AM 5. Transportation 2035 Plan: Regional Transportation Plan Update
Bob Blanchard, Commissioner & Steve Heminger, Executive Director, MTC
 How the Regional Process Works – Transportation
 Developing the 25-Year Vision
 Transportation Planning and Funding Opportunities


11:00 AM 6. Focusing Our Vision (FOCUS) — Pamela Torliatt, Executive Board Member
and Henry Gardner, Executive Director, ABAG


 How the Regional Process Works – Land Use
 Priority Conservation Areas (PCA) & Priority Development Areas (PDA)


11:20 AM 7. Discussion of Tribal Transportation and Land Use Interests – All
 Tribal Staff Resources for Transportation and Land Use Planning
 Discussion of Transportation and Land Use Data, Maps, and Plans


11:45 AM 8. Wrap-up and Next Steps – Steve Heminger, Henry Gardner
 Individualized Consultation
 Other Opportunities for Consultation


9. Closing Remarks – Raquelle Myers


12:00 PM    10. Summit Adjourned; Lunch
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MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
June 5, 2007


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


1. Tribal Staffing/Resources
• Do you have the staffing, technical, or financial resources to identify transportation and


land use needs, such as to:
o Assess the travel needs of tribal members
o Maintain existing and planned roads on tribal lands
o Develop BIA transportation plans and design improvements


• Do you use any of the following resources?  If not, why?
o BIA Indian Reservation Roads planning and project funds
o Caltrans environmental justice planning grants


2. Basic Travel Needs
• Do tribal members have adequate access to private cars to reach their jobs, needed


services, and/or recreation?  What about non-tribal members?
• Is public transit a convenient service for tribal members?
• Can young, elderly and disabled members get where they need to go?
• How are you addressing these concerns?


3. Consultation and Coordination
• How aware are you of major planned transportation improvements that may impact your


tribe?
• How could MTC, ABAG, Caltrans, and/or the CMAs improve consultation and


coordination with you about major project proposals, construction or maintenance
activities?  (for example, the impacts of highway projects on cultural resources, such as
the case in Washington State; SMART rail in Marin/Sonoma,  pesticide spraying,
shortage of tribal monitors for construction sites)


4. Protecting and Managing the Environment
• Is the conservation of lands, waterways, and watersheds an important part of your


planning and development programs?
• How are the efforts integrated?  If they aren’t integrated, do you have an interest in


integrating them?  Do you see economic benefits from integrating them?
• Is financing support for land and watershed conservation of interest to you?


5. Compact Land Development
• Are you having discussions about compact development styles to conserve land and tribal


resources?  What are some of your key issues?
• Is financing support for compact development styles of interest to you?
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MTC/ABAG/CALTRANS GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION
June 5, 2007


Opportunities for Consultation


1. Priority Topics
• What are your most pressing transportation and land use issues?


• Would you like MTC, ABAG, Caltrans, and/or the CMAs to share with you additional
informational materials to get you up to speed on the regional planning process and major
projects?


2. Ongoing RTP Consultation
• Would you like to consult with MTC throughout the development of the 2009 RTP and


prior to major decisions being made?


• Would you prefer one-to-one consultation?


• Would you like MTC, ABAG, and/or the CMAs to come to a tribal council meeting or
other forum?


• Would you like MTC to invite non-governmental community or service organizations,
such as the Basketweavers Association and Sonoma County Indian Health Project, to
future consultation meetings with tribal governments?
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3. Protocol
• Who should be the first point of contact (Chairperson, Tribal Administrator, Tribal


Member, or Tribal staff)?


• Is it acceptable if agency staff consult with your tribe (e.g., other than MTC
Commissioners or executive staff)?


Please return your responses to:


Lisa Klein
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8th Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Ph: 510.817-5832
Fax: 510.817.5848
lklein@mtc.ca.gov


Thank you!
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MTC’s Public Participation Plan
Resource Agency/City & County Managers


Input on Draft Public Participation Plan


Consultation Workshop and Telephone Interviews


Consultation Workshop
June 14, 2007
Attendees:


Brian Lee, Deputy Director of Public Works, County of San Mateo
Keith Cooke, Principal Engineer, City of San Leandro
Ashley Nguyen, MTC
Craig Goldblatt, MTC
Ross McKeown, MTC
Ursula Vogler, MTC


Comments on RTP process
Mr. Cooke: He made an initial comment that he was unclear as to MTC’s process for submitting
projects for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Within the past few months, his city had
worked on the projects that they were interested in submitting as requested by the Alameda
CMA, but then they were told to hold off on the submissions. Ms. Nguyen explained MTC
initially requested the CMAs to assist in updating current RTP projects and to submit new
projects for consideration in the “Vision” element of the RTP. As this process unfolded,
however, it became clearer that getting more general project concepts to help shape the vision
and policy discussion of this plan was preferred over the submittal of specific projects. She
clarified that we are going through a new exercise to shape our vision; specific project submittal
will be requested later.


Mr. Lee: Countywide transportation plans include big-ticket items and are the place where all
decisions and plans are laid out. He asked if the plans are adequate to feed into the RTP or are
we looking for more? Ms. Nguyen explained that we are looking to countywide transportation
plans to provide input into the RTP.


Mr. Cooke: He understood that submitted projects were supposed to be vision projects, using
outside-the-box thinking with unconstrained budgets. CMAs were working with the cities on
this; San Leandro was currently completing this, some of the projects touched on the goals
discussed. Process seems to work. Ms. Nguyen mentioned that the request for projects was done
too early in the process and that the timing issue has been remedied.


Mr. Lee: Call for projects process aimed at the counties is better because the submitted projects
are important for the entire county, not just an individual city. Cities’ projects need screening in
order to ensure that the proposed projects are viable. Ms. Nguyen said that she agreed and that
we needed to allow countywide plans to be created first, the new timing allows for that.


Mr. Lee: Decisions for Transportation 2030 were made in advance or early in the process and
input on those decisions seemed to be too late to make a difference.
Staff response: Ms. Nguyen mentioned that this would not happen during the Transportation
2035 process. This process is not constrained by finances up front; MTC will discuss concepts
first, finances later. She recommended attending the Partnership meetings to get all of the
ongoing information.
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Mr. Cooke: As long as you keep up with the schedule and make sure that you have your project
in the RTP, your project is safe. The process works well. Mr. Goldblatt mentioned that anyone
could look at our Web site to see the status of a project in the Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP).


Mr. Lee: Noted that the TIP is more administrative and he understands that projects need to be in
the RTP to be funded.


Comments on public participation process
Mr. Lee: In order to get input, you need to use multiple mediums. Also he mentioned that it
could be tough to give valid input because topics are complicated and can be difficult to
understand.


Mr. Cooke: MTC should attend existing meetings — attend city council meetings and get on the
agenda. This tact could be very effective because you have the attention of the city council
members, who understand the process, as well as the community members, who will be able to
provide input. The meetings are also at a convenient time. He also mentioned that
communications should be simplified to improve people’s understanding.


Mr. Lee: City council meetings are better to attend than CMA meetings, because the CMA
meetings are very focused and aren’t as well advertised. City council meetings reach a much
larger audience. He felt that CMA leaders would be able to structure better Q and A sessions,
though, than city council members.







Metropolitan Transportation Commission Appendices--Page 73
Public Participation Plan


Telephone Interviews


To facilitate a discussion on how best to engage numerous local, state and federal agencies in its
plans and programs, MTC mailed a letter to over 150 affected agencies requesting a response on
how the agencies would like to consult on the Draft Public Participation Plan. The letter provided
options for how the affected agency would like to interact with MTC on the plan, including an
in-person meeting and a request for a phone call.


MTC staff made follow-up phone calls with those agencies that requested it. Overall, those
contacted were satisfied with the current process. A few suggestions were given to improve an
already smooth process:


o Have more meetings in or convenient to outlying counties/cities, including Sacramento
o Be sure to provide all information by email, including an email blast to city council


members and contacts
o In addition to email, send important information in hard copy form
o Make sure MTC invites the appropriate agencies to the appropriate meetings
o Ensure a better understanding of criteria and weighting of criteria for funding programs


by agency staff
o Simplify things as much as possible; eliminate or improve a difficult funding application


process
o Be sure to include outreach to Native American groups
o Facilitate better in-person relationships with MTC staff
o Utilize existing meetings
o Ensure agency staff members are up to speed so that they can properly educate elected


officials
o Be sure to highlight what is new about the regional plan to create relevance in people’s


minds
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MTC Public Participation Plan
Appendix C


Summary of Comments and Responses


to MTC’s May 4, 2007 Draft Public Participation Plan


and


MTC’s July 20, 2007 Revised Draft Public Participation Plan
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Summary of Comments and Responses to
MTC’s May 4, 2007 Draft Public Participation Plan


COMMENTS
From State and Federal Agencies


MTC RESPONSE


#1: — From Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA):  The regulations require that there be an
additional opportunity for public comment if the final
documents are significantly different from the
document that was initially made available for public
comment. MTC should include some caveat in the
plan for this situation. 23 CFR 450.316(a)(1)(viii)


We have added language to clarify how the public
can review and comment on proposed revisions in
those cases where there are significant changes
made to a draft Regional Transportation Plan or
Transportation Improvement Program (see charts on
pages 31 and 35). To this point, we will delay
adoption of the Public Participation Plan and issue a
revised draft document to allow for review and
comment on proposed changes (see p. 13).


#2 — From FHWA:  The participation plan should
document how the annual listing of projects and the
implementation evaluation results of the congestion
management process will be made available to the
public. 23 CFR 450.320(c)(6) and 450.322(c)


We have added language to clarify MTC’s process
for developing and adopting these two items (see p.
37).


#3 — From FHWA: Page 11 - MTC should consider
adding a commission structure diagram to help the
public understand the decision-making process.


We have added a chart that shows the various ways
the commissioners receive input to inform their
decisions (see p. 14).


#4 — From FHWA: Page 26, table, RTP
Amendment - If it would streamline the process,
MTC could define amendments that have a public
review period shorter than 30-days. Also, will this
supersede the 45-day public comment period that is
currently needed on RTP amendments?


We are proposing a 30-day public comment period
for Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) amendments,
as stated in the Draft, replacing the 45-day comment
period now in practice under MTC procedures.


#5 — From FHWA: Page 29, table, TIP,
• TIP Update #3 - Should the interagency


consultation be deleted from this section since
this section focuses on public involvement?


• TIP Amendment #3 - Please make sure that this
section is consistent with the conformity SIP. It
reads that the conformity SIP requires 30-day
public comment, but the SIP does not.  Also, the
SIP distinguishes between amendments for exempt
and non-exempt projects.


• TIP Amendment #5 - should say “Approval by
MTC commission” for consistency.


• If it would streamline the process, MTC could
define TIP amendments that have a public review
period shorter than 30-days.


We have revised the referenced table to clarify our
process for Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) amendments (see p. 35).


#6 — From FHWA: Page 31, second paragraph -
MTC met with resource agencies and determined that
they would rather be focused on the development of
the RTP than the TIP.  MTC may want to include the
minutes from that meeting in Appendix C.


We will include the notes from this meeting in
Appendix B to this revised draft plan (see pp. 76-
77).
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#7 — From FHWA:  Page 31 - The last paragraph
states that CEQA will be the primary mechanism for
interagency consultation on the development of the
RTP. Appendix B, however, discusses other
mechanisms and not CEQA. We suggest that the
relationship between these activities be clarified.


We have clarified the various interagency and tribal
governmental consultation processes for the RTP
(See Section V). The language describing how MTC
consults with local, state and federal agencies in
MTC’s compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has been
revised.


#8 — From FHWA: Page 35 - The PTAC is
discussed here, but wasn’t included in the description
of the advisory committees.  We suggest describing it
on page 12.


We have referenced the Partnership Technical
Advisory Committee, or PTAC (see p. 16).


#9 — From FHWA: Page 36 - In theory, the
intergovernmental review process is good, but I’m
not sure who, if anyone, from FHWA gets
information this way.


Many other public agencies do get information via
the regional and statewide information
clearinghouses. We have noted that the
clearinghouses are one method of intergovernmental
consultation.


#10 — From Caltrans: Page 4, top heading showing
“SAFETEA”, should be “SAFETEA-LU”.


MTC’s publication style for use of the acronym for
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users is
“SAFETEA.”


#11 — From Caltrans: Page 5, “Other
Requirements” should also reference the California
Government Code Section 65080.


While the listing of “other requirements” is not
intended to include every legal citation that impacts
MTC’s public involvement activities, we have
included the suggested reference (see p. 5).


#12 — From Caltrans:  Potential inclusion in
Section C, page 6 — The Public Participation Plan
could be strengthened by including language or a
strategy on “seeking out and considering the needs of
those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systems, such as low-income and
minority households, who may face challenges
accessing employment and other services….”, as
required under Title 23 CFR Part 450.316 (a) (1)
(vii).


We have added specific techniques for involving
low-income communities and communities of color
under Chapter III of the Plan.


#13 — From Caltrans: Under Continuing Public
Engagement, Page 11 — recommend including
language of coordinating transportation related
projects/efforts with neighboring MPOs, RTPAs
and/or Rural Counties, as suggested in Title 23 CFR
Part 450.316 (a) (3) (b).


We have added some language noting how MTC
collaborates with regional transportation planning
agencies and metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs) in neighboring jurisdictions (see pp. 16-17).







Metropolitan Transportation Commission Appendices--Page 77
Public Participation Plan


#14 — From U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA):  Clarify the distinction between
current consultation requirements for transportation
conformity and new consultation requirements for
Section 6001 SAFETEA-LU.


• EPA encourages continued coordination and
consultation with EPA, FHWA, Caltrans, Bay
Area Air Quality Management District, and the
California Air Resources Board for Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) conformity matters.


• EPA recommends expanding the discussion in
Part [Appendix] C to detail how the CEQA
process will be tailored to meet the new
SAFETEA-LU requirements.


As required by SAFETEA, interagency consultation
for transportation conformity involves agencies —
such as EPA, FHWA, FTA, California Air
Resources Board, Caltrans, Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, Association of Bay Area
Governments, MTC, and county congestion
management agencies and transit operators — that
are involved in the development of the state
implementation plans (SIPs) and the transportation
planning process to consult with each other to
discuss important technical and policy issues around
transportation conformity. MTC will continue to
conduct interagency consultation on transportation
conformity in accordance with the Bay Area’s
Conformity SIP, which is also referred to as the Bay
Area Air Quality Conformity Protocol (MTC
Resolution 3757).  In contrast, the Public
Participation Plan will guide public involvement and
agency consultation on the development of the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). For
details on air quality conformity and interagency
consultation, see
Chapter V.


#15 — From U.S. EPA:  provide additional
information on the new agency and/or interested
parties coordination and consultation requirements
for MPOs under Section 6001 SAFETEA-LU.


Page 4 of the Draft PPP references the new
SAFETEA requirement. However, we have
expanded the language to reference government-to-
government and interagency consultation
requirements (see Chapter V).


#16 — From U.S. EPA:  provide additional
information on the approach MTC will use to
outreach to these agencies for participation in
transportation planning to meet each specific
requirement.


The revised draft now clarifies the California
Environmental Quality Act consultation process for
the RTP. (See Chapter V.) During the development
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
MTC will consult with affected agencies on resource
maps and inventories for use in the EIR analysis.


#17 — From U.S. EPA:  Involve resource and
regulatory agencies in key decision-making
milestones during RTP development. EPA
recommends including in the participation plan the
following key decision-making milestones during
RTP development to outreach to public agencies:
• Purpose and Need and List of Proposed Projects
• Development of Environmental Data or Resource


Maps
• Development of Regional Mitigation Strategies
• Development of analyses for growth-related


impacts and cumulative impacts.


Since the RTP is not subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act, MTC does not develop a
Purpose and Need Statement. However, the RTP
goals serve this purpose. During the development of
the draft environmental document, MTC will
consult with the appropriate resource and regulatory
agencies on environmental data or resource maps;
regional mitigation strategies; and analyses for
growth-related impacts and cumulative impacts.
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#18 — From U.S. EPA:  Involve resource and
regulatory agencies during TIP development/
amendments when substantial project modifications
or new projects not previously identified in the RTP
are expected to result in significant environmental or
community impacts.


As EPA’s letter notes, EPA staff has previously
commented to MTC that there appears to be more
value for resource and regulatory agencies to focus
on RTP development than the TIP, since the TIP is
primarily a list of priority funded projects already
identified in the RTP for implementation within the
next four years.


Amendments to the TIP must be consistent with the
RTP. No project will be amended into the TIP unless
it is consistent with the RTP. Project-specific impacts
will be evaluated in project-level environmental
documents, and consultation should occur at this
level. Per our Public Participation Plan, MTC will
notify any interested agency during the development
of each TIP update or amendment.  (See Chapters VI
and V)


#19 — From U.S. EPA:  (Conduct) outreach to
resource and regulatory agencies when a large-scale
regional or corridor study (for example, a Major
Investment Study) is identified for solicitation of
early involvement.


Specific public involvement programs are
developed for large-scale regional or corridor
studies undertaken by MTC. Part of this plan will
include early outreach to resource and regulatory
agencies.


COMMENTS
From Advocacy Groups


MTC RESPONSE


#20 — From the Regional Alliance for Transit
(RAFT): What are the changes between the current
plan and the proposed new plan? How will the public
know what is different?


Changes to the initial draft are set off in underscore
type in the Revised Draft Public Participation Plan.
MTC is extending the public comment period on the
Revised Draft through September 4, 2007. The
major changes proposed in the initial draft include:


Clarification on and better documentation of how
MTC conducts its required interagency and Tribal
government consultations.


More specific information on when, how and where
interested parties may get involved in MTC’s key
decisions (for example, how to sign up to be in
MTC’s database).


Use of more visuals (such as charts or “Get
Involved” icons) to illustrate the most effective
avenues for public involvement.


Clarification on specific techniques that are used to
involve the public, including involving low-income
communities and communities of color.


Commitment to developing a customized public
involvement program for all major updates to the
Bay�Area’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that
includes frequent and varied opportunities for the
public to weigh in on key decisions (that is, a formal
commitment to continue practices pioneered during
the last two updates to the RTP).


#21 — From RAFT: How has the current public
participation plan worked? We are unable to locate
your evaluation of it in the draft Public Participation
Plan, other than a reference to comment cards
submitted at previous RTP meetings.


MTC has adopted federal Public Involvement
Procedures. From time to time, MTC evaluates the
effectiveness of ongoing public involvement
activities, either through an outside consultant, or
via reports to MTC’s Legislation Committee (last
done in December 2006). We have expanded upon
text concerning evaluation of public participation
efforts in the revised draft (see Chapter VI)
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your evaluation of it in the draft Public Participation
Plan, other than a reference to comment cards
submitted at previous RTP meetings.


effectiveness of ongoing public involvement
activities, either through an outside consultant, or
via reports to MTC’s Legislation Committee (last
done in December 2006). We have expanded upon
text concerning evaluation of public participation
efforts in the revised draft (see Chapter VI)


#22 — From RAFT:  How will the MTC determine
if the new plan is a success? How does the MTC
define success? What metrics will be used for
evaluation?


See response to comment #21. We do not propose to
set performance measurements in this plan; rather
we will determine appropriate measurement
benchmarks when specific public involvement plans
are being developed.


#23 — From RAFT: Do not agree with the
statement on page 25 of the draft, that there is
comparatively less value for public participation in
the TIP, as opposed to the RTP.


Comment noted. We concur that the public should
have opportunities to comment on the development
of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP),
and have detailed the process for public
participation in the TIP as part of this Plan (see
Chapters VI and V). However, funding decisions for
programs and projects generally take place prior to
TIP actions.


#24 — From RAFT: How will MTC demonstrate
“explicit consideration and response to public input”
both for the RTP and the TIP? Many of the Regional
Alliance for Transit’s comments on the DEIR for the
2005 RTP were not responded to, and the letter we
received back from the MTC indicated that we had
exceeded some unspecified “quota’ of comments.
How will this be handled for the next round?


The Regional Alliance for Transit submitted a
comment letter dated January 5, 2005 in response to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Transportation 2030 Plan. MTC responded to
the comments raised in the letter, and the responses
are incorporated into the Final EIR for the
Transportation 2030 Plan (see page 4-30 of the Final
EIR). Technical corrections and clarifications were
made to the Draft EIR where appropriate in
response to comments received from resource
agencies, public/governmental agencies, and the
general public.


#25 — From RAFT: The MTC Web site states the
draft plan will be translated into Chinese and
Spanish. A draft in Spanish is available, but the one
in Chinese does not appear to be available, with but
two days remaining in the comment period.


Both Spanish and Chinese versions are and were on
the Web prior to the initial close of public comment,
albeit not as early as the English version since the
translation work requires additional time.


MTC will notify Spanish- and Chinese-speaking
communities about the revised draft and extended
deadline for comment via translated news releases
sent to alternative language media.


#26 — From RAFT:  When and how will the
general public have the opportunity to comment on
the “tribal consultation” elements of the proposed
plan?


See response to Comment #1. Further, we have
added new language regarding our Tribal
Consultation process in pages 7-8 and in Chapter V-
C.


#27 — From RAFT: When documents are reported
to be available at the Bort MetroCenter Library, they
indeed should be readily available there. Too often,
the response we hear is something like, ‘we don’t
have it, you have to contact (xxxx) on staff.”


MTC strives to provide useful, timely information
via documents available through its library.


#28 — From RAFT: The new plan should require
that the CMAs will follow the MTC plan, and
acknowledge that the MTC is actually the ultimate
responsible agency at which the public may comment
on its work. How will MTC oversee the CMAs’
public participation processes on the MTC’s behalf?


MTC’s guidance to county congestion management
agencies (CMAs) regarding candidate project
submittals for the regional transportation plan in the
past has included a request that CMAs involve the
public in their process, and to show how public
comments have helped inform their
recommendations. We will continue to seek this or
similar information from the CMAs for the
Transportation 2035 Plan (see p. 30).
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public participation processes on the MTC’s behalf? comments have helped inform their
recommendations. We will continue to seek this or
similar information from the CMAs for the
Transportation 2035 Plan (see p. 30).


# 29 — From Urban Habitat: Increase the emphasis
on transparency in decision-making, ranking criteria
for and selection of projects. Specifically we
recommend: 1) Timelines of who key decision-
makers are and when decisions will be made 2)
Transparency in the development and selection of
criteria for investments and projects and in the
selection and ranking of projects based on those
criteria.


MTC strives to keep its meetings open and accessible
and its materials readily available to interested
parties. Regarding timelines: For key plans, such as
the long-range regional transportation plan (currently
known as the Transportation 2035 Plan), timelines
are developed showing when key decisions are
expected and opportunities for comment. Regarding
development of project selection and other criteria:
MTC works closely with its three advisory
committees, as appropriate, as well as with the
Partnership, to develop processes and criteria for
informing key policy and funding decisions. Such
meetings are open to the public, with discussion
materials available on the Web. Commission and
Partnership meetings are audiocast live and then
archived on MTC’s Web site.


#30 — From Urban Habitat: Increase access to
public participation for those who have barriers to
participation because they are limited-English
speaking, low-income, transit-dependent etc. For
example, accessibility could be improved by
“employing visualization techniques1” so that the
public can better understand the impact of respective
transportation investment and policy choices.


See response to Comment # 12.


#31 — From Urban Habitat: Agendas should be
much more explanatory, should include information
that is accessible to and can be understood by the
general public as well clearly stating the major
options and consequences for the environment,
equity, finances of projects, policies, plans and
programs being considered.


Reminders to communicate in plain language are
always appreciated.
• MTC retooled its agendas in 2001 to include more


descriptive information about the decisions at
hand.


• We strive to lay out the key policy issues
(including equity and the environment) and
options involved with each action item in the
memos that accompany the meeting agenda.


• MTC trains staff from throughout the agency to
write and present materials in a clear, compelling
way.


• There is always room for improvement, as the
transportation arena is easily overtaken by
complex terms, jargon and acronyms.


#32 — From Urban Habitat: MTC should provide
the public with real alternatives to choose from or
give input on especially regarding RTP, STIP and
other major policy and investment decisions.


MTC prides itself upon structuring public
participation toward asking the public questions that
the Commission needs answered, orienting surveys
and meetings around these areas that are most open to
influence during a planning process or funding
decision.


#33 — From Urban Habitat: Stipends should be
available for very low-income participants who
otherwise would not be able to participate.


See response to comment #12. Further, MTC
provides grants to community-based organizations
in low-income areas for assistance in tailoring
meetings to engage residents on key planning
initiatives, such as MTC’s long-range regional
transportation plan. Some groups recommend
paying stipends, while others feel strongly that other
amenities (child care, meals or free transportation to
the meeting) are more important.
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otherwise would not be able to participate. in low-income areas for assistance in tailoring
meetings to engage residents on key planning
initiatives, such as MTC’s long-range regional
transportation plan. Some groups recommend
paying stipends, while others feel strongly that other
amenities (child care, meals or free transportation to
the meeting) are more important.


#34 — From Urban Habitat: MTC should provide,
in a timely manner, specific, relevant and detailed
written responses to public comments and inquiries.


MTC strives to respond in a timely manner to all
written commends either via letter or, if appropriate,
with a meeting.


#35 — From Urban Habitat: Re Public
Participation Process and the 2009 RTP:  MTC
staff has repeatedly stated that they will be
conducting a specific public participation outreach
for the 2009 RTP. However, as of June 20th only one
public meeting is scheduled to present MTC staff
proposals for the RTP to the public despite the fact
that important decisions are being made concerning
RTP goals, performance targets and the “vision-first”
approach.


For the initial stages of developing an overall
approach to and goals for the regional transportation
plan update (known as the Transportation 2035
Plan), MTC has been working primarily through its
three advisory committees and the Partnership,
through one-on-one meetings with stakeholder
groups (including Urban Habitat) as well as with the
general public via a June 2007 workshop. A more
robust public involvement program is now being
developed. Look for more opportunities to
participate in development of the Transportation
2035 Plan this fall.


#36 — From Urban Habitat: In addition, critical
decisions related to the selection and prioritization of
RTP projects takes place at the CMA level where
there is currently no visible public participation
process. In order for CMA’s to provide opportunities
for meaningful public participation we recommend
the following:


MTC must exercise oversight over CMAs and
provide guidance on the RTP and public participation
based on the types of recommendations made in this
document. These include but are not limited to
principles of accessible information and transparency
in decision-making.


MTC’s process for developing the Transportation
2035 Plan is quite different this time, with the focus
in the early stages shifted to developing goals and a
broader “vision” for regional transportation.
Specific projects will be nominated and selected
based on how well they advance this vision for the
Bay Area. Consequently, the role of congestion
management agencies may shift as well. For the
pending update to the regional transportation plan
(known as the Transportation 2035 Plan), we expect
to issue guidance to county congestion management
agencies (CMAs) concerning the need to involve the
public, as we have done in the past. Also, see
response to comment #28.


#37 — From Urban Habitat: Due to insufficient
opportunities for public participation MTC and some
CMAs have neglected smaller projects that are
cumulatively significant to the community in favor of
large capital projects. Therefore RTP alternatives
shaped by public input represent a range of outcomes
and choices, not just a few variations on a “business
as usual” approach theme should be included in RTP
project lists developed by CMAs. CMAs should
demonstrate how public input has been incorporated
into their RTP decision-making process.


See response to comment #28 and #36.


WRITTEN COMMENTS
From Individuals


MTC RESPONSE


#38 — From Margaret Okuzumi:
I want to say that I find the draft clear, well-written
and easy for me to understand, and that I learned
some things from it.  I’m also impressed by the
comprehensive list of public participation techniques
included. I was glad to see that you convened a peer
group of public information officials for one of the
focus groups, as they provided input that was
somewhat different from the other groups and
hopefully it helped foster relationships to assist you in
publicizing MTC’s work in the future.


Comments noted.
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comprehensive list of public participation techniques
included. I was glad to see that you convened a peer
group of public information officials for one of the
focus groups, as they provided input that was
somewhat different from the other groups and
hopefully it helped foster relationships to assist you in
publicizing MTC’s work in the future.


#39 — From Margaret Okuzumi:
MTC, and how it works, is still a mystery to many,
and so it is helpful to have materials that assist the
public to understand the iterative-ness of decision-
making and the opportunities to intervene at different
stages of the process.


MTC has tried to include pertinent information
along the lines you suggest in this draft plan.
Furthermore, we are updating our “Citizen’s Guide
to MTC,” a primer on how MTC is structured, key
standing committees, key opportunities for public
participation, etc. Likewise, we hope to reissue
“Moving Costs,” a transportation funding guide for
the Bay Area this fall.


#40 — From Margaret Okuzumi:
I would have liked to see the role of the Advisory
Committees called out within the process in a more
formalized way. It seems we are not on par with the
Bay Area Partnership, I guess as they represent other
agencies and so are more “important”.  It isn’t
specified that the Advisory committees will be
consulted a minimum set period of time before
recommendations go to the Commission or for
multiple stages within the RTP process. I realize that
whether the Commission pays any attention to what
we have to say is not entirely within your control, but
I’d like to reiterate that I’d like MTC to strive to flesh
out policies in citizen- and other advisory committees
and seek to obtain consensus within those committees
before items go to the Commission, similar to what
San Mateo County C/CAG does. It may be that MTC
should consider changing how Advisory Committees
are comprised to get more of a mix of perspectives
together at one table so that we can hear each other
out.


MTC’s Resolution 3516, referenced in Chapter II,
sets out the selection process, terms, expectations,
roles and responsibilities of MTC’s three citizen
advisory committees (The Advisory Council, the
Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee and the
Minority Citizens Advisory Committee). Likewise,
the Commission adopted MTC Resolution 3509 to
formally establish the advisory role of the Bay Area
Partnership to MTC. The Commission considers the
three advisory committees to be on equal footing
with the Partnership. The Draft Plan as initially
released includes language on MTC’s general
practice of consulting with both advisors and partner
agencies prior to taking major recommendations to
the Commission (see pp. 14-15 and pp. 30-31).


#42 — From Margaret Okuzumi:  Finally, there
are some minor typographical errors in the draft
you’ll want to correct.
p. 22  there is one instance of “tip” that needs to be
made all capitals instead of lowercase.
p. 43  fifth bullet from bottom “to help shape” not
“share”
2nd last bullet from bottom “a better job” not “jot”


Thanks for the careful review. Corrections were
made.


#43 — From Lansing Sloan:  Many citizens will be
able to express needs and opinions on a topic. This is
useful in itself. However, at least for some citizens, a
chance to review the input from others can result in a
more comprehensive understanding of overall needs
and trade-offs.  One method to try to achieve this
might be to try to publish rapidly the input you
receive on a topic, and then ask people who
contributed to the first round if they have additional
comments.  The web and email seem like good tools
for this. I am well aware there are some better
methods already in use, such as standing committees
and interacting with longstanding interest groups.
Continue those, for sure.  I’m seeking inexpensive
ways for more people to contribute in this manner.


Your suggestions are helpful and will be considered
when MTC develops comprehensive public
participation plans for specific plans or programs,
such as the Transportation 2035 Plan.
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for this. I am well aware there are some better
methods already in use, such as standing committees
and interacting with longstanding interest groups.
Continue those, for sure.  I’m seeking inexpensive
ways for more people to contribute in this manner.
#44 — From Lansing Sloan:  The draft report lists
a lot of ways to solicit information. Some seem to be
quite people-intensive or costly than other ways.
I�suggest you try to minimize those, and focus your
resources on your deliverables (enabling
transportation) rather than cost-ineffective
requirements gathering.  I do not suggest you
completely eliminate all of those costly methods,
because (1) you are dealing with somewhat different
groups of people, who have different needs; and
(2)�the more people-intensive methods are probably
more appropriate for soliciting input in depth.


Comment noted.


#45 — From Lansing Sloan: At least once, the draft
report quoted someone as saying or writing that
phone surveys were good because they can provide
statistically reliable samples.  I would think you have
some questions for which statistically-reliable
samples of opinion are important.  If so, you should
try to get the reliability.


MTC will continue to use statistically valid
telephone surveys of Bay Area residents to measure
public opinion, and such surveys are listed in
Chapter III as a suggested public participation
technique. For example, we routinely conduct
statistically valid polls in conjunction with major
updates to our long-range regional transportation
plan.


#46 — From Robert Faber:  Answering the
questions below might give you some insight to some
of the problems involved with the public involvement
process.


How are the activities listed different from MTC’s
regular activities?


The Draft Public Participation Plan was developed
to comply with federal statute and U.S. Department
of Transportation regulations, which require
agencies like MTC to involve a wide range of
interest groups in this process. In general, MTC
tailors its public involvement activities to engage
those who are most impacted by the issue or
decision at hand. Our public participation is also
done to comply with state and federal requirements
for an open, inclusive process.


#47 — From Robert Faber:
How does the representative sample of the public that
responded to your request match the last census
sample for modes of transportation used for work
trips?


MTC’s public outreach and involvement for
developing this Public Participation Plan could not
be characterized as a “representative sample” of the
Bay Are population. The information gathered is
qualitative, however, and proved quite useful as we
reviewed current practices and gathered new ideas.
Our Web survey was not a statistically valid sample,
nor did we attempt to collect the type of detailed
information you request.


#48 — From Robert Faber:
How does the sample compare to the ethnic groups
from the last census?


See response to comment #47.


#49 — From Robert Faber:
What percentage of the public have you engaged?


See response to comment #47.


#50 — From Robert Faber:
How many neighbor groups and organizations have
you met with or asked for comments?


See response to comment #47. We do partner with
community-based or neighborhood-level groups on
key planning efforts, such as updates to our regional
transportation plan.
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you met with or asked for comments? key planning efforts, such as updates to our regional
transportation plan.


#51 — From Robert Faber:
What have you done to reach out to the public
besides meet with the same old “special interest
groups”?


Our Draft Plan describes the various ways that MTC
involves the public; see in particular Chapter III on
Public Participation Techniques.


#52 — From Robert Faber:
Have you met with a peer panel from private industry
and consultants?


As a public agency, MTC does not have private
sector “peers.” However, we do contract with
professional public participation practitioners in the
private sector for assistance as needed in public
involvement.


#53 — From Robert Faber:
What is the vehicle registration per person in the Bay
area compared to Chicago, New York or LA?


This question is not germane.


#54 — From Mark Green:  How is this for a novel
idea...actually getting input from automobile drivers?


MTC’s Advisory Council includes a seat for
automobile users. MTC also conducts statistically
valid telephone surveys of Bay Area residents that
mirrors the overall Bay Area population to measure
public opinion for its long-range regional
transportation plan.


#55 — From Stuart Flashman:
Just because one can say something at a public
meeting or focus group, or send in a letter or e-mail,
does not mean that one is being heard. Being heard
means that someone is listening. Often, it appears
that MTC commissioners at public hearings and the
like do little more than tolerate the public’s attempts
to provide input. This is understandable, because
MTC commissioners have little accountability to the
public. They are not elected, and the public has little
role in deciding who will be chosen as a
commissioner or how long they will serve. As long as
this remains the case, I see little incentive for
commissioners to take public input seriously, and,
conversely, little incentive for members of the public
to make the effort to provide significant input. To put
it bluntly, MTC’s attempts at promoting public input
appear to be little more than a “dog and pony show”
with little real influence on MTC policy decisions.


MTC’s governing board is set up in accordance with
state law (Government Code Section 66500 et seq.)


#55 — From Stuart Flashman: Minority
communities need to feel that they have some power
to affect decisions that affect them.


See response to comment #12.


COMMENTS From Public Hearing and Advisory
Committee Meetings


MTC RESPONSE


#56 — June 8, 2007 Public Hearing, Mr. Duane
Dewitt: MTC should do more mailings; he heard
about this hearing through Transactions.


Comment noted.


#57 — June 8, 2007 Public Hearing, Mr. Duane
Dewitt: When MTC provides funding to agencies for
planning, there should be an expectation that there
will be meaningful opportunities to comment. Tell
the agencies that we give funding to that they must
involve the public in developing plans and making
decisions. For example, MTC funded the Roseland
Community-based Transportation Plan in Santa Rosa.
Yet he, as a bus rider, was never given any
opportunity to comment. Riders are in a great
position to provide information. Inform them of
opportunities to participate by giving materials to
drivers and placing them on buses.


MTC does provide guidance to county congestion
management agencies (CMAs) in conjunction with
their role in nominating projects to MTC for
inclusion in the regional transportation plan (see
response to comment #37). Likewise, we issued
guidelines to the CMAs to involve affected
communities in development of MTC-funded
community-based transportation plans. Thank you
for your participation in Santa Rosa's Roseland
Community-based Transportation Plan. Notices on
board transit vehicles and at transit hubs is a public
participation technique listed in Chapter III.
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the agencies that we give funding to that they must
involve the public in developing plans and making
decisions. For example, MTC funded the Roseland
Community-based Transportation Plan in Santa Rosa.
Yet he, as a bus rider, was never given any
opportunity to comment. Riders are in a great
position to provide information. Inform them of
opportunities to participate by giving materials to
drivers and placing them on buses.


response to comment #37). Likewise, we issued
guidelines to the CMAs to involve affected
communities in development of MTC-funded
community-based transportation plans. Thank you
for your participation in Santa Rosa's Roseland
Community-based Transportation Plan. Notices on
board transit vehicles and at transit hubs is a public
participation technique listed in Chapter III.


#58 — June 8, 2007 Public Hearing, Mr. David
Schonbrunn: Use of stipends to encourage
participation by low-income individuals should be
specifically listed.


See response to comment #12.


#59 — June 8, 2007 Public Hearing, Mr. David
Schonbrunn: Advocacy groups should receive
funding so they can have a staff person dedicated to
transportation issues. The high learning curve
required for transportation requires a dedicated
person. MTC should fund this.


MTC does not fund staff at private advocacy
groups, however, we do partner with community-
based organizations on public participation (see
response to comment #12).


# 60 — June 7, 2007 EDAC Meeting: a committee
member commented that bilingual translators and
childcare should be available at outreach meetings.


See response to comment #12.


#61 — June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a committee
member encouraged more use of inside space on
buses to inform the public about meetings and
encourage their involvement.


Notices on board transit vehicles and at transit hubs
is a public participation technique listed in Chapter
III. Also, see response to comment #12.


#62 — June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a committee
member said it behooves MTC to indicate how public
participation is considered and ideas adopted, and
give the public feedback on if what they’re saying is
actually percolating up. He noted the Community-
Based Transportation Program is a good example of
public participation – a prototype we can expand
upon.


Page 3 of the Draft Plan articulates MTC’s
commitment to inform citizen participants on how
public meetings/participation have contributed to
MTC’s key decisions and actions. The draft
document goes on to state that “When outcomes
don’t correspond to the views expressed, every
effort is made to explain why not. However, we
have also added language in Section III of the
Revised Draft to specify how we will maintain an
ongoing dialogue with participants in key planning
and funding initiatives.


#63 — June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a member of
the public said one of the barriers to public
participation for low-income communities is cost,
and he recommended stipends for participants, as
MTC has provided previously at a few regional
transportation plan workshops. He stated he feels it
would be more significant if MCAC were to make
the recommendation to MTC. A second idea to
recommend to MTC is that there be stable funding to
enable community organizations to have a
representative at MTC meetings.


See response to comment #12 and #59.


#64— June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a member of
the public commented that the Public Participation
Plan does not state how this version differs from
previous plans.


See response to comment #20.
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#65— June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a member of
the public said too often regional agencies follow
DAD – Decide, Announce, Defend. He feels public
outreach efforts are conducted mainly for show and
needs to be real.


Comment noted.


#66— June 12, 2007 MCAC Meeting: a member of
the public noted that she was encouraged that MTC is
making public participation a priority and that the
public is given real choices and an understanding of
how their input is considered. However, she
wondered if this is the case at the congestion
management agency level.


See responses to comments #36, #37 and #57.


#67— June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting: a
member of the committee noted that telephone
surveys, surveys handed out at meetings, surveys
taken on the street can be used for those who do not
have access to the Internet.


Such surveys are among the public participation
technique listed in Chapter III.


#68 — June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting: a
member of the committee stated that the Draft Plan
should do a better job of illustrating its feedback
mechanism to the public.


See response to comment #62.


#69 — June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting: a
member of the committee noted that some guidelines
in terms of timelines on the amount of outreach being
done would be helpful.


See response to comment #29.


#70 — June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting: a
member of the committee observed that much of the
feedback to MTC comes from a population that
doesn’t represent the overall population (people who
serve on committees, and people who are
angry/worried about something due to something
being planned in their area) – MTC needs to
recognize that bias in the input.


MTC uses a variety of techniques to seek pubic
comments. For major initiatives, such as updates to
the regional transportation plan (currently known as
the Transportation 2035 Plan), we do seek views via
telephone surveys from a statistically valid sample
of Bay Area residents. We also try to list comments
by meeting or category so that the public and MTC
Commissioners have some context around which to
consider expressed opinions.


#71 — June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting:
a member of the committee requested that MTC
should list what is being done differently in
response to public comments and publish this
information.


See responses to comment #20 and #62.


#72 — June 13, 2007 Advisory Council Meeting: a
member of the committee stated that when a survey is
done on transit riders, MTC should do a
complementary survey of non-transit riders – it is just
as vital to find out why people do not ride transit.


Comment noted.


Note   : Also shown throughout the revised draft in strike-out and underlined text are minor edits made for
clarification purposes or to fix grammatical errors.
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Revised Draft Public Participation Plan


Background


The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users


(SAFETEA) enacted in 2005, requires MTC, as the Bay Area’s metropolitan planning organization,


to adopt a public participation plan to provide the public with opportunities to engage in the


transportation planning process. MTC also adopted in 2006 two principles on environmental justice,


the first of which pledges to “Create an open and transparent public participation process that


empowers low-income communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that


affects them.”


Early Input Shaped the Draft Plan


In an effort to address both of these requirements, MTC in January 2007 began seeking comments


through meetings, focus groups and a Web survey to hear from a wide range of interests on their


ideas for best practices for public participation. In May 2007, the Commission issued a draft MTC


Public Participation Plan for public comment.


In response to more than 70 comments received on the draft, MTC on July 20, 2007, issued a


Revised Draft Public Participation Plan, with proposed revisions set off in underscore type and


strike-through text. To provide an additional opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions,


MTC extended the public comment period through September 4, 2007. The second public comment


period generated additional comments (13), which are summarized and include a response from staff


(see below).


What Is New?


Changes in the initial draft over current MTC practices include:


• Clarification on and better documentation of how MTC conducts its required interagency and


Tribal government consultations


• More specific information on when, how and where interested parties may stay informed of


and get involved in MTC’s key decisions


• Use of more visuals (such as charts, icons or other graphic elements)


• Clarification of specific techniques that are used to involve the public, including low-income


communities and communities of color


• Commitment to developing a customized public involvement program for all major updates


to the Bay Area’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that includes frequent and varied
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opportunities for the public to weigh in on key decisions (that is, a formal commitment to


continued practices pioneered during the last two updates to the RTP)


What Did We Hear in Response to the Draft and Revised Draft?


Following is a summary of the major themes that emerged from the comments:


• Clarify how the public will review proposed changes to the Draft Public Participation Plan


prior to final adoption by MTC


• Clarify procedures for amending the Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation


Improvement Program


• Provide more specific information on how MTC will consult with state and federal agencies


to meet SAFETEA requirements


• Include more specific information on how MTC will involve low-income households and


communities of color


• Indicate how the public will be informed of the impact of public comments on Commission


actions


• Address how MTC will ensure that congestion management agencies involve the public in


local planning or project selection activities


• Make every effort to involve Bay Area residents who don’t typically come to MTC’s


Oakland meetings (vary locations and techniques; seek out the views of drivers, etc.)


Summary of Comments and Responses
To MTC’s July 20, 2007 Revised Draft Public Participation Plan


COMMENTS MTC RESPONSE


#1 — From Caltrans:
The public participation plan provides many
opportunities for public involvement and review of
proposed transportation projects within the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area. What is not clear is
if MTC involves the public from neighboring
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies, rural counties and
other interested stakeholders when proposed
transportation projects abut their boundaries or may
have a potential impact to their areas.  While MTC
maintains a master database that is used for targeted
mailings, inclusion appears to be by request.  Public
outreach should be expanded to include opportunities
for participation by neighboring agencies and
interested individuals. This is especially critical when
developing or amending the Regional Transportation
Plan or Federal Transportation Improvement
Program.


MTC’s coordination and collaboration with
agencies in neighboring regions is spelled out on
pages 16-17 of the Revised Draft Public
Participation Plan. When conducting public
outreach or involvement activities in adjacent
regions, we partner with the MPO in that region to
inform and involve interested residents. For
example, we worked with the San Joaquin Council
of Governments to cosponsor a meeting in Modesto
on the Bay Area’s Regional Rail Plan.
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developing or amending the Regional Transportation
Plan or Federal Transportation Improvement
Program.


#2 — From the City of Mountain View:
Overall, we found the Plan to be comprehensive
and�well documented. Although it is important to
continue traditional paper mailings, access to
computers and the Internet continues to grow.
Communities throughout the region, including
Mountain View, offer free WiFi Internet access.
Thus providing a comprehensive array of outreach
of the Internet, in addition to paper mailings, should
be a key element in the MTC’s efforts to reach out to
all Bay Area residents.


MTC’s Public Participation Plan includes extensive
use of Web for public information and outreach, as
well as interactive Web surveys. MTC standing
committees and monthly Commission meetings are
also audiocast live and later archived on MTC’s
Web site.


#3 — From the City of Mountain View:
We commend MTC for offering numerous public
meetings and workshops. However, the majority of
these are at MTC’s headquarters in Oakland. We
encourage the MTC to hold meetings in each area of
the region, including the Peninsula, the North, East
and South Bay. It is often difficult for residents living
in these areas to attend meetings in Oakland,
especially the transit dependent. Meeting in all areas
of the region would engage a broader audience than
just holding meetings in Oakland.


MTC routinely conducts public workshops in
locations around the nine Bay Area counties. For the
last update to the Regional Transportation Plan,
workshops were conducted in all nine Bay Area
counties. While it is not feasible to regularly rotate
the standing committee and monthly Commission
meetings, MTC has committed to conduct its full
Commission meeting in an alternate location around
the region from time to time.


#4 — From Robert S. Allen:
I have written many letters regarding transportation
issues in the Bay Area and included copies to MTC
Commissioners. Almost never are they answered or
acknowledged. I found a number of other points
worthy of comment, but getting MTC to follow
through on its stated commitment to two-way
communication trumps them all.


P. 3 of the Revised Draft Plan states MTC’s policy
to respond to all written comments. We strive to
respond in writing to all written correspondence
addressed directly to MTC (however, we do not
routinely reply to correspondence that we merely
receive a copy of). For the Regional Transportation
Plan, MTC sets a goal of responding to 100 percent
of all written comments, be they submitted via letter
or email.


#5 — From Omar Chatty:
Demonstrated severe lack of involvement of the mass
of road users – middle class, middle income workers
whose daytime or evening or swing shift works are
exclusively disenfranchised by this plan. It caters
only to narrow special interest groups who oppose
mobility freedom for the vast majority (90%) of road
users and commuters in the region. MTC must
expand its outreach to motorists of all types,
including the worker and independent service
provider, often healthcare, as well, family user, Mom
and Dad user for family business, etc.


MTC seeks to involve the diverse population of the
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. MTC’s
Advisory Council includes a representative of
automobile users. For our Regional Transportation
Plan, we have worked with groups such as the
California State Automobile Association to hear
from motorists about their needs. We strive to hold
our public workshops at times and locations that are
convenient to participants.
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#6 — From Omar Chatty:
The web survey returned an insignificant number of
responses and was skewed. MTC’s advisory panels (and
the Partnership) are skewed and don’t reflect the views
of automobile users or the general population.


MTC does conduct telephone surveys from time to
time (such as for the Bay Area’s Regional
Transportation Plan) that are statistically valid in
terms of representing the population of the nine
Bay Area counties. However, much of our public
participation is intended to hear from distinct points
of view, such as seniors, low-income individuals,
drivers, the freight interests, pedestrian safety
groups, people with disabilities, business interests,
organized labor, and the like. This is partly to
comply with specific federal requirements for
public participation and partly by design, to
respond to the interests and desires of the
population we serve. MTC is always looking for
groups to partner with on public outreach and
involvement. Please contact MTC’s public
information office at 510.817.5757 to share your
specific ideas.


 #7 — From Omar Chatty:
MTC meetings are almost all focused in the Oakland
headquarters, during the work day. It has only a
handful of taxpayer parking places. More after-work-
hour meetings should be held in other populous,
automobile-dependent, regions of the East Bay and
South Bay to get unbigoted input from MTC facility-
dependent (generally roads) users.


See response to comment #3. In addition, for
workshops designed to hear from the general public,
meetings are routinely conducted in the evenings at
locations accessible to automobiles as well as mass
transportation.


#8 — From Peggy da Silva
Public participation is very important, and too often I
have seen meetings with an agency staffer who
cannot stand to sit still and really listen to what the
community members have to say. I think you should
document your “public participation” by logging in
every time you respond to public input by making a
change in your plan.


Page 3 of the Revised Draft Plan articulates MTC’s
commitment to inform citizen participants on how
public meetings/participation have contributed to
MTC’s key decisions and actions. The draft
document goes on to state “When outcomes don’t
correspond to the views expressed, every effort is
made to explain why not. Section III (p. 26) of the
Revised Draft also specifies how MTC will
maintain an ongoing dialogue with participants in
key planning and funding initiatives.


#10 — From George Ellman
Many of the questions I’ve heard at public meetings
on transportation depend upon answers that would
normally be appropriate to find in EIRs or EISs.
MTC needs to be able to present potential community
and environmental impacts and mitigation measures
that would be done, as we find in such documents.


MTC complies with all applicable environmental
reporting requirements, including the California
Environmental Quality Act. Where a formal
EIR/EIS is not required, we strive to present
information in a way that depicts impacts of various
alternatives on communities, the environment, the
economy, etc. However, because MTC operates at
the regional level, the information to be presented is
quite distinct from information pertaining to specific
local projects.


#11 — From Mark Dempsey
Disclose the costs and consequences of alternatives.
The wishful thinking of the public is usually
something easily discarded, but deciding between
real alternatives is useful information. Among the
alternatives, include innovative ones. Also, include
information about the futility of road widening.


MTC intends to present distinct alternative
scenarios for the public to consider as part of the
pending update to its Regional Transportation Plan
(known as Transportation 2035). Innovative
approaches, including land use and pricing
strategies, will be specifically addressed.


#12 — From Sherman Lewis
While the Plan has much of merit, and is well-
structured to give information to, and get response
from, the public, it fails to provide for meaningful
choices. MTC is asking essay questions and getting a
huge array of responses. Sometimes those responses
will repeat themselves enough to get a message
through about how to participate, but the necessity of
structuring competing policy choices has not made it
through.


See response to comment #11.
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choices. MTC is asking essay questions and getting a
huge array of responses. Sometimes those responses
will repeat themselves enough to get a message
through about how to participate, but the necessity of
structuring competing policy choices has not made it
through.


The MTC system allows the temperature to be taken
on plan elements but never provides a choice among
competing elements. The only elements presented to
the public are those sponsored by official agencies.
Alternative proffered by citizen advocacy groups are
ignored, or in the case of RAFT and TRANSDEF,
rhetorically denigrated to keep them off the agenda.
We know what MTC management thinks of our
ideas--not much. We don't know, and can't find out,
what the public thinks because it is kept off the
agenda, including that for public participation.


I have several times presented, in writing, critical
choices to MTC, none of which ever see the light of
day. As a result, MTC's participation process does not
matter. The public by its nature cannot organize itself
to structure the critical choices. MTC avoids the more
effective policies not only in its decisions, but also in
public participation, so that stronger land use, pricing,
and cost-effective transit ideas, and organizing these
policies for synergy, are off the table.


#13 — From Merri Mitchell
It is good public process and common sense for
public participation to coincide with times the public
would be most likely to be able to comment. Summer
vacation including Labor Day weekend would be the
most unlikely of times. We hope you will keep open
this important process, advertise more effectively,
and allow comments through October.


MTC began gathering public comments on this
effort in early 2007, prior to writing the initial draft
document. We have conducted a Web survey, focus
groups, sponsored a summit with Tribal
Governments, and made multiple presentations to
our advisory committees and partner agencies.
A�Draft Public Participation Plan was released on
May 4 for a 45-day comment period. Based on
changes made the initial draft, MTC reissued a
Revised Draft Public Participation Plan on July 20
and extended the comment period for an additional
45 days.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The purpose of this report is to assess the equity implications of the Metropolitan Transportation 


Commission’s regional transportation plan, Transportation 2035: Change in Motion. As the federally 


designated metropolitan planning organization for the nine-county Bay Area, MTC is responsible for 


developing the region’s long-range strategic plan to shape transportation investments over the next 


25 years. This equity analysis is intended to ensure that minority and low-income communities in 


the region share equitably in the Plan’s benefits without bearing a disproportionate share of the 


burdens. As an assessment of the region’s long-range transportation investment strategy, this 


analysis is conducted at a regional, program-level scale. 


 


This assessment of the long-range plan is intended to satisfy federal requirements under Title VI of 


the Civil Rights Act and federal policies and guidance on environmental justice. As a metropolitan 


planning organization, MTC is required to identify the benefits and burdens of metropolitan 


transportation system investments for different socioeconomic groups. There is, however, no 


standard federal policy or guidance related to how an environmental justice assessment or equity 


analysis should be performed for a long-range plan, nor are there identified standards against which 


MTC can measure its findings. For each regional transportation plan developed since 2001, MTC 


staff have worked with various stakeholders to update and refine the Equity Analysis methodology, 


taking into account input from MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC), members of 


the public, and other stakeholders.  


METHODOLOGY 


This analysis measures equity in two different ways: equity of the Transportation 2035 Plan’s 


financial investments on a per-household basis, as well as selected travel-related outcomes related to 


the investments. The five equity measures analyzed are: 


• Financial analysis of Plan investments 


• Access to low-income jobs by auto and transit 


• Access to non-work activities by auto and transit 


• Vehicle emissions  


• Housing and transportation affordability (test measure) 


 


To evaluate equity with respect to the Plan’s financial investments, Plan expenditures are divided into 


two categories, roads/highways and public transit, and then allocated as benefits either to low-


income households (based on low-income households’ share of system usage) or other households 


(based on other households’ share of system usage). Each income group’s total benefit is then divided 
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by the total number of either low-income or all other households to determine a per-household 


benefit for low-income households and a per-household benefit for all other households. 


 


To evaluate equity in terms of the Plan’s transportation outcomes, the region is broken out 


geographically into defined low-income/minority communities of concern (communities with at 


least 70% minority population or 30% low-income population) and the remainder of the region. 


MTC’s travel forecasting system produces estimates of socioeconomic and travel characteristics 


across several planning alternatives for both communities of concern and the remainder of the 


region. Results are then compared to answer two key questions: 


(1) Does the Transportation 2035 Plan improve conditions for communities of concern, relative 


to the No Project scenario?  


(2) Do communities of concern receive similar or greater benefit compared to the remainder of 


the region under the Transportation 2035 Plan relative to the No Project alternative? 


REGIONAL TRENDS OVERVIEW 


To help contextualize the equity analysis and the Transportation 2035 Plan’s investment strategies, 


this report also summarizes recent demographic and socioeconomic trends based on regional data 


drawn from the American Community Survey for 2006 and 2007 as well as MTC estimates of 


household transportation costs. Key regional trends identified for the region since 2000 include: 


• Increasing Minority Population  The region’s minority population continues to grow in 


number and share, with Hispanic/Latino and Asian populations growing fastest. 


• Rise in and Decentralization of Low-Income Population  Growth in the low-income 


population (below 200% of the federal poverty level) outpaced that of the non–low-income 


population between 2000 and 2007, to rise both in absolute terms and as a share of the total 


population. Meanwhile, a growing share of the region’s low-income population resides 


outside the region’s central cities of San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose, in locations that 


are less well served by public transit. 


• Increased Access to Autos  Access to autos increased between 2000 and 2007, notably 


among low-income and minority households. However, a larger share households is forecast 


to have zero vehicles in 2035 compared to today. 


• Housing and Transportation Affordability Challenges  Low-income households earning less 


than $40,000 per year spend an estimated average of 26.7% of household income on 


transportation costs, about twice the regional average. When combined with housing costs 


(an average of 50.3% of income), the average low-income household in the region spends an 


estimated 77.0% of income on housing and transportation combined. On average, the 


majority of transportation costs in all income groups are automobile ownership and 


operating costs. 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS: KEY FINDINGS 


Financial Analysis   The purpose of the financial analysis is to compare the per-household allocation 


of Transportation 2035 expenditures between low-income households and all other households. The 


key question addressed is: “Are low-income households sharing equitably in the Plan’s financial 


investments?” Overall, this analysis suggests how the Transportation 2035 Plan’s major investments 


in public transit, which is proportionately utilized more heavily by low-income households (26.7% 


of usage), results in a greater overall per-household expenditure for low-income households ($95,200 


total per household over 25 years) than other households in the region ($90,400 per household over 


25 years). The following table summarizes this analysis by income group, where Plan expenditures 


are allocated to different income groups based on their share of system usage: 


 


Outcomes Analysis  The remaining equity indicators estimate travel outcomes related to the 


Transportation 2035 Plan’s investments, including accessibility, vehicle emissions, and affordability 


(a test measure). For each indicator, the analysis assessed current conditions in communities of 


concern versus the remainder of the region as of the 2006 base year, and also assessed (1) whether 


the Plan’s investments improved conditions in communities of concern relative to the No Project 


scenario and (2) whether communities of concern receive similar or greater benefit compared to the 


remainder of the region under the Project, relative to the No Project scenario. These results for each 


indicator are summarized in the following table: 


Key questions 


Low-Income 
Jobs 


Accessible 
by Auto 


Low-Income 
Jobs 


Accessible 
by Transit 


Access to 
Non-Work 
Activities 
by Auto 


Access to 
Non-Work 
Activities 
by Transit 


Emissions 
Density Affordability 


Are conditions in communities of 
concern better overall than the 
remainder of the region? 


Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 


Do conditions in communities of 
concern improve under the Project 
relative to the No Project? 


Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
No 


Change 


Do communities of concern receive 
similar or greater benefit compared 
to the remainder of the region 
under the Project, relative to the No 
Project? 


Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 


Based on the analysis results, this report draws the following conclusions: 


• The Transportation 2035 Plan features greater per-household expenditures for low-income 


households than other households. 


• Similar or greater benefits accrue to low-income and minority communities of concern under 


the Transportation 2035 Plan than the remainder of the region, with the exception of access 


to low-income jobs within 30 minutes by transit. 


• The Plan helps close the “accessibility gap” between automobile and transit accessibility, in 


terms of the difference between how much one can access by auto versus transit.  


• Greater benefits appear to be achieved for communities of concern both through the 


alternative land use scenario (more compact growth) and through technology (addressing 


vehicle emissions) than by transportation investments alone. 


• The affordability test measure proved challenging to forecast for 2035, due to the difficulty of 


forecasting housing costs. This indicator may ultimately be more effective as a shorter-term 


measurement defined and assessed neighborhood by neighborhood. 


 


Some stakeholders, including MTC’s Minority Citizen’s Advisory Committee, ultimately felt that the 


analysis results didn’t adequately represent the impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan on the 


region’s low-income and minority communities, mainly due to the limitations of the long-range 


forecasting methodology used and the socioeconomic assumptions underlying MTC’s estimates. 


 


Based on these findings, this report has identified the following next steps to continue to advance 


transportation equity in the region: 


1. Promote Involvement in Activity-Based Model Development   MTC will work with 


stakeholders in the development of MTC’s next-generation activity-based travel model. 


2. Develop a Regional Mobility Snapshot Analysis   MTC will undertake a neighborhood-level 


assessment of transit service and accessibility to analyze in greater detail how and whether 


mobility is improving in communities of concern. 


3. Monitor and Evaluate the Lifeline Transportation Program   MTC will continue to monitor 


and evaluate the Lifeline Transportation Program to ensure it meets its goals of improving 


mobility for the region’s low-income population. 


4. Complete Remaining Community Based Transportation Plans   MTC has fully funded 


locally based transportation needs assessments for 43 communities of concern.  


5. Support the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CARE Program   The Community 


Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program seeks to identify significant sources of toxic air 


contaminant (TAC) emissions (including on-road mobile sources from vehicles) and 


prioritize use of resources to reduce TACs in the most highly impacted areas. 


6. Further Evaluate Housing and Transportation Affordability in the Region  MTC is 


conducting a more detailed study of housing and transportation affordability in the region. 


This study is expected to be available in spring 2009.
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1 INTRODUCTION 


Chapter Highlights 


• The purpose of this report is to assess the equity implications of MTC’s long-range regional 
transportation plan, Transportation 2035: Change in Motion. 


• Equity is evaluated by assessing whether the distribution of benefits and burdens in 
transportation investments is fair across different groups or populations. This analysis 
focuses on communities with concentrations of low-income and/or minority residents. 


• As part of the long-range transportation planning process, MTC is required to comply with 
several federal regulations related to civil rights and environmental justice. In addition, MTC 
has adopted its own environmental justice principles to guide regional policy. 


 


The purpose of this report is to assess the equity implications of the Metropolitan 


Transportation Commission’s regional transportation plan, Transportation 2035: Change in 


Motion. As the federally designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the nine-


county Bay Area, MTC is responsible for developing the region’s long-range strategic plan to 


shape transportation investments over the next 25 years. This equity analysis is intended to 


ensure that minority and low-income communities in the region share equitably in the Plan’s 


benefits without bearing a disproportionate share of the burdens. As an assessment of the region’s 


long-range transportation investment strategy, this analysis is conducted at a regional, 


program-level scale.  


1.1 About the Transportation 2035 Plan 


Transportation 2035: Change in Motion is the Bay Area’s transportation blueprint for investing 


$226 billion in projected revenue expected to flow to the region over the next 25 years. These 


revenues come from a variety of federal, state, regional, and local sources. Investments in the 


region’s transportation system include expansion of the transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and road 


networks, but mostly go toward maintaining the large, complex, multi-modal system that 


has been developed over the past several decades as the region, its population, and its 


economy have grown.  


 


The Transportation 2035 Plan is guided by the “three E’s” of Economy, Environment, and 


Equity. Rooted in these principles are goals to “support a prosperous and globally 


competitive economy, provide for a healthy and safe environment, and produce equitable 


opportunities for all Bay Area residents to share in the benefits of a well-maintained, efficient 
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regional transportation system.”1 The Plan’s two overarching goals to promote equity are 


Equitable Access and Livable Communities. The Transportation 2035 Plan directs specific 


investments and strategies to promote each, including substantial new investments in the 


Lifeline Transportation Program and the Transportation for Livable Communities program.  


 


In addition to this equity analysis of the Plan’s benefits and burdens, the Transportation 


2035 Plan also used performance evaluation metrics to assess equity. The project 


performance assessment process under which individual transportation projects were 


evaluated for their ability to meet Plan goals included a test measure of project cost per low-


income household served.2  


 


While these elements underscore how equity is a cross-cutting part of the Transportation 


2035 Plan’s development and direction, the crux of this equity analysis is assessment of the 


effects of the Plan and its investments on the region’s low-income and minority communities. 


The following section provides a discussion of transportation equity in the context of this 


analysis of the long-range Plan’s investments and forecasted outcomes. 


1.2 Transportation Equity: A Discussion 


Central to any equity analysis is the idea of equity. The idea of equity in our society has many 


often-distinguished but nevertheless interrelated dimensions that have to do with justice or 


fairness for all persons: social equity, economic equity, environmental equity, and so on. The 


idea of “transportation equity” is complex, just as our transportation system is, in terms of 


what comprises it, who uses it, and how people use it. One accepted definition of 


transportation equity relevant to long-range planning is “the fair or just distribution of 


impacts.”3 In the context of transportation, these impacts can take the forms of benefits 


(financial investments that benefit users, or accessibility improvements, for example) as well 


as burdens (such as environmental effects of vehicle emissions). In order to assess long-range 


distributional effects of the Plan for equity, MTC produces estimates of the Plan’s effects in 


the forecast year 2035, and compares the effects that accrue to communities with high 


concentrations of low-income or minority residents to the effects that accrue to the 


remainder of the region.  


                                                             
1 The complete Draft Transportation 2035 Plan is available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan and at 
the MTC-ABAG library. 
2 Information on the Vision Analysis and Project Performance Assessment is detailed in the Transportation 2035 
Plan Performance Assessment Report, available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/ 
T2035Plan-Perf_AssessmentReport.pdf and from the MTC-ABAG library. 
3 Litman, 2007. “Evaluating Transportation Equity: Guidance for Incorporating Distributional Impacts in 
Transportation Planning.” Victoria Transport Policy Institute.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IN TRANSPORTATION 


In addition to the idea of fairness, equity also represents justice, the idea that all people 


should be treated fairly and their fundamental rights as individuals upheld. From this basis, 


the idea of environmental justice took hold, originally stemming from concerns over the 


siting of hazardous facilities disproportionately in low-income and minority neighborhoods. 


At its origin, environmental justice has two key elements: (1) addressing the civil rights 


concerns over disparate environmental impacts of projects and programs on low-income and 


minority communities; and (2) that people in these communities have full and fair access to 


the decision-making processes that affect them. Environmental justice in a transportation 


context often deals with the location and accessibility of transportation facilities, and the 


fair distribution of any positive and negative social, economic, and environmental impacts 


from those facilities across different racial, ethnic, and income groups.  


 


To advance equity and justice in public processes and decision-making, federal and state 


policies and regulations related to civil rights and environmental justice have been 


established, beginning with federal civil rights legislation in the 1960s and continuing with 


environmental justice regulations in the 1990s. The following section describes how these 


policies and regulations apply to transportation decision-making and to this equity analysis.  


1.3 Regulatory and Policy Context for Environmental Justice in 
Long-Range Transportation Planning 


One of MTC’s responsibilities as a federally designated MPO is to develop a long-range 


regional transportation plan (RTP) and update the plan every four years. This section 


describes the legal, regulatory, and policy framework for environmental justice as it relates to 


the long-range transportation planning process and this equity analysis of the Plan’s 


investments. This framework is a set of federal laws and regulations, and MTC’s own 


adopted environmental justice principles. 


TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 


The federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 has two key provisions that are the basis of 


environmental justice. Section 601 of Title VI states: “No person in the United States shall, on the 


grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 


subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Section 


602 also empowers federal departments and agencies (such as the Department of 


Transportation and its various agencies) to promulgate rules and regulations that implement 


this provision. 
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FEDERAL GUIDANCE ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


In 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 


Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, which states, 


“Each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 


addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 


programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” The 


identification of low-income populations is an additional distinction to the provisions of the 


Civil Rights Act, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin 


only.  


 


The U.S. Department of Transportation incorporated all these populations into its guidance 


on environmental justice. In particular, DOT directs its agencies to adhere to three 


environmental justice principles outlined by the Executive Order:4 


• Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 


environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 


and low-income populations. 


• Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 


transportation decision-making process. 


• Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 


minority and low-income populations.  


 


Furthermore, in addition to these directions required of all DOT agencies, in 1998 the Federal 


Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), two 


agencies within DOT, jointly issued guidance specifying responsibilities for metropolitan 


planning processes, which includes MTC’s development of the region’s long-range 


transportation plan (other directives apply to activities carried out by state DOTs and public 


transit agencies). Under this FHWA/FTA guidance,5 MPOs must: 


• Enhance analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range transportation plan 


and transportation improvement program comply with Title VI. 


• Identify residential, employment, and transportation patterns of low-income and 


minority populations, identify and address needs, and assure that benefits and 


burdens of transportation investments are fairly distributed. 


• Improve public involvement processes to eliminate participation barriers and engage 


minority and low-income populations in transportation decision-making. 


 


MTC carries out each of these directives by (a) continually gathering and analyzing regional 


demographic and travel data and refining its analytical capabilities; (b) supporting locally 


                                                             
4 See DOT order http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ejustice/dot_ord.htm. 
5 More information at the FHWA/FTA Environmental Justice web site, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ 
ej2000.htm. 
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based needs assessments in low-income and minority communities through the Community 


Based Transportation Planning program, funding projects targeting low-income 


communities through the Lifeline Transportation Program, and conducting an equity 


analysis of each long-range Regional Transportation Plan (which this report summarizes); 


and (c) examining and refining the agency’s public involvement process to ensure full and 


fair participation in decision-making.6 


MTC’S ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PRINCIPLES 


In 2006, MTC adopted two Environmental Justice Principles advanced by its Minority 


Citizens Advisory Committee to serve as the environmental justice framework for the 


Commission’s activities. They are: 


1. Create an open and transparent public participation process that empowers low-


income communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that 


affects them. 


2. Collect accurate and current data essential to defining and understanding the 


presence and extent of inequities, if any, in transportation funding based on race and 


income. 


 


All of these ideas, goals, laws, regulations, and policies form the basis of analyzing MTC’s 


Transportation 2035 Plan for equity. However, no specific federal standard policy or 


guidance exists related to how an environmental justice assessment or equity analysis should 


be performed for a long-range plan, nor are there identified standards against which MTC 


can measure its findings. For each RTP, MTC staff has worked with various stakeholders to 


update and refine the equity analysis methodology, taking into account input from 


stakeholders including MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC), other public 


agencies, and members of the public. The following chapter summarizes the methodology 


used in this analysis.


                                                             
6 More information on MTC’s Public Participation efforts and a copy of the most recent Public Participation 
Plan is available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/participation_plan.htm. For a summary of the Public 
Participation process specific to the Transportation 2035 Plan, see the Public Outreach and Involvement 
Program Report, available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/. Both reports are also available from 
the MTC-ABAG library. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 


Chapter Highlights 


• Equity is measured two different ways: Equity of the Transportation 2035 Plan’s financial 
investments as well as travel-related outcomes related to the Plan’s investments: 
accessibility, emissions, affordability. 


• To evaluate equity in outcomes, the region is broken out into defined low-income/minority 
communities of concern and the remainder of the region. 


• Various data sources generate estimates of socioeconomic and travel characteristics across 
several planning alternatives for both communities of concern and the remainder of the 
region. These estimates are aggregated to regional equity indicators representing potential 
benefits and burdens of implementing the Transportation 2035 Plan. 


• The difference in the horizon year 2035 between implementing the Transportation 2035 
Plan (the Project) and not implementing the Plan (the No Project alternative) is compared to 
evaluate two questions: (1) Does the Transportation 2035 Plan improve conditions in 
communities of concern? and (2) Do communities of concern fare equally or better than the 
remainder of the region under the Transportation 2035 Plan? 
 


 


This section provides an overview of the methodology used to conduct the Transportation 


2035 Equity Analysis, including definitions, data sources, descriptions of the different 


planning alternatives being evaluated, and how equity indicators used in this analysis are 


produced and evaluated.  


2.1 Definitions 


MINORITY 


MTC uses the U.S. Census Bureau’s definitions of different racial and ethnic populations to 


determine minority status among the Bay Area population. Minority persons are those who 


identify as Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native 


Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, some other race or multiple races, or Hispanic/Latino of 


any race. The “non-minority” population includes those persons who identify as white and 


not Hispanic or Latino. The white, non-Hispanic population is no longer a “majority” in the 


Bay Area, but at 46% of the region’s population it remains the largest racial/ethnic group in 


terms of total population share (see Table 3-1, page 19). 


LOW-INCOME 


Defining individuals, households, populations, or communities as “low-income” is 


challenging. A person or a household can be “low-income” in the sense that they do not earn 
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enough money to meet a basic standard of living, or they can be “low-income” in relation to 


other people or households that earn more money. Either determination is subjective to some 


extent, which makes it more difficult to characterize the low-income population as a whole 


than, for example, the minority population. In this report, two different definitions of “low-


income” are used. While they are not strictly equivalent, they both represent roughly the 


lowest 20 to 25% of the region’s population/households in terms of income. 


 


Persons living below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level   This definition is used in the 


poverty-concentration threshold to identify “communities of concern,” where at least 30% of 


residents have incomes below 200% of the federal poverty level. The population this 


definition represents is based on an individual-level determination of poverty status in relation 


family income, family size, and a basic standard of living defined by the Census Bureau each 


year. Poverty status is not forecast, since there is no regionally established method of 


accounting for changing standards of living; defining a basic standard of living implies the 


consumption of a wide variety of goods to meet one’s needs, and it is difficult to forecast the 


future costs of all these various goods. As a reference, for a single-person household 200% of 


the poverty level in 2007 was $21,180. For a two-adult, two-child household, the 200% 


threshold was $42,054. (See Table A14 in the Appendix for details). By way of comparison, a 


full-time worker earning California’s minimum wage would have earned $15,600 in 2007.7 


 


Households with Income Less Than $40,000   The other low-income definition used in 


some of the equity indicators in this analysis is for households rather than individuals, and is 


based on household income level regardless of household size; ABAG does forecast the 


number of households by income group for the horizon year 2035, and thus it is the 


definition used in this report for forecast data for “low-income households” in the 


accessibility and affordability analyses. In addition, some indicators also account for a 


broader grouping of all low plus moderately low income households, creating a group of 


households earning less than $75,000. Table 2-1 shows the income ranges and mean incomes, 


for both 2006 and 2035, for the region’s four income groups.  


 


One exception to these thresholds is applied to the financial analysis of Plan investments, 


where due to limitations of data available for the analysis, low-income households are 


defined as those with an income less than $25,000 (see Chapter 4). 


 


                                                             
7 Based on California’s minimum wage of $7.50 per hour as of January 1, 2007. Beginning January 2008, 
California’s minimum wage rose to $8.00 per hour. Some jurisdictions in the region have higher minimum wages, 
but generally speaking workers earning minimum wage will fall within MTC’s definition of “low-income” unless 
another household member is contributing a substantially higher income to the household. 
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Table 2-1. Characteristics of MTC’s Four Income Groups 


TRAVEL ANALYSIS ZONE (TAZ) 


A Travel Analysis Zone (TAZ) is a unit of geography at roughly the neighborhood scale. The 


Bay Area comprises 1,454 such zones, for which socioeconomic (employment, households by 


income group) and travel characteristics (vehicle ownership, travel origins and destinations) 


are estimated to produce base year estimates for 2006 and horizon-year estimates for 2035 


under various planning alternatives. TAZs range in size from several blocks in San 


Francisco’s Financial District to much larger areas in low-density outlying areas of the 


region. Generally, they are similar in geographic extent to census tracts. 


COMMUNITIES OF CONCERN 


MTC defines communities that have concentrations of either minority or low-income 


residents (below 200% of the federal poverty level) as communities of concern for the 


purpose of analyzing regional equity.  


 


Table 2-2 lists the 44 distinct communities in the region that meet MTC’s defined thresholds 


of having at least 70% minority or 30% low-income residents as of the 2000 Census (the 


most recent year for which demographic and socioeconomic data exist at these communities’ 


fine-grained level of geography).  


 


Since it is not possible to forecast future concentrations of minority or low-income 


populations in the region, this analysis is limited to defining communities of concern only 


based on today’s conditions and then estimating and comparing conditions in these same 


communities in 2035. As such, this analysis addresses the question “What will change for 


today’s communities of concern under the Transportation 2035 Plan?” rather than “Where 


will communities of concern be located in the future?”  
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Table 2-2. Characteristics of the Region’s 44 Communities of Concern 


 Co.Co.Co.Co. Community of ConcernCommunity of ConcernCommunity of ConcernCommunity of Concern 
2000 2000 2000 2000 


PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation 
% Low% Low% Low% Low----
IncomeIncomeIncomeIncome 


% % % %     
MinorityMinorityMinorityMinority 


Diversity Diversity Diversity Diversity 
Index* Index* Index* Index*     


1 SF Downtown / Chinatown / North Beach / Treasure Isl. 40,436 43.6% 68.5% 0.59 


2 SF Tenderloin / Civic Center 36,589 53.5% 59.9% 0.86 


3 SF South of Market 14,546 53.2% 65.1% 0.90 


4 SF Western Addition / Haight-Fillmore 32,028 38.3% 54.0% 0.83 


5 SF Inner Mission / Potrero Hill 53,579 40.9% 72.2% 0.76 


6 SF Bayview / Hunters Point / Bayshore 73,979 33.9% 90.7% 0.84 


7 SF Outer Mission / Crocker-Amazon / Ocean View 85,826 26.5% 80.9% 0.84 


8 SM Daly City 110,391 16.7% 84.0% 0.77 


9 SM South San Francisco / San Bruno 19,282 28.7% 78.7% 0.72 


10 SM San Mateo 7,917 42.7% 87.8% 0.73 


11 SM East Palo Alto / North Fair Oaks 67,765 40.7% 85.6% 0.70 


12 SC Stanford / Mountain View 10,053 41.4% 58.3% 0.80 


13 SC Alviso / Shoreline / Sunnyvale 14,615 19.9% 75.2% 0.79 


14 SC Santa Clara 16,961 29.1% 56.7% 0.81 


15 SC Central San Jose 489,174 28.7% 83.3% 0.78 


16 SC South San Jose / Morgan Hill 11,809 29.6% 53.9% 0.67 


17 SC Gilroy 17,859 42.5% 78.2% 0.49 


18 SC Milpitas 54,458 14.0% 77.9% 0.74 


19 Ala Fremont / Newark 45,167 15.3% 74.9% 0.79 


20 Ala Hayward / Union City 142,861 25.2% 79.3% 0.89 


21 Ala Ashland / Cherryland / San Leandro 39,911 30.1% 70.3% 0.91 


22 Ala Fruitvale / East Oakland 217,212 48.6% 91.8% 0.84 


23 Ala West / North Oakland 72,330 52.1% 83.5% 0.83 


24 Ala Alameda 10,552 35.8% 67.3% 0.92 


25 Ala Berkeley / Albany 61,100 46.0% 57.3% 0.89 


26 CC Richmond 59,806 47.5% 87.7% 0.82 


27 CC San Pablo / North Richmond 46,158 42.1% 85.2% 0.89 


28 CC Hercules / Rodeo / Crockett 16,218 14.6% 68.9% 0.91 


29 CC Martinez 1,651 38.4% 40.8% 0.70 


30 CC Concord 23,112 45.2% 68.5% 0.76 


31 CC Bay Point / Pittsburg / Antioch 70,865 38.2% 68.1% 0.87 


32 CC Brentwood 8,321 30.5% 56.2% 0.60 


33 Sol Vallejo 82,482 32.1% 75.2% 0.95 


34 Sol Fairfield / Suisun City 43,237 41.7% 57.5% 0.89 


35 Sol Vacaville 12,266 30.5% 44.4% 0.72 


36 Sol Dixon 8,395 32.9% 51.6% 0.56 


37 Nap Napa / American Canyon 35,469 35.8% 43.6% 0.60 


38 Nap Calistoga 5,190 32.7% 43.9% 0.57 


39 Son Central Sonoma Valley 9,227 36.1% 44.9% 0.53 


40 Son Santa Rosa 57,389 39.9% 51.2% 0.70 


41 Son Healdsburg 4,605 40.7% 48.4% 0.48 


42 Son Guerneville / Monte Rio 8,185 35.7% 17.2% 0.40 


43 Mar San Rafael Canal District 11,679 58.7% 83.9% 0.59 


44 Mar Marin City 2,500 37.7% 67.5% 0.87 


Communities of Concern TOTALCommunities of Concern TOTALCommunities of Concern TOTALCommunities of Concern TOTAL 2,253,1552,253,1552,253,1552,253,155 34.5%34.5%34.5%34.5% 76.9%76.9%76.9%76.9% 0.910.910.910.91    


Remainder of Bay Area TOTALRemainder of Bay Area TOTALRemainder of Bay Area TOTALRemainder of Bay Area TOTAL 4,530,6074,530,6074,530,6074,530,607 13.8%13.8%13.8%13.8% 36.8%36.8%36.8%36.8% 0.690.690.690.69    


Bay Area TOTALBay Area TOTALBay Area TOTALBay Area TOTAL 6,786,786,786,783,7623,7623,7623,762 20.6%20.6%20.6%20.6% 50.1%50.1%50.1%50.1% 0.810.810.810.81    


Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 Tables P7 and P88  
* Diversity Index ranges from a value of 0 (for a completely homogeneous population) to 1 (exactly equal distribution of five 
racial/ethnic categories: white/non-Hispanic, Hispanic/Latino, Black, Asian, and Other). The higher the value, the more evenly 
distributed each racial/ethnic group is within each geography. 
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Residents of all communities of concern together were 76.9% minority and 34.5% low-


income in 2000. By comparison, the region as a whole in 2000 was 50.1% minority and 20.6% 


low-income. (At the region-wide level, for which MTC has more recent 2007 data available 


from the Census Bureau, these shares had grown to 54.5% minority and 22.2% low-income.) 


 


As a whole, residents of communities of concern represented 33.2% of the region’s 2000 


population and 33.7% of the region’s travel analysis zones. These totals include the entire 


populations living in communities of concern, including those who are non-minority and not 


defined as low-income. For the purposes of analyzing equity at a regional scale, this analysis 


compares all communities of concern to the remainder of the region’s communities. Figure 


2-1 shows the location of MTC’s communities of concern within the region.  


 


While the identification of communities of concern emphasizes regional concentrations of 


poverty, most residents of communities of concern (65.5% of the total) are not defined as 


low-income. Moreover, nearly half of the region’s low-income residents live outside 


communities of concern. In terms of 2000 population, 777,000 low-income people lived in 


communities of concern (55.4% of the region’s total low-income population of 1.4 million), 


while 625,000 lived in the remainder of the region (44.6% of the region’s total low-income 


population). This finding raises a relevant question as to what impacts of the Transportation 


2035 Plan are being experienced by the remaining low-income population outside of 


communities of concern, a point this equity analysis attempts to address in several ways. 


First, accessibility and affordability measures are applied to low and moderately low income 


households throughout the region, before accessibility estimates are produced for 


communities of concern and the remainder of the region for comparison (further detail on 


the measurement of accessibility and affordability is provided in Chapter 4). Second, 


separate accessibility measures were also produced by income level irrespective of geography 


(presented in Appendices B and C). Finally, many of the regional demographic and 


socioeconomic trends summarized in Chapter 3 present region-wide data for all low-income 


households. 


 


The location of most of the region’s communities of concern notably ring the San Francisco 


Bay’s cities and inner suburbs, including where the region’s road and transit networks are 


densest. Farther out in the region, locations of communities of concern become more 


scattered, with fewer connections to the region’s transportation network. 
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Figure 2-1. Location of Low-Income and Minority Communities of Concern in the Bay Area 


 







MTC Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report 


12 


2.2 Data Sources 


This section describes the various data sources used to perform the Transportation 2035 


Equity Analysis. Resources with further details about many of these are listed in the 


References section at the end of this report. 


DECENNIAL CENSUS  


The decennial Census provides a complete count of all persons in the United States, 


including age and race/ethnicity, every 10 years. In addition, past Censuses have surveyed 


one in six households to produce sample socioeconomic characteristics such as household 


income, poverty status, vehicle availability, employment characteristics, and commute mode, 


which are available down to the block group level of geography. As explained in the 


preceding section, data from the 2000 Census was used to identify MTC’s low-income and 


minority communities of concern; it remains the most recent Census data available at the 


census tract/TAZ (i.e. neighborhood) level. 


AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 


The American Community Survey (ACS) is a newer Census Bureau data product, which 


replaces the “long form” questionnaire used in previous decennial Censuses to sample 


household socioeconomic characteristics. Whereas the decennial Census long-form data was 


previously released once every 10 years, the American Community Survey data is an ongoing 


survey, updated annually. Currently, data is available for larger geographic areas of more 


than 65,000 population, including 2005, 2006, and 2007 data for all nine Bay Area counties 


and the region as a whole. The five-year accumulation of ACS data for 2005–2009 will be 


released at the census tract and block group level perhaps by fall 2010. This will be the 


soonest that updated socioeconomic data for people and households in designated 


communities of concern will be available.  


BAY AREA TRAVEL SURVEY (BATS) 


The Bay Area Travel Survey is MTC’s periodic regional household travel survey, the most 


recent of which was conducted in 2000. BATS2000 is an activity-based travel survey that 


collected information on all in-home and out-of-home activities, including all trips, over a 


two-day period for more than 15,000 Bay Area households. The survey provides detailed 


information on many trip characteristics such as trip purpose, mode, origins and 


destinations, as well as household characteristics. 


MTC TRANSIT PASSENGER DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY 


In 2006 MTC conducted a comprehensive survey of all Bay Area transit operators to collect 


consistent demographic and socioeconomic data for all the region’s transit riders. Data 
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collected included race/ethnicity, age, fare payment information, household income, and 


vehicle availability. Results for this survey were used in the financial analysis of RTP 


investments to determine transit-spending benefits to low-income households based on 


these households’ share of transit use in the region. 


ABAG PROJECTIONS 2007 


Every two years, the Association of Bay Area Governments releases an update to its 


Projections series of population, household, and employment forecasts for the nine-county Bay 


Area, which reflects the most up-to-date assumptions about the location and density of 


future growth. MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan utilizes forecasts from Projections 2007 as the 


basis for modeling future travel demand in the horizon year 2035.  


MTC FORECASTS 


MTC uses travel modeling and forecasting to reflect base-year travel patterns and simulate 


future-year travel for 2035. The forecasting system is used to estimate and forecast 


automobile ownership in communities of concern. It is also used to assess accessibility of Bay 


Area communities to employment and other household activities by auto and transit, as well 


as vehicle travel and emissions data, in the base and forecast years.  


2.3 Transportation 2035 Alternatives 


This equity analysis evaluates the Transportation 2035 Plan (the “Project”) and several 


alternatives established in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 


(CEQA). These and other alternatives are evaluated in the Transportation 2035 Draft 


Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by CEQA. Additional information about the 


alternatives is included in the Draft EIR, Chapter 3.8 While the main focus of this equity 


analysis is on the comparison of the Project to the “No Project” alternative, other alternatives 


have also been included to better understand the potential equity implications of alternative 


policy scenarios besides just investments in transportation infrastructure. 


PROJECT: TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN 


The Transportation 2035 Plan represents a strategic investment plan to improve system 


performance, accessibility, and mobility for Bay Area travelers over the next 25 years. As 


required by state and federal planning regulations, the Transportation 2035 Plan is 


financially constrained in that it includes a set of transportation projects and programs that 


would be funded through existing and future revenues projected to be reasonably available 


to the region over the 25-year horizon of the plan. A total of $226 billion in revenues is 


                                                             
8 See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm. 
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available for the financially constrained Transportation 2035 Plan. Moreover, the Project also 


includes an unconstrained financial element that identifies a set of illustrative transportation 


projects and programs that would be shifted into the financially constrained element if 


additional resources beyond those identified in the financial plan were to become available. 


ABAG’s Projections 2007 serves as the underlying demographic and land use assumptions for 


the Transportation 2035 Project. 


NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 


The No Project Alternative, required by CEQA, addresses the effect of not implementing the 


Transportation 2035 Plan. This alternative includes a set of transportation projects and 


programs that are in advanced planning stages and slated to go forward since they have full 


funding commitments, either because they are identified in the FY 2009 federal 


Transportation Improvement Program, fully funded by voter-authorized local sales taxes, or 


fully funded through other committed funds defined by statute or MTC policy. ABAG’s 


Projections 2007 serves as the underlying demographic and land use assumptions for this 


alternative.  


HEAVY MAINTENANCE/CLIMATE PROTECTION EMPHASIS PLUS PRICING STRATEGIES 


This alternative (hereafter referred to as “Pricing”) is financially constrained in that it 


represents only the set of transportation projects and programs that would be funded 


through revenues projected to be reasonably available over the 25-year time horizon of 


Transportation 2035. Unlike the proposed Project, this alternative places its uncommitted 


discretionary investment emphasis almost entirely to system maintenance and efficiency projects 


that support plan goals by (1) reducing shortfalls for transit and local roadway maintenance; 


(2) improving walkability, bicycling, transit access, and carpooling and ridesharing; (3) 


helping local jurisdictions to plan and build housing near transit; and (4) implementing 


public education and outreach programs to raise awareness and facilitate behavior changes 


that help the region meet its climate protection goal. The result of this emphasis is that this 


alternative excludes all expansion projects, including the Regional HOT Network and the 


transit and roadway expansion projects. Eliminating the contribution of the Regional HOT 


Network’s projected net revenue of $6.1 billion leaves $26 billion in uncommitted 


discretionary funds for this alternative (as opposed to $32 billion under the proposed 


Project) that can be directed to: 


• $11 billion of the $21 billion transit capital maintenance shortfall (a $4.6 billion 


increase from the proposed Project) 


• $9 billion of the $18 billion local roadway shortfall (a $2 billion increase) 


• $3 billion to the Transportation for Livable Communities Program for planning and 


capital projects to improve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access (a $900 million 


increase) 
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• $1.3 billion to the Regional Bicycle Program (a $300 million increase) 


• $900 million to the regional Transportation Climate Action Campaign (a $500 


million increase) 


• $1.1 billion to the Lifeline Transportation Program (a $400 million increase in 


addition to the $300 million previously committed in the proposed Project). 


 


On top of the maintenance- and efficiency-heavy project definition described above, this 


alternative also examines the level of impact that additional user-based pricing strategies 


could have on the performance of the infrastructure investments. The pricing strategies are 


intended to induce changes in travel behavior by increasing the cost of driving. Strategies include 


a carbon tax or tax on vehicle-miles driven, fees for using congested freeways during peak 


hours, and increased parking charges. The cumulative effects of these pricing strategies are a 


substantial increase in transportation costs, but also benefits from reducing CO2 and other 


emissions. ABAG’s Projections 2007 serves as the underlying demographic and land use 


assumptions for this alternative. 


HEAVY MAINTENANCE/CLIMATE PROTECTION EMPHASIS PLUS LAND USE STRATEGIES 


This alternative (hereafter referred to as “Land Use”) reflects the same maintenance- and 


efficiency-heavy project definition as described in the Pricing scenario above, but instead of 


adding pricing strategies it evaluates the level of impact that an alternative land use forecast 


beyond that in the Projections 2007 assumptions could have on the performance of the 


infrastructure investment. ABAG staff produced this alternative land use forecast with the 


objective of balancing jobs and housing and targeting growth in existing communities and 


near transit. Compared to Projections 2007, this forecast reflects considerable shifts in regional 


growth to existing employment and housing centers, areas projected to have either household or employment 


growth, and areas with existing and/or planned transit.  


 


This alternative assumes that the regional planning agencies of ABAG, the Bay Area Air 


Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the Bay Conservation and Development 


Commission (BCDC), and MTC will collaborate to promote and achieve more focused urban 


growth than estimated in Projections 2007, in part through existing and planned programs and 


improvements contemplated by this alternative. Specific policy approaches have not been 


selected; however, some possible examples of regional policy approaches and 


implementation mechanisms include: 


• Increasing public awareness of the impacts of travel and locational decisions 


• Continuing to coordinate with local governments on land use decisions and parking 


policies and standards that impact transportation investments and vice versa 


• Providing financial incentives to support Priority Development Areas 


• Expanding MTC’s Transit Oriented Development Policy to include minimum 


employment densities and regional transit centers. 
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2.4 Equity Measures 


Equity in the Transportation 2035 Plan is evaluated via several measures, or indicators, 


which characterize the distribution of benefits and burdens in implementing the Plan. 


Results are produced two ways: 


• Analysis of the Plan’s financial investments based on low-income households’ share 


of system usage 


• Estimates of various transportation outcomes of the Plan (such as accessibility or 


affordability) produced by MTC’s travel demand model. 


 


In order obtain the modeled results of the Equity Analysis, estimates are produced at the 


neighborhood (TAZ) level of certain socioeconomic and travel characteristics for both a base 


year (2006) as well as different 2035 forecasts. Socioeconomic characteristics include 


measures such as population, employment, and income. Travel characteristics include travel 


destinations (based on land use factors), vehicle ownership, and travel time.  


 


The basic methodology for assessing the equity impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan in 


terms of outcomes is: 


1. Identify each TAZ as being in one of the 44 communities of concern or the remainder 


of the region. 


2. Extract indicator variables for both communities of concern and remainder of Bay 


Area communities for each alternative described in the preceding section. 


3. Evaluate results to assess:  


• Whether the Project has a beneficial impact on communities of concern, and  


• Whether communities of concern receive similar or greater benefit compared 


to the remainder of the region under the Transportation 2035 Plan, relative to 


the No Project alternative. 


 


Five equity measures are evaluated in this analysis: 


• Financial analysis of RTP expenditures 


• Access to low-income jobs by auto and transit 


• Access to non-work activities by auto and transit 


• Emissions 


• Affordability (a test measure) 


 


These indicators were selected based on their use in previous RTP equity analyses (such as 


accessibility), refined from past analyses, or, in the case of the affordability measure, 


represent a new and experimental test measure. There are many potential measures by which 


equity can be evaluated. These five indicators represent the combined effort of MTC staff, 


MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee, and other stakeholders to identify which 
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measures had more relevance to the region’s low-income and minority communities of 


concern. Details about how each measure are estimated is provided in Chapter 4. 
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3 REGIONAL TRENDS 


  Chapter Highlights 


• The region’s minority population will continue to grow in number and share, with 
Hispanic/Latino and Asian populations growing fastest. 


• Growth in the low-income population outpaced that of the non–low-income population 
between 2000 and 2007. However, ABAG forecasts that there will be 90,000 fewer low-
income households in the region in 2035 compared to 2006.  


• Access to autos increased between 2000 and 2007, notably among low-income and 
minority households. However, a larger share of households is forecast to have zero vehicles 
in 2035. 


• On average, low-income households spend 26.7% of household income on transportation 
costs, about twice the regional average.  
 


The purpose of this section is to highlight key recent regional demographic and 


socioeconomic trends in the region that are relevant to understanding equity. While the 


region’s low-income and minority communities of concern were defined at a fine-grained 


geographic level as of 2000 Census data, the Census Bureau has since released more recent 


data for larger geographies in the region that help identify broader regional trends. In 


addition, where available, relevant demographic and socioeconomic forecast data is provided 


for the horizon year 2035.9 Future-year data are forecast based on the best set of planning 


assumptions available today, and are generally based on the Projections 2007 forecasts 


produced for the region by the Association of Bay Area Governments. Forecasts of 


automobile ownership are produced by MTC. Appendix A provides more detailed 


breakdowns of these regional trends. 


3.1 Increasing Minority Population  


The Bay Area continues to become a more diverse region, and this trend is expected to 


continue into the future, as shown in Table 3-1. Today, slightly more than half the region’s 


population of roughly 7 million belongs to a minority racial or ethnic group. The population 


of Hispanic or Latino origin is growing fastest, followed by Asians/Pacific Islanders. 


 


Over the next 25 years, the region’s population is forecast to grow to approximately 9 


million, a 30 percent increase from today’s population of roughly 7 million. By 2035, roughly 


two-thirds of the region’s projected population of 9 million will be members of a minority 


                                                             
9 For more discussion of regional trends forecast for 2035, see Chapter 2 of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 
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group. These trends underscore the importance of considering the needs of a diverse 


population in regional transportation planning. 


 


 
Table 3-1. Bay Area Population Shares by Race/Ethnicity: 2000, 2007, 2035 


3.2 Rise in and Decentralization of Low-Income Population 


As noted in Chapter 2, MTC defines the regional low-income population as being those 


persons below 200% of the federal government’s poverty thresholds. The Census Bureau 


used to gather and release poverty population data once every ten years in the decennial 


Census. However, with the introduction of annual estimates released in the American 


Community Survey, it is now possible to obtain an annual update of the regional low-income 


population.10 The most recent estimates were released for 2007. 


 


Table 3-2 shows the regional population broken out by poverty level between 1990 and 2007. 


Over time, both the number and share of the region’s low-income population below 200% of 


poverty has grown, similar to nationwide trends during the same period. Since 2000, the 


region’s low-income population increased by 146,000, while the non–low-income population 


increased by only 27,000. In other words, nearly 85% of the region’s total net population 


increase between 2000 and 2007 was accounted for by a net increase of low-income 


residents. As of 2007, 1.5 million of the region’s residents, or 22.2% of the population, fall 


below the low-income threshold used in this analysis of 200% of federal poverty level.  


 


                                                             
10 Currently, estimates are available for areas of population 20,000 or greater. MTC expects updated data for all 
areas of the region, including all communities of concern, to be available perhaps in late 2010. See “American 
Community Survey 2007: San Francisco Bay Area: Data Highlights”  (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/ 
datamart/census/ACS2007_DataHighlights.pdf) for detailed breakouts by county. 
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Table 3-2. Bay Area Population by Poverty Level: 1990-2007 


Another notable trend in addition to the overall growth in low-income population is the 


decentralization of low-income population out of the region’s largest cities of San Francisco, 


Oakland, and San Jose. According to the Census Bureau, in 1990, 43% of the region’s low-


income population lived in one of these three cities. By 2000, this figure had fallen to 39%, 


and by 2006, 37%. As a greater share of low-income people move away from the cities where 


the region’s densest transit networks are located, it is worth asking how and whether the 


region’s low-income residents are meeting their access and mobility needs. Some low-income 


households are likely taking on more automobiles (and hence greater transportation 


expenses) in order to optimize their choice of residential location, while others may be 


sacrificing accessibility in locations with less transit service. 


 


Though the recent trend has been toward an increase in the region’s low-income population, 


ABAG projects fewer low-income households in the region by 2035. Table 3-3 shows that the 


Bay Area’s total number of low-income households (all households earning less than $40,000 


in today’s dollars, regardless of household size), declining from 622,622 households (a 24% 


share of the region’s total households) in 2006 to 532,333 households (a 16% share) in 2035. 


These totals are also broken down further into communities of concern and the remainder of 


the region, although this distinction is based on current location of concentrated minority 


and low-income populations as of 2000 (ABAG does not forecast minority populations at the 


community level, or poverty population). 
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Table 3-3. Households by Income Group by Community of Concern: 2006-2035 


3.3 Increased Access to Autos 


Regionally, access to autos rose between 2000 and 2006. Both the number and the share of 


zero-vehicle households in the region declined, as shown in Figure 3-1, which also shows the 


number and share of zero vehicle households in the region beginning in 1980 and projected to 


2035. Despite a longtime downward trend in the share of households without access to any 


vehicles, by 2035 this trend is forecast to reverse, with a slightly greater share of households 


having no access to a vehicle.  


 


This increase in access to automobiles between 2000 and 2006 is also seen across numerous 


regional subgroups analyzed, including both minority and low-income households. While 


minority households and low-income households are still less likely to have access to a 


vehicle than the regional average, the shares of these households that lack access to a car fell 


between 2000 and 2006, as shown in Table 3-4.  
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Figure 3-1. Zero-Vehicle Households, 1980-2035 


 


 
Table 3-4. Share of Households by Vehicle Availability, 2000-2006 


Another view of auto access breaks regional households into three groups: those with access 


to zero vehicles, considered to meet the traditional definition of “transit dependent”; those 


with fewer vehicles than adult household members, who could be considered “partially” 


transit dependent (for example, in a household with three adults and one vehicle, if one adult 


takes the vehicle to work the other adults must find other means to meet their mobility 


needs); and those with at least as many vehicles as adult household members, considered to 


have “sufficient” vehicles for meeting mobility needs. Table 3-5 shows that between 2000 and 


2006, more households in the region attained full “vehicle sufficiency” in terms of having at 


least as many vehicles available as adults in the household, while the number and share of 


households that are fully or partially transit dependent declined.  
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Nevertheless, despite overall trends toward increased auto access, these figures provide a 


slightly different view of the traditional definition of “transit dependency,” that as of 2006 up 


to 27.4% of the region’s households are likely to require means other than the private 


automobile, at least sometimes, to meet their mobility needs. 


 


 
Table 3-5. Households by Transit Dependent Status (Adult Vehicle Sufficiency), 2000-2006 


 


These trends add perspective to those identified in preceding section on growth and 


decentralization of low-income households since 2000. Though the number and share of low-


income households has increased, at the same time more low-income households are taking 


on vehicle ownership. Personal vehicles provide high levels of access and mobility, but can 


also come at a relatively higher cost to lower-income households. These implications on 


affordability are explored further in the following section. 


3.4 Housing and Transportation Affordability Challenges 


As noted in Chapter 1, MTC selected housing and transportation affordability (that is, the 


combined cost of housing and transportation as a share of income) as a key measure of the 


Transportation 2035 Plan’s performance toward the goal of equity. This section examines 


current and recent trends related to affordability.  


 


With respect to housing affordability, a key trend in the region is the rising share of 


households that are considered cost burdened. According to definitions used by the Census 


Bureau and other federal agencies, a household that spends more than 30% of income on 


housing is considered “burdened” by these costs. The Bay Area is known for having high 


housing costs, and Figure 3-2 shows how the share of households falling into the “burdened” 


category has risen since 2000, most notably among homeowners, whose share of cost-
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burdened households continued to rise even as the share of cost-burdened renter households 


began to level off in 2004. 


 


 
Figure 3-2. Share of Households That Are Cost-Burdened by Household Type: 1990, 2000-2007 


 


While these housing affordability trends over time are for households of all income levels in 


the region, it is also helpful to examine affordability challenges faced by households of 


different income groups. As part of the affordability test measure evaluated in this analysis, 


MTC created estimates by income group of average housing and transportation costs as a 


share of average (mean) income for the year 2006, based on analysis of Census data and 


ABAG estimates of households and income, and using the regional travel model to estimate 


transportation costs.  


 


According to MTC’s estimates for 2006, low-income households earning less than $40,000 


had an average income of $23,472 and spent an average of 50.3% of income on housing costs 


($11,812 per year, or $984 per month). Obviously, this average housing cost as a share of 


income for low-income households is far higher than the typical 30% guideline for housing 


affordability. When low-income households’ transportation costs are added to housing costs, 


as shown in Figure 3-3, these costs combined climb to 77.0% of average income. Low-income 


households’ housing and transportation costs as a share of income are more than twice the 


regional average share of 36.5% for all households. 
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Figure 3-3. Housing and Transportation Costs as a Share of Average Household Income by Cost Type and 


Income Group: 2006 


 


Figure 3-3 also shows that auto-related expenses, particularly auto ownership costs, are the 


greatest transportation-related cost to all households, including low-income households. 


These shares by income group are regional averages, with estimated transportation costs 


most affected by the number of household vehicles owned and the distance between home 


and work. Given that overall density levels can affect the need to own one or more 


automobiles as well as the average distance traveled to work, MTC also analyzed 


transportation costs as a share of income by density level.  


 


Figure 3-4 shows how transportation costs generally rise with lower densities, except for the 


highest-income households (whose transportation costs as a share of income are relatively 


flat), and low-income households, whose highest transportation costs as a share of income is 


in urban and dense-suburban areas. These differences among low-income households are due 


as much to transportation costs rising at lower densities as they are accounted for lower 


average incomes in higher-density urban and dense-suburban areas (see Table A11 in 


Appendix A for additional details). 


 


Taken together, these housing and transportation affordability trends paint a challenging 


picture for the region’s low-income households in particular. Figure 3-3 shows that the 


region’s moderately low income households (with an average income of $61,000) spend an 


average of 53.1% of income on housing and transportation combined, while low-income 


households (with an average income of $23,000) spend almost that much just on housing.  
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Figure 3-4. Transportation Costs as a Share of Income by Density Level and Income Group: 2006 


 


Additional transportation cost estimates by cost type, by county, and by density level are 


provided in Appendix A. 11 More details about housing and transportation affordability in the 


context of the Transportation 2035 Plan is provided in the detailed equity analysis results in 


the following chapter. 


                                                             
11 The Transportation 2035 Travel Forecasts Data Summary Report provides additional discussion and regional 
tabulations of housing and transportation affordability results in Chapter VIII and Tables G1–G58. See 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/T2035-Travel_Forecast_Data_Summary.pdf. 
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4 ANALYSIS RESULTS 


Chapter Highlights 


• The financial analysis indicates greater expenditures made per low-income household than 
for other households, largely due to the Plan’s heavy investment in the transit system and 
transit maintenance and operations in particular.  


• Overall, communities of concern have greater accessibility to jobs and other activities by 
both auto and transit than the remainder of the region. However, communities of concern 
have greater density of mobile source air toxics emissions than the remainder of the region, 
and housing and transportation costs consume a greater proportion of household income in 
communities of concern than the remainder of the region. 


• Most forecasted indicators show similar or greater benefit accruing to communities of 
concern than the remainder of the region under the Transportation 2035 Plan relative to the 
No Project scenario. An exception is access to low-income jobs in 30 minutes by transit. 
 


 


This section provides the results of the equity analysis, summarized for each equity 


indicator. Each indicator is explained in terms of how estimates are produced for 2006 and 


all 2035 alternatives. Then the results are presented and interpreted in the context of the 


long-range impacts of the Plan on low-income households (in the financial analysis) or 


communities of concern (in the distributional analysis) and the remainder of the region. 


4.1 Financial Analysis 


The purpose of the financial analysis is to compare the allocation of Transportation 2035 


expenditures between low-income households and all other households.12 The key question 


addressed is: “Are low-income households sharing equitably in the Plan’s financial 


investments?” To answer this question, the analysis proceeds as follows: 


1. Separate Transportation 2035 investments into two categories: transit and 


road/highway expenditures, and two sub-categories for operations/maintenance and 


expansion (Figure 4-1).  


2. Allocate expenditures in each category to low-income and other households 


according to each groups’ usage share of each mode, roads and transit (Figure 4-2). 


3. Sum the investments in all categories assigned to low-income households and to all 


other households based on each group’s usage share of each mode. Compute 


expenditures per household based on the number of households in each income 


group in 2006 (Table 4-1). 


                                                             
12 For details on financial assumptions for the Transportation 2035 Plan, see Chapter 3 of the Plan document. 
Risk contingency is not included in this analysis. 
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Figure 4-1 shows the breakdown of Transportation 2035 expenditures by mode (transit vs. 


roads/highways) and expenditure type (maintenance/operations vs. expansion). More than 


half of the Plan’s expenditures go to maintaining the region’s existing transit system, with 


64% of the Plan’s funding going to transit in total. The remaining 34% of Plan expenditures 


are dedicated to the road and highway network, again mostly toward operations and 


maintenance. 


 
Figure 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type 


In order to allocate these expenditures as benefits either to low-income households or to 


other households in the region, we must analyze what share of each mode (transit and 


roads/highways) low-income households utilize. For this analysis, low-income households 


are defined as households earning $25,000 or less, which comprise 18% of the region’s 


lowest-income households.13 Figure 4-2 illustrates this breakdown, showing that low-income 


households are a far greater share of transit users overall (26.7%) than roadway users (2.4%). 


Low-income households’ share of roadway usage is estimated as these households’ share of 


the region’s total vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  


 


Next, Transportation 2035 expenditures as shown in Figure 4-1 are allocated to either low-


income households or all other households, based on each income group’s usage share of each 


mode. Table 4-1 shows how the Transportation 2035 investments are allocated to households 


on the basis of income group. That is, 26.7% of the $119.7 billion spent on transit 


maintenance and operations, or $31.9 billion, is allocated as a benefit to low-income 


households based on their share of usage, with the remaining share of $87.8 billion allocated 


                                                             
13 This income threshold is used because of limitations of available breakpoints for household-income variables 
across the numerous data sources required to carry out this analysis. The $25,000 cutoff is the only one readily 
available from the Census Bureau as well as MTC’s Bay Area Travel Survey and Transit Passenger Demographic 
Survey. Other analyses used in this report are not similarly constrained and so use low-income definitions 
described in Chapter 2. 
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to all other households. Finally, the share of each expenditure type is divided by the regional 


number of low-income or other households in 2006, to produce per-household expenditures 


by mode and purpose. 


 
Figure 4-2. Share of Low-Income Households’ Use of Transit and Roads/Highways 


 
Table 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type and Household Income Group 
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Overall, this analysis suggests how the Transportation 2035 Plan’s major investments in 


transit, which is proportionately utilized more heavily by low-income households, results in 


a greater overall per-household expenditure for low-income households ($95,200 total per 


household over 25 years) than other households in the region ($90,400 per household over 25 


years). On the other hand, this analysis also shows the extent to which road and highway 


investments appear to disproportionately benefit non–low-income households, because low-


income households represent such a small proportion of total road/highway usage in the 


region in terms of VMT.  


 


As a regional-scale, program-level analysis, this assessment is quite coarse, and has several 


limitations. Particularly with respect to assigning benefit from transit expansion projects to 


low-income households, the question arises of what kinds of services are being added, and 


whether the services ultimately offered would be affordable to low-income patrons or serve 


the destinations they need.14 This analysis is limited to assuming that existing operator 


demographics apply to expansion projects, since current demographic surveys of agency 


ridership do not include future riders who will be attracted to the areas served by these 


expansions either as origins and destinations. Moreover, the roadway-usage share doesn’t 


account for the fact that most of the region’s transit vehicles share roads and highways with 


private automobiles; obviously, roads in a poor state of repair would have negative 


ramifications for most transit systems and their users. Conversely, investments in local road 


maintenance and rehabilitation has some benefit to bus users not accounted for in this 


analysis.  


 


Given these limitations, this analysis attempts to take a relatively conservative approach to 


assigning benefit to low-income households. Even with such an approach, there does not 


appear to be a systematic disbenefit to low-income households based on the Transportation 


2035 Plan’s overall strategy of investing heavily in transit operations and maintenance. 


4.2 Access to Low-Income Jobs  


The ability to access employment is paramount to economic opportunity and productivity. 


The purpose of this indicator is to evaluate (1) whether the Transportation 2035 Plan offers 


gains in job accessibility to communities of concern relative to the No Project scenario and 


(2) whether the distribution of accessibility benefit is equitable between communities of 


concern and the remainder of the Bay Area.  


 


                                                             
14 Transit expansion projects include those funded under MTC’s Regional Transit Expansion Program, outlined 
in MTC Resolution 3434, as well as smaller expansion projects such as bus and BRT projects not covered under 
Resolution 3434. 
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This indicator measures for each alternative the total number of low-income jobs that can be 


accessed within 30 minutes’ door-to-door travel time by both the AM-peak period congested 


highway network and the AM-peak period walk-access transit network. Estimates are 


produced for each travel analysis zone-of-residence, then aggregated to all communities of 


concern or the remainder of the region. The aggregate results produce averages for all 


communities of concern and the remainder of the region, weighted by the number of low and 


moderately low income households in each zone-of-residence. Year 2035 estimates are based 


on ABAG’s projections of the number and residential location of low and moderately low 


income households, and Census 2000 data on location of work by workers’ income level.  


 


For this indicator, “low-income jobs” are defined as those jobs held by workers in low or 


moderately low income households (households with incomes less than $75,000 in current 


dollars). No other assumptions can reliably be made about what kinds of jobs these are, for 


example with respect to skill level, educational requirements, job security, or advancement 


opportunities. While these are all important considerations, for the purposes of a long-range 


forecast the income-match is the best available proxy of whether these employment 


opportunities are attainable for workers in lower-income households.  


 


The figures represented in this indicator are a weighted average of the total number of low-


income jobs accessible from either all zones in communities of concern or all zones in the 


remainder of the region. Because the figures are weighted by number of low-income residents 


in each zone, a higher number means low-income households are able to access a greater 


number of low-income jobs than if the number were lower. Notably, this measure also 


accounts for accessibility by low-income households throughout the entire region, roughly 


half of whom live outside communities of concern (see Table 3-3, page 21). More detailed 


regional breakdowns of accessibility results by income level and geography are listed in 


Appendix B. 


RESULTS: ACCESS BY AUTO 


Access by auto to low-income jobs within 30 minutes for each alternative is shown in Figure 


4-3. Similar to previous RTP equity analysis findings, low-income and minority communities 


of concern have overall higher levels of accessibility than the remainder of the region, both in 


the base year and under each future-year alternative. However, levels of access overall go 


down between 2006 and all future-year alternatives. This drop is mainly attributable to the 


drop in the number of low and moderately low income households projected by ABAG in 


2035 relative to today (see Table 3-3, page 21).  
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Figure 4-3. Low-Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by Auto 


 


Because the estimate is weighted by the number of low and moderately low income 


households in each sub-area of the region, when the number of lower-income households 


falls, the average number of accessible jobs falls accordingly, with no appreciable increase in 


overall levels of access by auto under the Project to offset this drop. The impact of the Project 


on communities of concern (an average gain of 300 more jobs accessible) is barely 


discernable relative to the No Project, and similarly for the remainder of the region (an 


average gain of 100 more jobs accessible). Thus, there is no disparate distributional effect of 


the Plan on accessibility by automobile relative to the No Project alternative.  


 


Of all alternatives evaluated, the Pricing and Land Use alternatives offer slightly greater 


accessibility gains relative to the No Project than the Project does, highlighting the 


important role of policy as well as infrastructure in determining access potential.  


RESULTS: ACCESS BY TRANSIT 


Although most work trips in both communities of concern and the remainder of the region 


are made by car, communities of concern have lower rates of auto ownership and higher rates 


of transit usage than the remainder of the region. Thus, measuring access to low-income jobs 


by transit is also an important equity indicator with which to measure the distributional 


benefits of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 


 


As with the preceding analysis of access to low-income jobs by auto, communities of concern 


as a whole have better access to low-income jobs by transit than the remainder of the region, 


as shown in Figure 4-4. Unlike accessibility by auto, however, access by transit is steady or 







MTC Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis Report 


33 


increases for all future-year alternatives compared to 2006, including access for communities 


of concern, which increases on average by 3,200 jobs under the Project compared to 1,200 for 


the remainder of the region. The greatest gains for both communities of concern and the 


remainder of the region occur under the Land Use scenario, again underscoring the role 


compact development plays in accessibility rather than transportation infrastructure alone. 


 


 
Figure 4-4. Low-Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by Transit 


 


Comparing the Project to the No Project alternative, however, it is the remainder of the 


region that appears to have a slightly greater accessibility gain than communities of concern: 


on average the remainder of the region gains access to 1,300 additional jobs under the Project, 


compared to an average of 1,000 additional jobs in communities of concern. A closer 


examination of the results broken out by county (see Table B4 in the Appendix) suggests 


that the accessibility gain for the remainder of the region is weighted heavily by the effects of 


substantial accessibility gains in San Francisco’s non–communities of concern. Recall that 


these regional averages are weighted by the number of low-income households in each zone-


of-residence; since the number of affected households in San Francisco is so large, they are 


readily able to impact the regional averages.  


 


Looking at individual communities of concern (see Table B6 in the Appendix), the greatest 


accessibility gains from the Project relative to the No Project occur in central and 


southeastern San Francisco, western Alameda County, and Marin City. Communities of 


concern in outlying areas of the region including Solano, Napa, Sonoma, and eastern Contra 


Costa Counties see little or no gain in accessibility to low-income jobs based on the set of 


transit projects that was modeled for this analysis. 
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Table B2 in the Appendix also provides analysis results by income group as well as by 


community of concern, which indicate that low-income household throughout the region 


attain similar accessibility gains to households in other income groups relative to the No 


Project alternative. With the results analyzed this way, the groups that see the greatest 


accessibility gain by transit under the Project are low and moderately low income households in the 


remainder of the region, where half the region’s low-income households currently reside.  


4.3 Access to Non-Work Activities 


While access to employment is an important equity indicator in terms of economic 


opportunity, the majority of all trips taken are non-work trips: trips to destinations such as 


schools, shopping, medical appointments, social and recreational destinations, and others. 


These trips represent the balance of activities that people need and want to access in their 


daily lives. 


 


This indicator measures the total number of non-work activities within 30 minutes door-to-


door travel time by both the midday period highway network and the midday period walk-


only transit network. These activities represent the sum of all trips to high schools and 


colleges or universities, shopping, medical/dental, personal services, and social and 


recreational trips (including eating meals, recreation, entertainment, and visiting). As with 


the measure of accessibility to low-income jobs, calculations are produced for each zone-of-


residence, and then aggregated to regional averages for all communities of concern and the 


remainder of the region. Regional averages are produced by weighting each zone by its 


number of low and moderately low income households. 


RESULTS: ACCESS BY AUTO 


Access by auto to non-work activities within 30 minutes for each alternative is shown in 


Figure 4-5. As with the measure of access to low-income jobs, access overall is better in 


communities of concern than the remainder of the region. Unlike the measure of access to 


low-income jobs by auto, however, access to non-work activities increases under all 


alternatives compared to the base year for both communities of concern and the remainder of 


the region.  


 


The differences between the Project and No Project are very slight for both communities of 


concern and the remainder of the region, although the Project offers a slightly greater 


accessibility gain (17,800 more activities accessible) in communities of concern than the 


remainder of the region (3,200 more activities). As with the results for low-income jobs, the 


Land Use alternative offers even greater accessibility gains than the Project. 
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Figure 4-5. Non-Work Activities Accessible within 30 Minutes by Auto 


 


Appendix C provides more detailed results by income group, county, and community of 


concern, as well as by trip type. These detailed results show that the greatest gains in access 


by auto under the Project are for shopping/medical/other trips, both for communities of 


concern and the remainder of the region. 


RESULTS: ACCESS BY TRANSIT 


Evaluating access to non-work activities by transit is vital for those who do not have access 


to cars and who rely on transit to meet daily needs. As with other accessibility measures, 


access to these activities by transit is greater in communities of concern than the remainder 


of the region, as shown in Figure 4-6, but substantially less than the levels of accessibility 


offered by auto seen in the preceding section. 


 


Communities of concern overall are forecast to see a marked increase in accessibility to non-


work activities by transit from 2006 to all the forecast-year alternatives, and greater 


increases under the Project than the remainder of the region. As with the preceding 


accessibility measures, the Land Use alternative produces the largest accessibility gains for 


both communities of concern and the remainder of the region. 


 


Comparing the Project to the No Project, communities of concern overall see greater 


accessibility gains than the remainder of the region. According to the more detailed results 


(see Table C6 in the Appendix), the greatest gains occur in San Francisco and north-western 


Alameda County’s communities of concern (including Berkeley/Albany, West/North 


Oakland, Alameda, and Fruitvale/East Oakland), and Marin City. 
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Figure 4-6. Non-Work Activities Accessible within 30 Minutes by Transit 


ACCESSIBILITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY 


Generally, all the accessibility results reflect the relative concentration of lower-income jobs 


and other destinations in the region’s core, and the relative concentration of communities of 


concern in the region’s core as well, with the result that that people in the region’s core have 


access to more job opportunities and daily activities across the board. Note these 


observations apply to the region as a whole; certainly there exist pockets of low-income 


people and households with poor access to suitable jobs (and consequently high 


unemployment and/or very long commutes), and poor access to shopping, healthcare, and 


other essential destinations. While these pockets of poor accessibility are typically in 


outlying suburban and rural areas, there are also some urban areas that have far poorer 


accessibility compared to other nearby communities as well. These issues are intended to be 


identified and addressed via locally based needs assessments through MTC’s Community 


Based Transportation Planning (CBTP) Program (see “Next Steps,” page 49), which aims to 


bring a variety of stakeholders to the table to address the complex nature of these challenges 


within these communities. 


NARROWING THE ACCESSIBILITY GAP: AUTOS VS. TRANSIT 


While pockets of poor accessibility persist in the region, the “opportunity gap” between the 


accessibility levels of those who have access to cars and those who rely on transit appears to 


be narrowing. In the case of both access to low-income jobs and access to non-work 


activities, automobiles offer a far greater level of accessibility than transit, and to an even 


greater degree outside of communities of concern. However, when we compare the levels of 


accessibility as a ratio (the number of activities one can access by car divided by the number 
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of activities one can access by transit), it is evident that overall those without cars are 


forecast to be at less of an accessibility disadvantage relative to those with cars under the 


Project compared with today. Table 4-2 shows these ratios of accessibility by auto to transit 


for both low-income jobs and non-work activities (where 1.0 would represent equal levels of 


accessibility offered by both auto and transit). 


 


 
Table 4-2. Ratio of Accessibility by Auto to Accessibility by Transit 


Communities of concern and low-income households throughout the region have less of an 


accessibility disadvantage than non-communities of concern and non–low-income 


households, and all groups see this relative disadvantage decrease by 2035. This is a relevant 


finding not only because households in communities of concern and low-income households 


throughout the region are more likely to lack access to an auto, but also because by 2035 a 


larger number and share of all the region’s households are forecast to be zero-vehicle 


households (see Figure 3-1, page 22). 


4.4 Vehicle Emissions  


Emissions from on-road vehicles include numerous pollutants. These include smog-forming 


pollutants, which can cause adverse respiratory effects that are regional in nature, as well as 


air toxics, which are chemicals which are known or suspected to be unhealthy to breathe. 


Exposure to air toxics at sufficient concentrations is believed to increase people’s risk of 


getting cancer or experiencing other serious adverse health effects.15 This equity analysis 


focuses on pollutants from on-road mobile sources believed to have greater health impacts 


from localized exposure, including diesel particulates, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene. (Other 


mobile-source pollutants that pose risks at the broader, regional scale, such as smog 


precursors, are evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report.) Diesel particulates represent 


approximately 70% of the inventory of mobile source air toxics included in this analysis.16 


 


                                                             
15 For more information, see the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s web page on Mobile Source Air Toxics 
at http://www.epa.gov/otaq/toxics.htm.  
16 For information on the health risks of exposure to diesel particulates, see the California Air Resources Board’s 
summary at http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/dpm_draft_3-01-06.pdf. 
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How much of what kinds of pollutants are emitted from on-road vehicles depends on a 


variety of factors in addition to how many miles vehicles are traveling on the region’s major 


roadways (measured in vehicle miles traveled, or VMT): how fast the vehicle is traveling, 


whether the vehicle’s engine is warmed up, the vehicle’s fuel economy and weight class, and 


the type of engine fuel used.  


 


To approximate the potential of risk from exposure to diesel particulates, benzene, and 


butadiene from on-road mobile sources, this analysis uses a localized emissions inventory as 


a proxy for exposure risk.17 MTC uses a new California-specific transportation air quality 


analysis tool, CT-EMFAC, to model mobile-source air toxics based on estimated VMT and 


vehicle speeds in each planning alternative. Vehicle travel and associated emissions are 


assigned either to communities of concern or the remainder of the region, depending on 


where the travel takes place on the region’s network of freeways, expressways, and major 


arterials. (More detailed explanation about this methodology and assumptions can be found 


in the Air Quality section in Chapter 2 of the Transportation 2035 Draft Environmental 


Impact Report.)  


 


To control for the differing geographical extents of communities of concern (around 18% of 


the region’s land area) and the remainder of the region (around 82%), the average weekday 


emissions inventory is divided by the area of developed land in communities of concern and 


the remainder of the region: this area is the sum of all residential, commercial, and industrial 


land, representing areas where people and activities are typically located. This is a more 


effective indicator than a per-capita measure of emissions, since a per-capita measure could 


show results for an area of high population and high emissions as being similar to an area of 


low population and low emissions, even though the potential associated risk may be quite 


different for both areas. Thus, normalizing the total inventory by square mileage of 


developed land to create an emissions-density measure is likely to be a better proxy for 


exposure risk and thus for measuring potential burdens of the Transportation 2035 


alternatives. 


RESULTS 


Overall, communities of concern have higher density of diesel particulates, benzene, and 


butadiene than the remainder of the region, as shown in Table 4-3. This is principally due to 


the proximity of many communities of concern to the region’s freeway network, with the 


                                                             
17 Typically, exposure risk is estimated from a variety of factors including total emissions inventory (on-road 
mobile, other mobile, and stationary sources), distance from source, prevailing wind direction, and other 
socioeconomic and demographic risk factors. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District, through its 
Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program, is developing a methodology to evaluate localized exposure 
risks to air toxics based on air quality models that more accurately predict the location and extent of 
concentrations, but these models do not produce estimates for 2035. For more information on the CARE 
Program, see http://www.baaqmd.gov/CARE/index.htm.  
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result that a relatively greater share of vehicle miles of travel on the region’s major roadways 


occur in communities of concern compared to the remainder of the region. 


 


 
Table 4-3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions Density 


Compared to the 2006 base year, the density of diesel particulate, benzene, and butadiene 


emissions goes down substantially under all 2035 alternatives, and more so for communities 


of concern than the remainder of the region. This is largely due to the projected impacts of 


technology and regulatory changes on vehicle emissions that will take effect in the next few 


years. Some of these changes include:  


 


• Federal regulations on benzene content in gasoline and fuel containment (going into 


effect 2011);  


• The California Air Resources Board’s vehicle fleet-efficiency standards under AB1493 


(known as Pavley rules) which are more stringent than federal Corporate Average 


Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards (beginning 2009 and ramping up through 2016);  


• CARB’s Pavley Two standards that further raise average vehicle efficiency of 


California’s statewide fleet (beginning 2017 to 2020).  


 


This analysis does not include CARB’s private-fleet regulations of diesel exhaust adopted 


December 2008 that will apply to privately owned heavy-duty trucks and buses beginning in 


2011. CARB projects these regulations will provide significant statewide reductions in diesel 


particulate emissions.18 


 


Overall, these results indicate the substantial impact of technology and regulations on 


emissions, impacts which, when compared to the base year 2006, overwhelm any realized by 


infrastructure investments in the Project or policy alternatives in the Pricing and Land Use 


scenarios. Compared to the No Project alternative, the Project provides similar but slightly 


greater benefit to communities of concern (a reduction of 0.03 kilograms per day per square 


mile) than the remainder of the region (a reduction of 0.02 kilograms). The Pricing 


                                                             
18 See http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/truckruleoverview.pdf for more information on 
CARB’s private-fleet rule. 
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alternative offers the greatest reduction to communities of concern of all the alternatives. 


Nevertheless, in all future year alternatives, communities of concern overall have higher 


average density of mobile source air toxics emissions than the remainder of the region.  


 


Strategies to evaluate and mitigate the impacts of outdoor toxic air contaminants (including 


on-road mobile sources) are being pursued by The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 


through its Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program. More information on how 


MTC is supporting these efforts is described in the “Next Steps” section (page 49). 


 


Additional detailed results for this indicator, broken out by pollutant type and by county 


and community of concern, are available in Appendix D. This analysis shows the highest 


emissions densities in communities of concern in downtown and eastern San Francisco and 


in Marin County. Nevertheless, most communities of concern see a reduction in emissions 


under the Project compared to the No Project alternative (see Table D7 in the Appendix). 


4.5 Affordability Test Measure 


The final indicator evaluated in this analysis is an experimental test measure of affordability, 


which was first tested in the Fall 2007 Transportation 2035 Vision Analysis.19 Affordability is 


measured as the share of household income an average household spends on housing and 


transportation combined, stratified by income level. The basis of this measure is the 


performance measure MTC adopted for the Transportation 2035 Plan for its Equity goal, 


with the objective to reduce by 10% from today’s levels the combined costs of housing and 


transportation costs as a share of income for the region’s low and moderately low income 


households. These income groups are selected to focus the affordability analysis more on 


working families rather than higher-income households. Housing and transportation costs 


are examined together because many households may trade-off one or the other in making 


locational decisions, choosing cheaper housing and a longer commute, for example, or more 


expensive housing in dense areas where fewer autos are needed to meet daily needs.  


 


This measure of affordability was developed by the independent Center for Neighborhood 


Technology (which also developed a unique methodology for estimating transportation costs 


based on residential location) and is calculated as follows: 


IncomeHousehold  Average


Costation  TransportAverageCost Housing Average
ityAffordabil


+
=  


                                                             
19 For details on the Affordability test measure in the Vision Analysis, see Chapter 3 of the Transportation 2035 
Performance Assessment Report: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/ 
T2035Plan-Perf_AssessmentReport.pdf. 
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For this analysis, MTC developed its own methodology for estimating transportation costs 


by income group using expenditure data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer 


Expenditure Survey for 2006, MTC forecasts of household auto ownership by income level, 


and MTC work trip forecasts by means of transportation to work by income level.20 These 


estimates produce average auto ownership costs, auto operating costs, and transit fare costs 


for each zone-of-residence in the region by income group. For this analysis, these estimates 


are then aggregated to produce estimates for all low and moderately low income households 


in either communities of concern or the remainder of the region. 


 


Estimating housing costs as a share of income by income level relies on Census 2000 and 


American Community Survey data on housing affordability by zone-of-residence. While this 


estimate is fairly straightforward to produce for 2006 based on recent data, producing a 


reliable forecast for housing costs as a share of income for 2035 proved difficult. Given this 


limitation, this analysis assumes housing costs keep pace with inflation, with the result that 


housing costs as a share of income don’t change much from today’s levels in 2035. 


 


Income estimates are provided by ABAG, including forecasts for households by income group 


for 2035 (see Table 3-3, page 21). Notably, ABAG forecasts a decrease in the regional number 


and share of low-income households by 2035 (with increases in the number and share of 


higher-income households), and an increase in the mean income for the lowest income group, 


controlling for inflation (see Table 2-1, page 8). The result is that rising incomes have as 


much effect on this indicator as any changes in housing or transportation costs. 


RESULTS: LOW PLUS MODERATELY LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 


According to 2006 estimates, the region’s low and moderately low income households 


combined spend an average of 60.6% of income on housing and transportation costs. These 


households in communities of concern spend a higher percentage of income on housing and 


transportation (62.5%) than low and moderately low income households in the remainder of 


the region (59.5%), a trend that continues in all 2035 alternatives, as shown in Figure 4-7. 


This trend is largely due to average incomes in communities of concern being lower ($37,227 


for all low and moderately low income households in 2006) than those for the remainder of 


the region ($42,867 in 2006), since both housing and transportation costs are lower on 


                                                             
20 Forecast transportation costs are based on the following assumptions: Walk and bike commute trips are 
assumed to have no cost (even though there are costs associated with these trips, they are typically small relative 
to other modes). Carpool commute trips split the cost of the auto trip by the number of vehicle occupants. 
Parking costs are forecast using a ratio of future-year gross employment density to base-year gross employment 
density, multiplied by the base year parking price. By this methodology, 2035 parking costs in San Francisco’s 
Financial District would attain $539 per month in today’s dollars. Transit fares are assumed to keep pace with 
inflation. Bridge tolls are not assumed to keep pace with inflation; hence, a $4 toll in today’s dollars will be 
worth about $1.90 in 2035 dollars. Auto operating costs require two major assumptions, about average fuel 
prices and average fuel economy. Assumptions on future fuel prices are based on a ten-year regression model 
based on published gas prices from April 1998 through April 2008, putting the 2035 price at $7.47 per gallon in 
today’s dollars. 
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average in communities of concern than the remainder of the region. Appendix E provides 


more detailed information on the affordability indicator by income level, as well as estimated 


values for each variable: transportation, housing, and incomes.21  


 


  
Figure 4-7. Housing + Transportation Affordability: Low and Moderately Low Income Households 


Comparing the impacts of the Project to the No Project scenario, the Project has no 


significant impact on affordability for either communities of concern or the remainder of the 


region. However, the Pricing scenario has a dramatic effect on affordability for low and 


moderately low income households in both communities of concern and the remainder of the 


region, due entirely to increased transportation costs (incomes and housing costs do not 


change between the No Project, Project, and Pricing alternatives). The Land Use scenario, on 


the other hand, decreases transportation costs (generally by producing shortened distances 


for work trips and lower household vehicle ownership rates), thereby reducing the total 


combined costs of housing and transportation as a share of income.  


RESULTS: LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 


In response to concerns that the income threshold in the analysis of low plus moderately low 


income households was too high to represent the potential affordability impacts on the 


region’s lowest-income residents, the same analysis was conducted for the lowest-income 


group only (those households with incomes less than $40,000, with a mean income of 


$23,000), as shown in Figure 4-8. While overall the trends with respect to comparing the 


                                                             
21 The Transportation 2035 Travel Forecasts Data Summary Report provides additional discussion and regional 
tabulations of housing and transportation affordability results in Chapter VIII and Tables G1–G58. See 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/T2035-Travel_Forecast_Data_Summary.pdf. 
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various alternatives to each other were similar as in the preceding analysis, this analysis 


suggests how great an affordability burden is placed specifically on the region’s low-income 


households.  


 


These high cost burdens are due in large part to the very high cost of housing in the region 


(50% of low-income households’ average income, which is dramatically higher than the 


standard affordability threshold of 30%). On top of such high housing costs, low-income 


households face difficult trade-offs to obtain many household necessities, including 


transportation. As seen in Chapter 3 (see Figure 3-3, page 25), estimated transportation costs 


in 2006 represented 26.7% of average income for low-income households (most of which 


were automobile-related costs). 


 


 
Figure 4-8. Housing + Transportation Affordability: Low Income Households 


While this analysis does not show any disproportionate effect of the Project on communities 


of concern compared to the No Project, it does underscore the need for further examination 


and understanding of the housing and transportation cost trade-offs low-income households 


must make. MTC’s efforts to analyze these trade-offs at the neighborhood level are discussed 


in Chapter 6 (see page 50). 
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


Chapter Highlights 


• Overall, the Transportation 2035 Plan distributes transportation benefits and burdens 
equitably for the region’s low-income and minority communites of concern. 


• The Transportation 2035 Plan helps close the “accessibility gap” between how much people 
can access by auto and how much can be accessed by transit. 


• Policy mechanisms and technolgy seem to have greater impact on outcomes than 
transportation infrastructure investments. 


• Affordability proved difficult to evaluate, but transportation infrastructure alone does not 
appear to have much impact on households’ transportation costs. 
 


5.1 Summary of Results 


Based on the analysis results presented in the previous chapter, the Transportation 2035 Plan 


distributes transportation benefits and burdens equitably; there is no systematic disbenefit 


to low-income and minority communities of concern, and in almost all cases these 


communities fare at least as well or better than the remainder of the region as a result of the 


proposed investments. The financial analysis showed that the Plan’s major investments in 


transit, which is proportionately utilized more heavily by low-income households, results in 


a greater overall per-household expenditure for low-income households than other 


households in the region.  


 


The table below summarizes the modeled equity indicators in terms of the key questions 


identified: 


Key questions 


Low-Income 
Jobs 


Accessible 
by Auto 


Low-Income 
Jobs 


Accessible 
by Transit 


Access to 
Non-Work 
Activities 
by Auto 


Access to 
Non-Work 
Activities by 
Transit 


Emissions 
Density Affordability 


Are conditions in communities 
of concern better overall than 
the remainder of the region? 


Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 


Do conditions in communities 
of concern improve under the 
Project relative to the No 
Project? 


Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
No 


Change 


Do communities of concern 
receive similar or greater 
benefit compared to the 
remainder of the region under 
the Project, relative to the No 
Project alternative? 


Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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A closer examination of the accessibility results in particular revealed that the 


Transportation 2035 Plan also helps close the existing “accessibility gap” between auto and 


transit. However, overall autos still provide greater accessibility than transit, putting transit-


dependent households at a relative accessibility disadvantage to those households that 


choose or can afford to own and use automobiles. 


 


Looking at other alternatives besides the infrastructure investments of the Project 


alternative (the Pricing and Land Use scenarios) suggested that for many issues of concern to 


low-income and minority communities (such as access to jobs or vehicle emissions), 


transportation infrastructure plays less of a role in shifting outcomes than policy factors. In 


particular, the alternative Land Use scenario puts a greater number of jobs and destinations 


within 30 minutes’ reach of low-income households, while the Pricing scenario reduced 


emissions density by shifting more motorized trips off the roads. Perhaps the most 


meaningful impact seen in the analysis was that of regulations and technology on reducing 


mobile-source air toxics emissions from today’s levels across all future-year alternatives. 


 


Housing and transportation affordability as a test measure proved challenging, mainly 


because the cost and relative affordability of housing proved difficult to forecast. For the 


purposes of this analysis, perhaps the most significant lesson learned from this measure was 


how limited is the impact of infrastructure investments alone on affordability, and on 


transportation costs in particular. 


5.2 Stakeholder Feedback 


The equity analysis that MTC conducts for each long-range regional transportation plan 


typically generates considerable stakeholder interest and feedback. While MTC strives for 


an open, participatory process in developing the analysis methodology, sharing results, and 


engaging in discussion of their implications, many stakeholders, including members of 


MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory Committee, ultimately felt that this analysis did not 


adequately reflect how the proposed Transportation 2035 investments would affect 


communities of concern. Some members expressed the desire that future analyses focus more 


on localized movement and destinations within communities of concern, rather than regional 


movement. 


 


Much of the feedback received had to do with the limitations of doing long-range travel 


forecasting. These limitations include (1) MTC having to use a regional (as opposed to very 


localized) approach to analyzing forecasted outcomes and (2) reliance on numerous long-


range socioeconomic assumptions underlying the travel modeling, assumptions which 


numerous stakeholders simply did not see as being very credible.  
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These issues of defining and measuring equity are an ongoing dialogue among MTC and its 


stakeholders that has occurred over the development of the past several regional 


transportation plans. How MTC plans to address these issues going forward is described in 


the following chapter. 
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6 NEXT STEPS 


Chapter Highlights 


• MTC is pursuing development of new technical and analytical tools that will be implemented 
in the next RTP equity analysis. 


• MTC will continue its commitment to identify and prioritize solutions to transportation gaps 
in low-income communities by completing Community Based Transportation Plans in the 
remainder of the 43 identified communities.  


• The Transportation 2035 Plan adds $400 million in new financial commitment to the 
Lifeline Transportation Program. MTC will evaluate the program’s first cycle of projects to 
assess whether the program is meeting its objectives. 


 


This chapter describes ongoing and near-term efforts MTC is undertaking to continue to 


address issues of equity and environmental justice in its regional transportation planning 


activities. While it is not an exhaustive list, it does highlight MTC’s major financial and 


technical commitments to promoting regional transportation equity. 


6.1 Promote Involvement in Activity-Based Model Development 


MTC is currently developing the next generation of its travel demand models, which the 


agency expects to use for the next Regional Transportation Plan update scheduled for 2013, 


in conjunction with a planned update of the regional household travel survey (BATS, 


described in Chapter 2). Among other features, the new model system is distinguished from 


the existing trip-based system (used in this and previous analyses) in that travel and activity 


choices are fully disaggregated to an “activity-based” system. Such a system can better reflect 


the travel choices and behavior of low-income and minority households and communities, as 


well as a broader range of people with limitations to getting around by the private auto, 


including young people, older adults, people with disabilities, and zero-vehicle households. 


This development will be ongoing in 2009, with household survey development planned 


thereafter. These activities represent opportunities for MTC’s Minority Citizens Advisory 


Committee and others to provide input and feedback on MTC’s data gathering, travel 


forecasting, and analysis methods that will be the basis of future RTP equity analyses, with 


the hope that future analyses will better represent the region’s diverse population and travel 


behavior. 
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6.2 Develop a Regional Mobility Snapshot Analysis 


Perhaps the strongest feedback MTC staff received from the Minority Citizens Advisory 


Committee and other stakeholders on this equity analysis is that its analytical approach does 


not directly address the differing levels of access and mobility that exist within the region today. 


Rather, the RTP equity analysis relies on long-range forecasts to estimate and compare 


aggregate outcomes between communities of concern and the remainder of the Bay Area 


region-wide in the future.  


 


MTC has a growing wealth of data and analytical techniques (such as regional transit service 


data, economic data, and geospatial analysis and mapping) that can be used evaluate overall 


access and mobility at the level of individual neighborhoods in current and recent years. The 


short-term assessment could create a “snapshot” analysis of existing conditions, ideally with 


the goal of tracking access and mobility in communities of concern over time, highlighting 


potential community-oriented actions, and informing policies and programs such as the 


Lifeline Transportation Program. Such an analysis could more effectively answer the 


question “Are access and mobility improving in communities of concern?” than long-range 


forecasting exercises through the RTP equity analysis have been able to do. 


 


MTC staff will engage a variety of advisors and stakeholders beginning in 2009 to develop 


the scope and methodology for this analysis. A key element of this process will be 


determining how findings from this type of analysis can inform future RTP equity analyses. 


6.3 Monitor and Evaluate the Lifeline Transportation Program 


The Lifeline Transportation Program funds projects that improve mobility for the Bay Area’s 


low-income communities. The Transportation 2035 Plan adds $400 million in new 


investments over 25 years to the region’s Lifeline Transportation Program, on top of the 


roughly $280 million committed through previous actions.  


 


The Lifeline Program is administered at the county level based on regional policy objectives, 


and MTC will continue to monitor the program’s local implementation. The three-year 


interim funding cycle (FY05 to FY08) is currently concluding, with 39 projects funded 


throughout the region, while the second cycle of funding is in the process of being 


programmed. An interim evaluation of the program’s administration was conducted in early 


2008; however, a more thorough evaluation of the program’s outcomes and impacts will need 


to be conducted to assess how the funded projects are meeting program objectives.  
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6.4 Complete Remaining Community Based Transportation Plans 


In October 2002, the MTC adopted program guidelines to conduct transportation planning 


in communities of concern throughout the Bay Area via the Community Based 


Transportation Planning (CBTP). Each community’s planning process results in a 


collaboratively developed transportation plan that identifies community-prioritized 


transportation gaps, and projects or services to address these gaps. Projects recommended in 


each plan are eligible to compete for funding through MTC’s Lifeline Transportation 


Program. A total of 43 communities of concern were identified for CBTPs. Phase One of the 


CBTP program provided for the completion of a total of 25 plans. In April 2008, MTC 


approved Phase Two, which provides an additional $1 million commitment to complete plans 


for the remaining 18 communities. 


 


As with the Lifeline program, the CBTP program is administered at the county level under 


regional policy guidance. With the financial commitment now in place to complete plans in 


all 43 communities, MTC will continue to monitor the plans’ completion and support 


implementation of the program’s objectives.  


6.5 Support the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CARE 
Program 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District began the Community Air Risk Evaluation 


(CARE) Program in 2004 to evaluate potential health risks from exposure to toxic air 


contaminants from both stationary and mobile (including on-road) sources. Phase One of the 


CARE Program found that on-road mobile sources of toxic air contaminants account for 34% 


of the region’s cancer toxicity-weighted emissions by source category, 33% of chronic 


toxicity-weighted emissions (toxicity resulting from prolonged or repeated exposure), 


and 38% of acute toxicity-weighted emissions (toxicity resulting from a single exposure 


or exposure over a short period of time).22 The Air District through its analysis has 


identified six priority communities as being most impacted by exposure to toxic air 


contaminants: Eastern San Francisco, San Jose, East Oakland/San Leandro, West Oakland, 


Richmond, and Concord. As the Air District develops and implements air quality mitigation 


measures prioritizing these communities, MTC will continue to work with the District to 


monitor the contributions of on-road mobile sources to these most at-risk communities.23 


Detailed results from this equity analysis in Appendix D highlight MTC’s defined 


communities of concern that roughly correspond to the priority communities identified by 


the CARE Program. 


                                                             
22 See http://www.baaqmd.gov/CARE/documents/care_p1_findings_recommendations_v2.pdf. 
23 See http://www.baaqmd.gov/CARE/index.htm. 
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6.6 Further Evaluate Housing and Transportation Affordability in 
the Region 


Based on the complex and highly localized nature of housing and transportation affordability 


in the region, MTC is working with the independent Center for Neighborhood Technology 


to develop a more detailed, location-specific evaluation of housing and transportation 


affordability within the Bay Area. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the factors that 


contribute to higher household transportation costs, better understand the trade-offs that 


households make between housing and transportation costs in making locational decisions, 


and develop policy recommendations for enabling more affordable housing and 


transportation options for households of all income levels in the region. This study is 


expected to be completed in early 2009. 
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7 REFERENCES AND FURTHER INFORMATION 


7.1 Related Transportation 2035 Publications 


All related publications can be found at the main Transportation 2035 web portal 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/T2035  or from the MTC-ABAG Library. 


DRAFT TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA:  


CHANGE IN MOTION 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/index.htm 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/EIR.htm 


TRANSPORTATION 2035 TRAVEL FORECASTS DATA SUMMARY 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/ 


T2035-Travel_Forecast_Data_Summary.pdf 


TRANSPORTATION 2035 PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT REPORT 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/ 


T2035Plan-Perf_AssessmentReport.pdf 


7.2 MTC DataMart 


MTC’s online DataMart is a portal to numerous surveys and data sources cited in this report. 


Several reports summarizing these surveys are also available in the MTC-ABAG Library. 


U.S. CENSUS AND AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY PAGE 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/census 


AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 2007 DATA HIGHLIGHTS 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/census/ACS2007_DataHighlights.pdf 
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AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 2006 DATA HIGHLIGHTS 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/census/ 


ACS2006_BayArea_DataHighlights_Nov2006.pdf 


BAY AREA TRAVEL SURVEY (BATS) 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/survey 


TRANSIT PASSENGER DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/survey/2006_transit.htm 


TRAVEL MODELS AND FORECASTS 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/forecast 


ACTIVITY-BASED MODEL DEVELOPMENT 


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/abm/ 


7.3 Detailed Data Sources and Notes 


CHAPTER 2 


Table 2-1. Characteristics of MTC’s Four Income Groups 


Current and forecast-year data from ABAG’s Projections 2007. 


 


Table 2-2. Characteristics of the Region’s 44 Communities of Concern 


Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3, Tables P7 and P88. Diversity Index ranges from a value 


of 0 (for a completely homogeneous population) to 1 (exactly equal distribution of five 


racial/ethnic categories: white/non-Hispanic, Hispanic/Latino, Black, Asian, and Other). The 


higher the value, the more evenly distributed each group is within each geography. 


CHAPTER 3 


Table 3-1. Bay Area Population Shares by Race/Ethnicity: 2000, 2007, 2035 


Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (Table P7), American Community Survey 2007 (Table 


C03002), and ABAG Projections 2007. “Other/multiple races” includes the Census Bureau–


defined categories “Some Other Race” and “Two or More Races.” 


 


Table 3-2. Bay Area Population by Poverty Level: 1990–2007 


Tabulation prepared by MTC staff based on data from Census 1990 Summary Tape File 3 


(Table P121), Census 2000 Summary File 3 (Table P88), and American Community Survey 
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2006–2007 (Table B17002). Total population is persons for whom poverty status is 


determined. This excludes institutionalized persons, military group quarters, college 


dormitories, and unrelated individuals. 


 


Table 3-3. Households by Income Group by Community of Concern: 2006–2035 


Current and forecast-year data from ABAG Projections 2007 by zone flagged as either in a 


currently defined community of concern or outside a currently defined community of 


concern. 


 


Figure 3-1. Zero-Vehicle Households, 1980–2035 


Sources: U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Censuses 1980–2000, American Community Survey 


2006 (Table B25044); MTC forecasts. 


 


Table 3-4. Share of Households by Vehicle Availability, 2000–2006 


Source:  Minority Households and All Bay Area Households – Census 2000 SF 3 (Tables H44 


and HCT33I), ACS 2006 PUMS; Low-Income Households (Below 200% of Poverty) – Census 


2000 Public Use Microdata Samples (5% PUMS) and American Community Survey 2006 


PUMS. Note: Due to sample weighting and expansion, totals for Bay Area households in this 


table differ slightly from those calculated from Census SF3 Tables, which were used to 


determine zero- and multi-vehicle totals for minority and non-minority households. 


 


Table 3-5. Households by Transit Dependent Status (Adult Vehicle Sufficiency), 2000–


2006 


Source: Tabulation prepared by MTC staff based on Census 2000 5% PUMS and American 


Community Survey 2006 PUMS. Due to sample weighting and expansion, totals for Bay Area 


households and population used for this table differ slightly from totals calculated from 


Census 2000 SF3 and ACS standard tabulations. “Adults” refers to household persons 18+, 


except in minor-only households. For the approximately 400 (in 2006) minor-only Bay Area 


households, persons 16+ were tabulated as adults. 


 


Figure 3-2. Share of Households That Are Cost-Burdened by Household Type: 1990, 


2000–2007 


Tabulation prepared by MTC staff based on data from 1990 STF 3 (Tables H051 and H058), 


Census 2000 SF3 (Tables H69 and H94), Census 2001 Supplemental Survey/American 


Community Survey 2002–2003 (Tables H067 and H088), and the American Community 


Survey 2004–2007 (Tables B25070 and B25091). Housing unit universes differ between years. 


For tabulated data 1990–2003, the universe includes only “specified” renter- and owner-


occupied housing units, while 2004–2007 include the full renter- and owner-occupied 


universe. “Specified renter” housing units exclude single-family houses on 10 acres or more. 


“Specified owner” housing units include only single-family houses on less than 10 acres 
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without a business or medical office on the property. The data for “specified units” exclude 


mobile homes, houses with a business or medical office, houses on 10 or more acres, and 


owned housing units in multiunit buildings. 


 


Figure 3-3. Housing and Transportation Costs as a Share of Average Household Income: 


2006 


Source: Households by income level and housing cost estimates from ABAG Projections 


2007; Transportation cost estimates from MTC’s travel model as described in Section 4.5. 


 


Figure 3-4. Transportation Costs as a Share of Income by Density Level and Income 


Group: 2006 


Transportation cost estimates from MTC’s travel model as described in Section 4.5. Density 


levels are defined as the number of persons or jobs per square mile at the following 


thresholds: Rural (less than 500), Rural-Suburban (500 to 1,000), Suburban-Dispersed (1,000 


to 6,000), Suburban-Dense (6,000 to 10,000), Urban (10,000 to 20,000), Urban Core (greater 


than 20,000). For additional socioeconomic forecasts by density level see Table A2 in MTC’s 


Transportation 2035 Travel Forecasts Data Summary. 


CHAPTER 4 


Figure 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type 


Expenditure amounts from the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. 


 


Figure 4-2. Share of Low-Income Households’ Use of Transit and Roads/Highways 


Transit Share data from MTC’s 2006 Transit Passenger Demographic survey, weighted by 


average weekday ridership for each operator. VMT share data by household income group 


from MTC’s 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey. 


 


Table 4-1. Transportation 2035 Expenditures by Mode/Type and Household Income 


Group 


MTC staff calculations based on data sources noted in Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2. 


 


Figures 4-3 through 4-8 


Estimates produced by MTC’s travel model as described in Chapter 4. 


 


Table 4-2. Ratio of Accessibility by Auto to Accessibility by Transit 


MTC staff calculations based on estimates produced by MTC’s travel model. 


 


Table 4-3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions Density 


MTC estimates based on vehicle emissions forecasts produced by CT-EMFAC as described 


in Chapter 4. 
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I. Introduction  
A. Overview 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) regional transportation plan is the 
Commission’s principal long-range planning document. The Transportation 2035 Plan, 
adopted by the Commission in April 2009, specifies investment strategies for maintaining, 
managing and improving the surface transportation network in the nine-county San Francisco 
Bay Area with local, regional, state and federal funds that are projected to be available over 
the next 25 years.  
 
Public participation is essential in developing planning and funding priorities for the plan. An 
extensive public outreach and involvement program for the 2035 Plan was conducted in three 
phases and spanned some 24 months. Phase One focused on the plan’s vision and goals; 
Phase Two considered investment tradeoffs; and Phase Three included release of the Draft 
and Final Transportation 2035 Plan. MTC retained the consulting firm PMC to assist in the 
development and implementation of a comprehensive multi-phase public involvement 
program.  
 
Thousands of Bay Area residents from all walks of life helped shape the Transportation 2035 
Plan. Throughout 2007 and 2008, MTC reached out to its regional constituents by means of a 
regional forum; numerous public workshops and smaller discussion forums; two statistically 
valid telephone polls (conducted in three languages); Web surveys; “person on the street” 
(field) interviews; focus groups, including focus groups hosted by community-based 
organizations; and via in-depth discussions with members of MTC’s three advisory 
committees.  
 
The three-phase comprehensive public involvement campaign can be summarized as follows 
(details can be found in the Transportation 2035 Public Outreach and Involvement Program 
Report): 


• “Bay Area on the Move” Regional Forum (700 participants) 


• 12 MTC advisory committee workshops  


• 2 roundtable discussions with key “Three E” leaders  


• 13 workshops around the region (650 participants)  


• 2 public hearings (80 participants) 


• 2 statistically valid telephone surveys, offered in three languages (5,400 respondents) 


• 2 Web surveys (over 3,000 completed surveys) 


• 130 person-on-the-street, multilingual interviews 


• 9 focus groups, one per county (some 100 residents) 


• 10 multilingual focus groups with non-profits in low-income communities and 
communities of color (150 residents) 


 
The Commission adopted a set of goals for outreach and public involvement for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan process, as well as performance measures for those goals. The 
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measures include quantifiable targets for performance, based on MTC’s aspirations for 
meaningful public involvement, tempered by reasonable assumptions and time and budget 
constraints. 
 
This evaluation report details actual performance and reviews results of nearly 450 
evaluation forms from outreach participants that were returned and tabulated. 
 
 


B. Public Involvement Guiding Principles 
In 2007, MTC adopted a public participation plan for involving the people of the nine-county 
Bay Region in its key transportation policy and financial decisions. The Public Participation 
Plan, a federally mandated document, served as the basis for the public participation element 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public participation procedures are built on 
the following guiding principles: 
 
• Public participation is a dynamic activity that requires teamwork and commitment at all 


levels of the MTC organization. 
 


• One size does not fit all — effective public participation strategies must be tailored to fit 
the audience and the issue. 
 


• Citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and learn from many voices in the Bay 
Area. 
 


• Engaging interested citizens in ‘regional’ transportation issues is challenging, but 
possible. 
 


• Effective public outreach and involvement requires relationship building.  
 


• Create an open and transparent public participation process that empowers low-income 
communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that affects them 
(MTC’s Environmental Justice Principal #1, adopted March 2006).   
 


In addition to guiding principles, MTC uses the following tactics to ensure reaching the 
largest number of Bay Area residents in the most effective manner:  
 
Early Engagement Is Best 
MTC structures its major planning initiatives and funding decisions to provide for 
meaningful opportunities to help shape outcomes.  
 
Regional Transportation Plan Is Key Policy Document 
Because it is the blueprint for both new policies and investments for the Bay Area, MTC’s 
regional transportation plan updates are one of the best places for interested citizens to get 
involved.  
 
Communication Is a Two-Way Street 
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MTC pays close attention to the views of the public. MTC is committed to responding to 
every letter, fax and e-mail sent by members of the public directly to MTC. 
 
Inform Commissioners and Public of Areas of Agreement and Disagreement 
MTC staff summarizes comments heard by various parties so that the Commissioners and the 
public have a clear understanding of where there is consensus on a given issue and where 
there is not.  
 
Notify Public of Proposed or Final Actions 
MTC staff makes every effort to ensure that meeting minutes reflect public comments and 
document how comments are considered in MTC’s decisions. We strive to inform citizen 
participants on how public meetings/participation are helping to shape or have contributed to 
MTC’s key decisions and actions. When outcomes don’t correspond to the views expressed, 
every effort is made to explain why not. 
 
Access to All 
MTC works to provide all Bay Area residents opportunities for meaningful participation, 
regardless of disabilities or language barriers. Further, we recognize that one should not need 
to be a transportation professional to understand our written and oral communications. In this 
spirit, we strive to communicate in plain language, and use visuals to translate detailed data 
into information that is more readily understood. In addition, we provide auxiliary aids or 
interpreters to persons with disabilities or language translation barriers.  
 
 


C. Transportation 2035 Public Outreach Targeted Performance Measures 
MTC’s Public Participation Plan calls for setting and measuring progress on goals for 
involving the public in MTC’s regional transportation plan. In October 2007, the 
Commission adopted the following set of goals for outreach and public involvement for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan process.  
 
• Diversity: Participants must represent a range of socioeconomic, ethnic and 


cultural, geographic and user (mode) groups. They must also include a range of 
people with varying interests: social service, business, environment, social 
justice/equity, etc. 


• Reach: The program should make every effort to include the greatest number of 
people possible. Different levels of participation will make it more inviting for 
people with a range of involvement preferences to join the discussion. 


• Accessibility: Every effort should be made to ensure that anyone who wants to 
participate can do so. This goal can be met by taking the participation activities to 
where people already are located, whenever possible. It can also be met by 
providing ways to participate, regardless of individuals’ language or ability to 
attend a meeting, access to the Web, etc. 


• Impact: The feedback received through this Outreach and Involvement Program 
should be analyzed and provided to the Commission policy makers wherever 
appropriate. Interested participants should be informed of Commissions actions. 
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Decisions to not incorporate recommendations should be noted, with a rationale 
provided and ready to be discussed. 


• “High-quality” Input and Participation: Focus on receiving comments that 
generate discussion, add value to the process and help to build consensus. 


• Education: This outreach program is an opportunity for MTC to educate a wide 
range of people about transportation issues in the Bay Area, as well as the link to 
climate change and smart growth, among other issues. Each step of the process 
should include an educational element, whether it is about Bay Area 
transportation in general, specific projects being considered for inclusion in the 
long-range plan or background on the outreach results to date. 


• Participant Satisfaction: People who take the time and energy to participate 
should feel it was worth their while to join in the discussion and debate. 


MTC staff devised performance measures for the above-identified goals that include 
quantifiable targets for performance, based on MTC’s aspirations for meaningful public 
involvement, tempered by reasonable assumptions and time and budget constraints.   
 
Except where indicated by an asterisk (*), measures are true guides of outputs and outcomes, 
rather than inputs or efforts. Data collection methods include participant evaluations of 
individual events and meetings as well interviews of MTC’s citizen advisors.  
 
The following targeted performance measures are associated with each of the goal topics.  
 
Diversity 
• The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity, income, geographic location, 


disability) roughly mirror the demographics of the Bay Area’s population.* 
• Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, places of residence 


and primary modes of travel, as reported on evaluation forms distributed at meetings. 
 
Reach 
• 2,500 or more comments are logged. 
• 2,500 individuals actively participate in the Transportation 2035 Outreach and 


Involvement Program, as measured by survey responses and meeting attendance 
(excluding repeat attendance). 


• There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the 2035 section of the MTC Web site during active 
periods of the public outreach and involvement program. 


• The 2035 Plan or elements of it are mentioned in at least 70 radio or TV broadcasts, 
newspaper articles, editorials, commentaries, or other printed media. 


 
Accessibility 
• Meetings are held in all nine counties. 
• 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit.* 
• Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of participants, with 3 working days’ 


advance request for translation.* (Meeting announcements will offer translation services 
with advance notice to participants speaking any language with available professional 
translation services.) 







 


Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area  Page 5 
Public Outreach and Involvement Program – Evaluation Report 


• All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA). * 


 
 


Impact 
• 100 percent of written comments received are logged, analyzed, summarized and 


communicated in time for consideration by staff or Commissioners. 
• 100 percent of the written comments are acknowledged so that the person making them 


knows whether his or her comment is reflected in the outcome of a Commission action 
or, conversely, why the Commission acted differently. 


 
Participant Satisfaction, “High-quality” Input and Education 
• 60 percent of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that rate the 


Transportation 2035 Outreach Program. The statements cover the following performance 
dimensions: 


o Accessibility (meeting locations, materials presented in appropriate languages for 
targeted audiences, with sufficient advance notice, etc.) 


o Sufficient opportunity to comment 
o Clear information at an appropriate level of detail 
o Educational value of presentations and materials 
o Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities 
o Quality of the discussion 
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II. Evaluation of Select Outreach Activities 
A. Public Workshops 
Public workshops were a key part of the Transportation 2035 public involvement campaign, 
used to gather public comment at key points in the development of the draft plan. Four public 
workshops held during the Phase I outreach program involved about 200 participants. Nine 
workshops, one in each Bay Area county, drew over 450 attendees during Phase Two. 
Finally, two public hearings/workshops were held during Phase Three and drew 80 
participants. The evaluation results from the Bay Area on the Move Regional Forum, held 
October 2007, are not included here; the forum is reviewed in the next section of this 
Evaluation Report. 
 
Workshop participants were asked to indicate on a meeting evaluation form their level of 
agreement with statements that cover specific performance dimensions. The summary results 
below represent input from approximately 350 forms returned at the public workshops held 
throughout Phases One, Two and Three of the outreach campaign: 


 
Transportation 2035 Workshop Evaluation Forms 


 
Evaluation Form Statements Strongly 


Agree 
Agree Somewhat 


Agree/ 
Neutral 


Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 


No 
Opinion


1. I had the opportunity to provide comments. 53% 36% 5% 3% 2% 1% 


2. I found the meeting useful and 
informative. 22% 50% 17% 7% 3% 1% 


3. I gained a better understanding of other 
people’s perspectives and priorities. 23% 49% 20% 5% 3% 0% 


4. The information presented was clear and 
had an appropriate level of detail. 10% 40% 22% 20% 8% 0% 


5. A quality discussion on key issues took 
place. 9% 46% 20% 17% 6% 2% 


6. I learned more about transportation 
planning in the Bay Area by participating. 11% 45% 25% 13% 5% 1% 


7. There were no barriers (language or other) 
that prevented me from participating. 57% 35% 4% 3% 1% 0% 


 
The evaluation form asked participants if they agree or disagree with positively-worded 
statements about the workshops. The table above shows that a majority of respondents did 
strongly agree/agree with each statement. The two measures receiving the lowest agreement 
were “The information presented was clear and had an appropriate level of detail” (50% 
strongly agree/agree) and “A quality discussion on key issues took place” (55% strongly 
agree/agree).  
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B. Bay Area On the Move Regional Forum  
A joint regional land-use and transportation forum — titled “Bay Area on the Move: 
Connecting Transportation, Land Use and Climate Protection” — cosponsored by MTC and 
its sister regional agency, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), drew some 
700 Bay Area residents who previewed some of the major decisions anticipated as part of the 
update to MTC’s long-range transportation plan. The day-long forum was held on Friday, 
October 26, 2007, at the Oakland City Center Marriott and Convention Center to discuss the 
future of the Bay Area’s development patterns, environment and mobility.  
 
Participants came from every corner of the Bay Region and represented a wide range of 
interests and professions. At the start of the forum, participants used on-the-spot electronic 
voting to indicate what county and interest group they represented. The following tables 
provide a representative breakdown by county and interest.  
 


REGIONAL FORUM PARTICIPANTS 
 


County Percentage of Total 


Alameda 32% 


Contra Costa 17% 


Marin 7% 


Napa 2% 


San Francisco 15% 


San Mateo 6% 


Santa Clara 8% 


Solano 5% 


Sonoma 4% 


Other Locales 3% 
 
 


Interest Group/Profession Percentage of Total 


Business Persons 9% 


Community Advocates 14% 


Concerned Individuals 10% 


Elected Officials 12% 


Environmental Advocates 7% 


Public Sector Staff 39% 


Social Justice Advocates 4% 


Other 5% 
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At the conclusion of the forum, participants were asked to complete a Meeting Evaluation 
Form; approximately 100 forms were returned and used to compile these next two 
statistics. The regional forum drew a good number of individuals attending their first 
public meeting or workshop. When asked “Have you attended a public meeting or 
workshop in the Bay Area before?” 17 percent replied this was their first public meeting, 
and 83 percent had previously attended a public meeting or workshop. Additionally, 
when asked if they used public transit regularly (at least 1-2 times a week), 62 percent of 
the respondents replied yes, and 38 percent replied no.   
 
Bay Area on the Move Participant Evaluation  
The following tables provide a breakdown of participants’ overall impressions of the Bay 
Area on the Move forum. Approximately 100 Meeting Evaluation Forms were returned 
and used to compile these results.  
 


 Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 


Disagree 
No 


Opinion


1. I felt I had the opportunity to ask 
questions in the break-out sessions. 25.7% 55.2% 12.4% 1.9% 4.8% 


2. I had the opportunity to provide 
comments. 40.0% 53.3% 2.9% 0.0% 3.8% 


3. I found the meeting useful and 
informative. 39.0% 54.3% 2.9% 0.0% 3.8% 


4. I gained a better understanding of 
other people’s perspectives and 
priorities. 


25.7% 58.1% 7.6% 0.0% 8.6% 


5. The information presented was 
clear and contained an appropriate 
level of detail. 


22.9% 57.1% 14.3% 1.9% 3.8% 


6. A quality discussion on key issues 
took place. 14.3% 66.7% 11.4% 1.9% 5.7% 


7. I learned more about transportation 
and land use by participating today. 21.0% 57.1% 12.4% 0.0% 9.5% 


8. There were no barriers (language 
or other) to my participating. 45.7% 47.6% 3.8% 0.0% 2.9% 


 
Bay Area on the Move Evaluation - Written Comments 
In addition to specific questions to evaluate certain aspects of the forum, the Meeting 
Evaluation Form provided participants the opportunity to add comments on how to improve 
the meeting. Below is a small sampling of comments received. See the Appendix at the end 
of the report for a complete listing of comments: 
 


• Be clearer on what the next steps for the RTP process will be. Be clearer on how 
community participation at the meeting today will be used. 
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• Loved the voting opportunity.  


• Location near BART and bicycle parking great! 


• Morning session was great. Break-out was disappointing – didn’t feel the questions 
led to productive discussion or recommendations. 


 


C. Joint Advisor Workshops  
MTC conducted numerous joint advisor workshops involving members of its three citizen 
advisory committees: MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee 
(EDAC) and Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC). PMC, a public outreach 
consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of advisors in May 2009 to obtain 
feedback about their experience during the joint advisor workshops. Twelve joint advisor 
workshops were held: three workshops were held in 2007, seven in 2008 and two in 2009. 
 
The 31 advisors chosen to be interviewed attended a least four of the joint advisors 
workshops. Of the 31 advisors, 22 were available to be interviewed, including the 
chairpersons of all three advisory bodies. Those advisors unable to be contacted by telephone 
were contacted by e-mail. Two e-mail responses were received. The breakdown of 
respondents includes ten Advisory Council, nine EDAC and six MCAC members. Three of 
the advisors interviewed are serving concurrently on more than one advisory body. The 
advisors were asked a series of seven questions about their experiences.   
 
1. Did you find it useful to learn about and discuss the long-range transportation issues in a 


joint forum? If so, why? If not, how did it fall short? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 
 
An overwhelming majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool 
to learn about and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums 
allowed members to hear different perspectives about mobility and to see the whole picture. 
One EDAC member felt the process was “informative” rather than helpful. Another thought 
it was educational. One MCAC member supported the joint forums but was unsure about the 
format reaching a broader base of residents from across the Bay Area and felt that better 
coordination was needed. The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory Council 
member who felt that the process was biased toward highway projects over rail and transit. 
An EDAC member felt the meeting times of the joint forums conflicted with other meetings.   
 
2. Did you find it useful to have a wider range of stakeholders with different voices and 


opinions at the table? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 
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Reflecting the response to the first question, a majority of advisors felt that it was useful to 
have different voices and opinions at the table. Most attendees found it helpful to hear 
diverse opinions and perspectives. The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory 
Council member who felt that the public participation process does not attract stakeholders 
who are politically savvy.   
 
3. Did you feel that comments from the advisors were conveyed to the Commissioners? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 12 55% 


No 3 14% 


Unsure 7 32% 
 
The responses to this question were fairly mixed. Slightly over half of the advisors surveyed 
thought that their comments were being adequately conveyed to the Commission. However, 
about a third of those surveyed indicated their uncertainty as to whether their comments 
reached the Commission since nothing was reflected back to them. In essence, they 
expressed some concern that nothing was presented about the Commission response to the 
advisors’ comments and suggestions.  
 
One EDAC member stressed the importance of the Commission validating comments made 
by the advisors and felt that the Commission tended to be condescending at times. One 
Advisory Council and EDAC member felt that the comments conveyed to the Commission 
were “highly processed.” One MCAC member expressed some level of frustration that the 
plans did not mirror the input. He mentioned that the MCAC identified five to six issues that 
were conveyed to the Planning Committee. One Advisory Council member stated that the 
Commission does a good job of listening.   
 
4. Have you participated in a previous update of the regional transportation plan whether 


as an MTC advisor or as an interested citizen? If yes, do you think you had more or less 
of an impact this time around, or about the same? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes, participated in a previous update 11 50% 


No, did not previously participate 11 50% 
 
Half of the respondents indicated that they have participated in a previous update of the 
regional transportation plan. Of these, most did feel that they had more of an impact during 
the T2035 process, in part due to the joint advisors workshops. The overall view was that the 
Transportation 2035 outreach process was more thorough and that staff did a better job of 
documenting responses. 
 
5. Do you have any comments you would like to share about other elements of the 


Transportation 2035 public outreach campaign, such as the public workshops held in 
each county, the Web surveys, or the October 2007 regional summit held at the Oakland 
Marriott hotel? 
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Respondents’ comments about the other elements of the Transportation 2035 public outreach 
program were fairly mixed and offered suggestions for improvement. One Advisory Council 
member felt that the Bay Area on the Move regional summit was the most informative forum 
on future transportation plans and needs ever attended. One MCAC member felt that the 
public workshops were very good but suggested that it would be a good idea to survey 
people who do not use transit and find out why.   
 
Other comments expressed concern that not all stakeholders were represented, in particular 
community-based organizations (CBOs). One MCAC member felt that the outreach effort 
was not front-loaded as it should have been and had expressed concerns in an e-mail to MTC 
staff to this effect. One Advisory Council member thought that the response to the public 
input was selective. Another Advisory Council member expressed concern about the limited 
participation of small business owners and business associations. This advisor noted that the 
data presented does not adequately reflect businesses impacted by major transit projects. 
Outreach and focus should be targeted to local and regional businesses, vendors, start-ups 
and disadvantaged businesses.  
 
An EDAC member enjoyed the process, but felt that most of the changes came about for 
political reasons and not because the joint advisors wanted it to happen. He cited the example 
of HOT lanes, which have the support of the Commission. One Advisory Council member 
thought that MTC failed to present a “real smart-growth alternative,” and felt that MTC 
should do a better job in attracting business people, elected officials and average citizens, 
who often do not come to public meetings.   
 
6. In the future, would you find it useful to discuss other issues of mutual interest to the 


advisory committees in a joint forum? 
 
All of the advisors interviewed felt that the joint forum format is a useful tool to discuss other 
issues of mutual interest. The overall sentiment was that the joint forums should be held 
often so each advisory group could understand the other groups’ positions and needs. The 
cross-fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful. 
 
Additional issues of interest cited include emergency preparedness, global warming 
(AB 32/SB 375 conformity), goods movement, effective outreach strategies to low-income 
and minority communities, pedestrian safety, and high school internship programs. Several 
advisors emphasized that joint forums would be more effective at the subcommittee level 
working closely with MTC staff.   
 
7. Is there anything we missed? 
 
Most of the respondents surveyed felt that nothing was missed and enjoyed the joint advisor 
format overall. However, there were some suggestions on how the process could be 
improved. One advisor felt that the Early Dialogue Workshops worked better and that the 
later joint advisors workshops were rubber-stamped. Another was impressed with the 
involvement of MTC senior-level staff in the process. One EDAC member thought that the 
earlier joint advisor forums facilitated by MTC staff were too wonkish, analytical and lacked 
a big picture perspective. He expressed the importance of having MTC senior staff members 
provide a broader overview of the issues. One MCAC member expressed that it took a while 
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for the advisors to understand what the RTP process was all about. He suggested that 
objectives and goals should have been more clearly defined from the beginning.   
 


D. Community-Based Focus Groups  
MTC continued its practice of developing partnerships with community-based organizations 
to assist with public involvement in communities of concern (identified as communities with 
thresholds of at least 70 percent minority or 30 percent low-income residents as of the 2000 
Census). The Transportation 2035 outreach included 10 focus groups facilitated by 
community-based organizations, nine (90%) of which were in areas previously identified by 
MTC as communities of concern. 
 
A Request for Proposal was issued on February 26, 2008, and sent to community-based, not-
for-profit, and faith-based organizations throughout the region inviting them to assist MTC in 
developing a focus group in their area. The primary objective of the community-based focus 
groups was to ensure that a range of Bay Area low-income communities and communities of 
color had a chance to comment on the Transportation 2035 plan. 
 
While participants of the 10 community-based focus groups were not provided with 
evaluation forms at the conclusion of the focus groups, staff of the community-based 
organizations, as well as focus group participants, expressed appreciation for MTC’s 
initiative in seeking to involve their communities. One North Bay participant commented that 
residents in his area feel removed from the rest of the Bay Area, and appreciated MTC taking 
the time to solicit opinions from the northern part of the region. Many other participants also 
gave positive feedback on being included, but some expressed a desire to be involved earlier 
in the process. 
 
In addition, some of the community-based organizations’ staff observed that their clients 
often feel disenfranchised from many key policy decisions. Given that transportation and 
mobility are integral to the quality of life of community residents, they appreciated the 
opportunity for their constituents to share their views with the Commission and partner 
agencies. 
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III.  Key Findings for Targeted Performance Measures 
A. Diversity 
MTC sought to involve people from all walks of life in the nine-county Bay Area in 
developing the Transportation 2035 Plan, including people of different ages, races, 
ethnicities, incomes and places of residence. 


Measures: 
1. The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity, income, geographic 


location, disability) roughly mirrors the demographics of the Bay Area’s 
population. 


2. Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, places of 
residence and primary modes of travel, as reported on evaluation forms 
distributed at meetings. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


• Two statistically valid telephone polls were conducted (in the fall of 2007 and in 
the spring of 2008) that reflected the demographic characteristics listed above. 
Both polls were offered in English, Spanish or Cantonese. 


• Throughout the development of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, meetings 
were held in all nine Bay Area counties. 


• A series of focus groups were held in each Bay Area county, while a parallel 
round of focus groups was done in conjunction with nonprofit organizations 
representing low income communities and communities of color. Of the 10 focus 
groups facilitated by community-based organizations, nine (90%) were in areas 
previously identified by MTC as communities of concern (identified as 
communities with thresholds of at least 70 percent minority or 30 percent low-
income residents as of the 2000 Census). 


• Data collected at the September 2007 regional summit showed that participants 
came from all over the Bay Area and represented a range of interests (see p. 7 of 
this document for click voting results from the summit). 


• “Person-on-the-street” interviews were conducted in 31 locations (including 
transit hubs, shopping centers, senior centers, farmers markets, etc.) to seek out 
views and ideas from those who do not participate in meetings. 


 


B. Reach 
MTC made an effort to involve a large segment of the Bay Area population in the 
transportation choices surrounding the 2035 Plan. To do so, MTC identified four specific 
indicators having to do with reaching out to Bay Area residents.  


Measures: 
1. 2,500 or more comments are logged. 
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2. 2,500 individuals actively participate in the Transportation 2035 Outreach and 
Involvement Program, as measured by survey responses and meeting attendance 
(excluding repeat attendance). 


3. There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the 2035 section of the MTC Web site 
during active periods of the public outreach and involvement program. 


4. The 2035 Plan or elements of it are mentioned in at least 70 radio or TV 
broadcasts, newspaper articles, editorials, commentaries, or other printed media 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


• Throughout the 2035 Plan’s development, MTC received nearly 100 letters, 165 
email comments, some 3,000 completed Web surveys and some 570 completed 
comment forms from various meetings. In addition to these written comments, 
staff logged oral comments received at all workshops, public hearings and 
roundtable discussions; joint advisor workshops; as well as comments heard from 
the 250 focus group participants, from the 130 “person on the street” interviews, 
and the 5,400 residents surveyed by the two statistically valid telephone polls. All 
together these far exceed the goal of 2,500 or more comments. 


• Some 1,100 people participated in 2035 Plan workshops as well as the Bay Area 
on the Move event (excluding repeat attendance by the same person at multiple 
meetings). Additionally, there were another 250 focus group participants, 130 
“person on the street” interviewees, 5,400 residents surveyed via telephone poll 
and 3,000 responses to two Web surveys. This exceeds the goal of 2,500 
participants. 


• Some 3,000 Web surveys were completed (two separate surveys) on the Draft 
2035 Plan. 


• MTC’s Web site received some 153,000 “hits” to Web pages relating to the 2035 
Plan. Data for page “views” — our identified performance measure — were not 
available on a consistent basis. Web “hits” include any time an individual 
“clicks” a link on a page, whereas page views includes all activity, including 
multiple clicks, on a given Web page. Consequently, the number of hits is a 
larger number; page views is a smaller number. However, based on the number 
of hits, there appears to be robust Internet participation and interest in the 2035 
Plan. 


• The 2035 Plan was covered nearly 90 times in the media, including radio and TV 
broadcasts, newspaper coverage, printed newsletters as well as electronic media 
(including newsletters and blogs). This exceeds the goal of 70.  
 


C. Accessibility 
MTC made every effort to ensure that meetings were accessible to a broad range of Bay Area 
residents. The performance measures set by MTC called out four points in particular. 
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Measures: 


1. Meetings are held in all nine counties. 


2. 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit. 


3.  Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100% of participants, with three 
working days’ advance request for translation.  


4. All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 Throughout the development of the plan, meetings were held in all nine counties. 
The following table breaks out meeting locations by county for the general public 
workshops as well as the general and community-based focus groups.  


 


County Phase One 
Locations 


Phase Two 
Locations 


Phase Three 
Locations 


Alameda 2 5 1 


Contra Costa 1 4  


Marin 1 2  


Napa  2  


San Francisco  4 1 


San Mateo  3  


Santa Clara 1 3  


Solano  3  


Sonoma  2  


 


 All meetings were accessible by transit.  


 Meetings were linguistically accessible to participants, with three working days’ 
advance request for translation. All meeting notices provided instruction on how 
to request interpreters or auxiliary aids.  


 All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 


 
D. Impact 
MTC made every effort to ensure that the feedback received through this Outreach and 
Involvement Program was analyzed and provided to the Commission policy makers 
wherever appropriate, and that interested participants be informed of Commissions actions. 
The performance measures set by MTC called out two points in particular. 
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Measures: 


1. 100% of written comments received are logged, analyzed, summarized and 
communicated in time for consideration by staff or Commissioners. 


2. 100% of the written comments are acknowledged so that the person making them 
knows whether his or her comment is reflected in the outcome of a Commission 
action, or, conversely why the Commission acted differently. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 A summary of oral comments heard was prepared for each workshop, focus 
group, as well as at the regional Bay Area on the Move forum. See the appendix 
of the main report, “Transportation 2035 Public Outreach and Involvement 
Program Report,” for the summary notes.  


 Comments heard from the public were communicated to the Commission at 
regular intervals: 


o Staff presented the comments heard at three June 2007 workshops to MTC’s 
Planning Committee on July 13, 2007.  


o The fall 2007 telephone survey results and a summary of comments heard at 
the Bay Area on the Move regional forum were presented to the Planning 
Committee on November 9, 2007.  


o A summary of comments heard from the fall 2007 outreach activities (3 
public workshops, a joint advisor workshop, fall 2007 telephone poll and Bay 
Area on the Move forum) were reviewed at a Commission Workshop in late 
November 2007.  


o Results from the “man-on-the-street” interviews were presented to MTC’s 
Planning Committee in December 2007.  


o Preliminary results from the May workshops were presented to the 
Commission at a special workshop in May 2008.  


o More detailed key messages from the various outreach methods employed 
during the second phase of outreach were presented at the Commission’s June 
13, 2008 meeting of the Planning Committee.  


o Staff presented the advisors’ input on Transportation 2035 Plan projects, 
policies and the financially constrained plan to the Commission three times 
during Phase Two, at the May, June and July 2008 Planning Committee 
meetings. 


o Staff presented the key messages heard from Phase Three events (two public 
hearings; two joint advisor workshops; a roundtable discussion with 
stakeholders, commissioners and partners) as well as staff responses to those 
key messages, at the February 13, 2009 Planning Committee meeting. 


o Written correspondence received on the Draft Transportation Plan was 
transmitted to the Commission at the February, March and April 2009 
Planning Committee meetings.  
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 All writers who submitted a written letter or e-mail on the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan received a specific letter in reply from MTC.  


 Participants who commented through workshops and the Web site could track 
progress on the development of the 2035 Plan by reviewing MTC’s Web site, by 
attending Commission meetings, or by listening to audio casts of Commission 
meetings either live or on the Web.  


 


E. Participant Satisfaction 
MTC made every effort to ensure that people who took the time and energy to participate felt 
it was worth their while to join in the discussion and debate.  


Measure: 


60% of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that rate the 
Transportation 2035 Outreach Program. The statements cover the performance 
dimensions shown below. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 Accessibility (meeting locations, materials presented in appropriate languages for 
targeted audiences, with sufficient advance notice, etc. 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 92% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that there were no barriers (language or other) that prevented them 
from participating in the discussion.  


 Sufficient opportunity to comment 
Some 400 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 91% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they had the opportunity to provide comments. 


 Clear information at an appropriate level of detail 
Some 440 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 57% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that the information presented was clear and contained an 
appropriate level of detail. This statement received the lowest level of agreement; 
MTC must continue to strive for clear writing and elimination of bureaucratic 
jargon. 


 Educational value of presentations and materials 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 77% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they found the meeting useful and thought provoking. In 
addition, 62% of respondents strongly agree or agree that they learned more 
about transportation by participating in the workshops.  


 Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 75% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they gained a better understanding of other people’s 
perspectives and priorities.  
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 Quality of the discussion 
Some 400 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 62% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that a quality discussion took place. 
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IV. Recommendations  
A.  Measuring Our Performance 
Based on responses from participants’ meeting evaluations, MTC fared well in the areas of 
diversity, reach, access and impact. Highlights include some 10,000 individuals actively 
participating in the T2035 Plan development, excluding repeat attendance at meetings (versus a goal 
of 2,500), robust participation via MTC’s Web site (some 50,000 “hits” were logged along with 
more than 3,000 completed Web surveys). MTC also met goals for accessibility, with transit-
accessible meetings in all nine Bay Area counties and the option of language translation upon 
request. 
 
In the area of participant satisfaction, however, there is room for improvement. While we easily met 
our goal of 60 percent of participants strongly agreeing or agreeing that we did a good job with 
providing access to meetings, sufficient opportunities to comment, educational value, clearer 
understanding of other perspectives and quality discussions, we garnered only 57 percent agreement 
that our materials were presented clearly in an appropriate level of detail. So while our issues and 
challenges are complex, we nonetheless need to continue to strive to simplify our language and 
presentations. 
 
Joint Advisors Workshops 
MTC pulled together members of all three advisory committees for 12 separate joint advisor 
workshops over the course of the T2035 Plan development. To gauge the value of these 
meetings, 31 advisors who had participated in at least four of these sessions were asked for their 
views. Of these, 22 were able to complete a telephone survey conducted by PMC. Two key 
findings emerged: 
 
• The vast majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool to learn about 


and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums allowed members to 
hear different perspectives about mobility and were interested in having MTC hold the joint 
forums more frequently. 
 


• Many advisors felt a disconnect between the advice they give the Commission and its 
actions. They would like to see a stronger relationship between MTC’s Commissioners 
and advisors. 


 
 


B.  Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the findings from the evaluations submitted by 
participants, the telephone survey of MTC advisors, and the expertise of MTC Legislation and Public 
Affairs staff, as well as that of their consultant team. Implementing these recommendations in the next 
update to the Transportation 2035 Plan will provide continuing quality improvements in public 
involvement and civic engagement. 
 
Overall 
1. Determine early how new requirements in SB 375 (Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes) will affect 


decisions to be made in the next regional transportation plan, and continue to educate participants 
on issues related to tradeoffs to be made with respect to policy and investment decisions; 
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2. Collaborate with partner agencies — especially the Association of Bay Area Governments — on 


outreach with respect to the next long-range plan and parallel efforts to develop a sustainable 
communities strategy; 


 
3. Allow adequate time for a public dialogue on key issues and tradeoffs, and for distillation of key 


messages heard to those who will be making decisions; and 
 
4. Seek assistance from MTC Commissioners as well as board members from partner agencies to 


pass along information to their constituents at key milestones. 
 


Advisory Committees and Other Public Involvement 
5. Based on findings from MTC’s outreach consultants showing overwhelming support for the joint 


advisor sessions, conduct a comprehensive review of MTC’s current advisory committee 
structure and return with a recommendation for the Commission no later than September 2009; 


 
6. Build upon successful partnerships with community-based organizations to reach out to and 


involve new voices in key decisions; 
 
7. Pursue a more proactive partnership with the media to inform and involve Bay Area residents; 
 
8. Develop a core of speakers who can make presentations to a wider range of constituencies 


and organizations, including small business groups; 
 
9. Seek out partnerships with local colleges and universities for new civic engagement projects; 


and 
 
10. Experiment with new media and social marketing to involve those who would otherwise not 


participate, and develop a more interactive Web site dedicated to the long-range plan. 
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V. Appendices  
A.  Bay Area on the Move Regional Forum: Evaluation — Written 
Comments 
At the conclusion of the forum, participants were asked to complete a Meeting Evaluation 
Form; approximately 100 forms were returned and tabulated. In addition to specific questions 
to evaluate certain aspects of the forum, participants had to opportunity to add any comments 
on how to improve the meeting. Below is the list of comments received:  
 
• In breakout sessions it would be great to work at small groups, then joining the bigger 


group. 


• Too much for people who served the food. Probably serving salad and setting a buffet 
line for people to serve themselves. 


• Shorter speeches please. There were no people of color on the panel discussion. Stuart 
Cohen brought up great points from a community, social equity and environmental 
perspective, but there needs to be a representation from a highly impacted low income 
neighborhood. 


• Need much more baselining of who’s in the audience and how much they know before 
you dive into the focus groups! 


• Bathroom accessibility difficult for wheelchair users – door next to impossible to open 
for such persons – need directions to more accessible facility. 


• Location near BART and bicycle parking great! 


• The questions for discussion and ranking were too structured – would have liked working 
around a table focusing on the info from the morning and crafting how to move forward.  
We discussed the questions but some felt unsatisfied as if we were pushed to an answer. 
Looking at where the issues are within our communities and how to overcome them 
would have been helpful.  Great morning. Great speakers and great data! 


• Provide better background training to the meeting facilitators and MTC/ABAG staff in 
break-out sessions. 


• I liked the first lecture of ABAG & MTC’s executive directors but the rest was too 
general to be helpful. It was preaching to the choir. I wanted more info and detail and 
how to implement. The breakout session wasn’t useful. It seemed more of a time to just 
give ABAG feedback, not to expand knowledge. 


• The meeting was very positive, which is a good start. Future meetings should discuss 
open discussion about the difficult trade-offs between the transportation investment 
approaches. I’d like to see an option that emphasizes smaller scale widespread 
improvements in existing transit, and adding pedestrian and biking options, car share, and 
other options, contrasted to the bigger capital alternatives we see. We should also 
consider re-visiting the prior highway projects that are in the RTP, but perhaps do not 
take us where we are trying to go. For the future meetings, more hands on techniques 
would be useful – planning tools, and more discussion. 


• Handouts were not used efficiently – people didn’t know about agenda, breakout group 
sheets, and comment form for panel. Need to tell people about these at beginning. 
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• Best part – intro speaker (Dr. Pastor) and MTC/ABAG presentation. I didn’t find the rest 
as enlightening. 


• I thought the break-out session was not particularly useful or inspiring. An alternative 
would have been to take one of the questions (#6 is my recommendation) and have the 
group address it using the world café model. Ranking is traditional and didactic. We 
needed a more interactive critical thinking and communicative way to work on these 
issues. The morning session was exceptional. I wish the break-out session had mirrored 
the “out of the box” approach of the morning. Excellent keynote speaker. Exceptional 
panel (with exception of Marin County Supervisor). Great vegetarian lunch. Thank you. 


• The FOCUS plan is not very clear. 


• I was very bored in break-out session East A, as I could not hear most 
questions/comments from participants. Facilitator did not repeat comments even though I 
requested that be done before we started. Without amplification, I will probably leave 
until lunch in the future.  


• Food service was very poor. Waitpersons had no idea of color coding on name tags. I 
ordered seafood and it was not available. They ran out. Next time I attend I will go out 
and get seafood (if not available) and bill MTC/ABAG. Overall more bad than good. 


• Thank you for a great morning and afternoon. The materials are great. Good job. 


• Great job. The morning sessions (lecture, panel) were absolutely excellent. 


• Loved the voting opportunity. 


• Need more use of Internet collaboration to facilitate quality discussion of issues. Suggest 
a Yahoo! Group for each issue so all concerned citizens have an opportunity to make 
comments. Meeting is still required face-to-face but should be supplemented by 
electronic communications in an open and transparent way. Yahoo! Groups can fill that 
need. 


• Great job. 


• More public input is needed – I think based on the electronic voting results this meeting 
was a bit too much “preaching to the choir.” Public input would allow a more diverse 
idea pool and feedback for planning purposes. 


• Less assumption that all know full detail of key terminology. Regarding questionnaire for 
break-out sessions -- wording baffled many; most in room not clear about intent of 
question. Brief explanation of how to use e-vote device. 


• Thanks – nice discussion. Focus on jobs/housing balance when considering 
transportation policy. Be like China/Europe – develop a Bullet train. 


• Be clearer on what the next steps for the RTP process will be. Be clearer on how 
community participation at the meeting today will be used. 


• Breakout was not as successful as could be – our session was not moderated well (east 
hall B); very difficult to hear; several times the comment sent very off course (i.e., what 
happens when you use 511.org or why TransLink® isn’t on BART yet) and moderator 
didn’t re-focus the discussion. 


• Mayor Newsom was a terrific speaker, as was Manuel Pastor. Jane Brunner was a 
downer. She is my councilmember and absolutely does not acknowledge those residents 
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who do support the new projects on Telegraph Ave. and elsewhere [she stated that all the 
neighbors oppose these projects]. Terrific presentation by the rest of the panel and by 
Henry G. and Bill Dodd. 


• I’m so pleased to see the evidence of the efforts of collaboration between MTC and 
ABAG. I hope the rest of the RTP process continues with this collaboration and with the 
targets/goals set out in today’s vision. 


• Morning session was great. Break-out was disappointing – didn’t feel the questions led to 
productive discussion or recommendations. 


• Good to see what is happening. I think more is needed, but I’m glad to see the start. Let’s 
DREAM BIG. There is no time to waste. 


• Some questions were not yes/no or A, B, C, D. Some were ‘other.’ Careful wording 
might help but also steers to get the answer you want. 


• Thank you for holding the conference. Thank you for providing bike parking. It gave me 
the optimal way to get to the event. 


• Dedicate some funding generated by new revenues to upgrade the existing system, repair 
and maintain. Fix what we have in place first. 


• Some introduction to the RTP process and the overall purpose of the meeting would have 
been useful. I don’t think people understood the purpose of the break-out sessions and 
how participatory (or decision-making) they should be.  


• Bill Dodd could have been quicker in presenting and reviewing the polling.  


• Disabled issues need to be addressed. Low income too. 


• I was pleasantly surprised to hear health included in some of the presentations. Please 
include it in the dialogue as this movement goes forward. I think it is an issue close to the 
hearts and minds of the public. Many local health departments are working on related 
(land use & transportation) issues. We are strong on health issues and community 
involvement. This can help shift the balance toward smart growth in the mind of the 
public.  


• Panel discussion was excellent. Break-outs not so good. Poor listening conditions, groups 
too large. I attended a climate protection conference in late September in San Francisco 
that had a good break-out format at our 8-chair tables. Ok that most of the input is 
written. The large group format didn’t work to engage attendees with JPC staff – it was 
more of a soapbox affair.  


• I think it is unfortunate that not everyone who wanted to attend could attend due to space 
limitations. Maybe part of the meeting could have been scheduled for an auditorium 
setting that could hold more people (possibly without the lunch).  


• We need to discuss necessary changes to values: consumerism, conservation, morality, 
concern for future v. present, cost v. quality.  


• Considering what you were trying to accomplish today, you did a great job. I was 
surprised by how well the break-out sessions went. Mayor Newsom was great. I’m not 
sure how accessible this material is to people not deeply involved in transportation issues, 
but it’s clear MTC/ABAG is trying! Well-organized, great materials. Thanks for staying 
on schedule! Wonderful job with logistics for so many people. 
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• May need to have multi-sites to maximize numbers of community participants ((not only 
government staff turnout) by using telecast/simulcast, which Sacramento Council of 
Governments had used for their “Tall Order” regional conference. Public comment 
period is short with the amount of participants. If there is multi-sites, more public 
comment and participants can be accommodated. 


• Needed to explain FOCUS and PDAs at or before break-out sessions. People were 
confused. Great speakers. Break-out sessions least useful, except for opportunity to ask 
questions.  


• PowerPoint on Goals/Targets/Strategies was very good, with intriguing data about what 
could cut emissions, what wouldn’t. Excellent speech by Manuel Pastor. Like to hear 
more about transition of region to center of a megalopolis. Very well organized event, 
good pacing, and lots of interesting presentations.  


• Utilize and integrate Internet or LAN network into audience interactions. Use wi-fi in-
house for interaction. 


• The hotel’s convention hall and break-out rooms were cold! Location was great because 
it allows for public transportation. 


• Improve quality of lunch service. Not a big deal given that the rest of the meeting went 
fine.  


• One of the smoothest-run meetings I’ve ever been to. 


• It was a helpful discussion of what we could and need to do in the future, but the ideas 
aren’t anything new. However, it’s important to have frequent gatherings of people in the 
entire region and have this dialogue. There should have been more discussions of the 
FOCUS process and specific next steps with the PDAs and funding.  


• Gavin Newsom was great!  


• The Marriott’s service was poor. Waiters were rude, understaffed.  


• Great job! Well-organized. Well run, on time. Good content. Interesting speakers. 
Fantastic, time well spent! 


• The break-out sessions really wasted a lot of time. People in the audience were not 
educated or informed well on the acronyms and projects (i.e., 2035, FOCUS, etc.) 
Therefore, many ideas and comments were not heard. Need to include feedback from 
break-outs & comments from these forms since time didn’t allow for true communication 
exchange. I can help you in the future.  


• More discussion of trail networks for non-motorized transportation and recreation as a 
stand-alone authority or Federation of Jurisdictions. The adoption of the California Cross 
State Bike Route by those affected in the creation of a non-motorized r-o-w from the Bay 
Trail to the Tahoe Rim Trail, which would parallel I-80 from American Canyon’s 
wetlands Edge Trail to the Green Valley Trail in Cordelia. This is a local which has 
immediate needs of a Class I trail to reach high ground upon occasion and transportation, 
recreation, therapy, ecotourism, etc. on all other days. Transit needs better and more 
uniform accommodation of bicycles and bicycling info, accurate maps and signage which 
is legal and correct within the entire region. Not just those that are enlightened with 
county transtaxes.  
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• Question not understandable     


• Question too abstract    


• Again, limited info. available about FOCUS, the 2035 Plan    


• Need more information     


• I object to this biased question and proposal.     


• Bad question.    


• I don’t really understand these options and they are not well defined.    


• Too abstract a question.   


• This (question) is poorly structured and doesn’t include environment, transit travel  


• I’m not sure I understand my choices or the question.   


• This is frustrating because addressing congestion (which also reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions) isn’t obvious on this list (sorry, bad question)    
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Public Outreach and Involvement Program Evaluation 
Joint Advisors Interviews Report 
 
Introduction 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted its long-range regional 
transportation plan, known as Transportation 2035, in April 2009.  Transportation 2035 involved 
an extensive multiphase public involvement program in each of the nine Bay Area counties 
consisting of public workshops, field interviews, focus groups, multilingual telephone and 
Web surveys and the Bay Area on the Move regional summit held in October 2007.  In 
addition, MTC conducted numerous joint advisor workshops involving members of its three 
citizen advisory committees:  MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee (EDAC) and Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC).   
 
The MTC Advisory Council, composed of 24 members, includes representatives from a range 
of interests such as academia, architecture, business, community, construction, engineering, 
environmental, labor, public safety, and the news media, as well as user categories: freight, 
automobile, transit and non-motorized transportation.  Additionally, two members are drawn 
from the EDAC and the MCAC. 
 
The purpose of the EDAC is to advise MTC regarding issues of concern to older adults and to 
persons with disabilities, including access to transportation services and implementation of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The 20-member panel includes one elderly and one 
disabled advisor from each of the nine counties, selected by the commissioner(s) 
representing each county.  
 
The MCAC was created to ensure that the views and needs of minority and low-income 
communities are adequately reflected in MTC policies.  The Commission appoints, for two-
year terms, 26 members from the nine Bay Area counties to represent the region’s major 
ethnic minority groups: African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic and Native American.  
In addition, two members represent the views of low-income communities.   
 
PMC, the public outreach consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of MTC 
advisors to obtain feedback about their experience during the 12 joint advisors workshops 
held over the past year and a half.  Of the 12 workshops conducted during this period, three 
were held in 2007, seven in 2008 and two in 2009.   
 
Evaluation Methodology and Findings 
 
The 31 advisors chosen to be interviewed attended a least four of the nine joint advisors 
workshops.  Of the 31 advisors, 22 were available to be interviewed, including the 
chairpersons of all three advisory bodies.  Those advisors unable to be contacted by 
telephone were contacted by e-mail.  Two e-mail responses were received. The breakdown 
of respondents includes ten Advisory Council, nine EDAC and six MCAC members.  Three of 
the advisors interviewed are serving concurrently on more than one advisory body.  The 
advisors were asked a series of seven questions about their experiences.  This report contains 
a series of findings and recommendations from these interviews that will serve to refine and 
provide synthesis to MTC’s advisory structure.   
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1. Did you find it useful to learn about and discuss the long-range transportation 


issues in a joint forum? If so, why?  If not, how did it fall short? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 


 
An overwhelming majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool to 
learn about and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums 
allowed members to hear different perspectives about mobility and to see the whole 
picture.  One EDAC member felt that the process was “informative” rather than helpful.  
Another thought it was educational.  One MCAC member supported the joint forums but 
was unsure about the format reaching a broader base of residents from across the Bay Area 
and felt that better coordination was needed.  The only dissenting opinion was from an 
Advisory Council member who felt that the process was biased toward highway projects 
over rail and transit.  An EDAC member felt that the times the joint advisor forums were 
scheduled conflicted with other meetings.   
 
 


2. Did you find it useful to have a wider range of stakeholders with different voices 
and opinions at the table? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 


 
Reflecting the response to the first question, a majority of advisors felt that it was useful to 
have different voices and opinions at the table.  Most attendees found it helpful to hear 
diverse opinions and perspectives.  The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory Council 
member who felt that the public participation process does not attract stakeholders who are 
politically savvy.   
 
 


3. Did you feel that comments from the advisors were conveyed to the 
Commissioners? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 12 55% 


No 3 14% 


Unsure 7 32% 


 
The responses to this question were fairly mixed.  Slightly over half of the advisors surveyed 
thought that their comments were being adequately conveyed to the Commission.  
However, about a third of those surveyed indicated their uncertainty as to whether their 
comments reached the Commission since nothing was reflected back to them.  In essence, 
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they expressed some concern that nothing was presented about the Commission response 
to the advisors’ comments and suggestions.  
 
One EDAC member stressed the importance of the Commission validating comments made 
by the advisors and felt that the Commission tended to be condescending at times.  One 
Advisory Council and EDAC member felt that the comments conveyed to the Commission 
were “highly processed.”  One MCAC member expressed some level of frustration that the 
plans did not mirror the input.  He mentioned that the MCAC identified five to six issues that 
were conveyed to the Planning Committee.  One Advisory Council member stated that the 
Commission does a good job of listening.   
 
 


4. Have you participated in a previous update of the regional transportation plan 
whether as an MTC advisor or as an interested citizen?  If yes, do you think you 
had more or less of an impact this time around, or about the same? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 11 50% 


No 11 50% 


 
Half of the respondents indicated that they have participated in a previous update of the 
regional transportation plan.  The overall view was that the Transportation 2035 outreach 
process was more thorough and that staff did a better job of documenting responses.  In 
addition, most respondents who participated in previous updates of the plan felt that they 
had more of an impact on the process during Transportation 2035.  They cited the joint 
advisors workshops as playing a significant role having an increased impact. 
 
 


5. Do you have any comments you would like to share about other elements of the 
Transportation 2035 public outreach campaign, such as the public workshops 
held in each county, the Web surveys, or the October 2007 regional summit held 
at the Oakland Marriott hotel? 


 
Respondents’ comments about the other elements of the Transportation 2035 public 
outreach program were fairly mixed and offered suggestions for improvement.  One 
Advisory Council member felt that the Bay Area on the Move summit was the most 
informative forum on future transportation plans and needs ever attended.  This member 
also thought that the breakout sessions were especially exciting and most informative. One 
MCAC member felt that the public workshops were very good but suggested that it would 
be a good idea to survey people who do not use transit and find out why.   
 
Other comments expressed concern that not all stakeholders were represented, in particular 
community-based organizations (CBOs).  One MCAC member felt that the outreach effort 
was not front-loaded as it should have been and had expressed concerns in an e-mail to 
MTC staff to this effect.  One Advisory Council member thought that the response to the 
public input was selective.  Another Advisory Council member expressed concern about the 
limited participation of small business owners and business associations.  This advisor noted 
that the data presented does not adequately reflect businesses impacted by major transit 
projects.  Outreach and focus should be targeted to local and regional businesses, vendors, 
start-ups and disadvantaged businesses.  
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An EDAC member enjoyed the process but felt that most of the changes came about for 
political reasons and not because the joint advisors wanted it to happen.  He cited the 
example of HOT lanes, which have the support of the Commission.  One Advisory Council 
member thought that MTC failed to present a “real smart-growth alternative,” and felt that 
MTC should do a better job in attracting business people, elected officials and average 
citizens, who often do not come to public meetings.   
 
 


6. In the future, would you find it useful to discuss other issues of mutual interest to 
the advisory committees in a joint forum? 


 
All of the advisors interviewed felt that the joint forum format is a useful tool to discuss other 
issues of mutual interest.  The overall sentiment was that the joint forums should be held often 
so each advisory group could understand the other groups’ positions and needs.  The cross-
fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful. 
 
Additional issues of interest cited include emergency preparedness, global warming 
(AB 32/SB 375 conformity), goods movement, effective outreach strategies to low-income 
and minority communities, pedestrian safety, and high school internship programs.  Several 
advisors emphasized that joint forums would be more effective at the subcommittee level 
working closely with MTC staff.   
 
 


7. Is there anything we missed? 
 
Most of the respondents surveyed felt that nothing was missed and enjoyed the joint advisor 
format overall.  However, there were some suggestions on how the process could be 
improved.  One advisor felt that the Early Dialogue Workshops worked better and that the 
later joint advisors workshops were rubber-stamped.  Another was impressed with the 
involvement of MTC senior-level staff in the process.  One EDAC member thought that the 
earlier joint advisors forums facilitated by MTC staff were too wonkish, analytical and lacked 
a big picture perspective.  He expressed the importance of having MTC senior staff members 
provide a broader overview of the issues.  One MCAC member expressed that it took a while 
for the advisors to understand what the RTP process was all about.  He suggested that 
objectives and goals should have been more clearly defined from the beginning.   
 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
The Transportation 2035 public outreach program encompassed a multiyear and 
multifaceted effort, which involved the joint participation of the three citizen advisory 
committees.  The 12 joint advisors workshops held during the planning period allowed 
members of the MTC Advisory Council, EDAC and MCAC an opportunity to learn about and 
discuss long-range transportation planning issues in an interactive setting.  The vast majority 
of advisors surveyed felt that the joint advisor format and having a wide range of 
stakeholders with different views helped to broaden their perspectives.   
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Although many of these advisors felt that their voices were heard, a number of advisors 
expressed concern that their ideas and views were not adequately conveyed and validated 
by the Commission.  Moreover, respondents expressed the need for MTC to intensify its 
outreach to small business owners, CBOs, and students as well as to low-income and minority 
communities.  In addition to long-range transportation planning, most thought that the joint 
advisor format would be a good tool to discuss other issues of importance.    
 
Based upon the findings derived from these interviews, a series of three recommendations 
have been developed for the consideration of MTC.   
 


1) Consider utilizing the joint advisors workshop format to address other issues of 
importance. 


The joint advisors workshops conducted during the Transportation 2035 process were 
well received and allowed advisory committee members to hear different 
perspectives and exchange ideas.  Utilizing a combined advisory body to address 
other vital regional issues would be more inclusive, provide better synthesis and allow 
MTC to adequately allocate staffing resources toward the meetings.   
 
A series of ad-hoc committees or task forces could be created to address specific 
issues such as goods movement, the development of specific policy initiatives, global 
warming, and outreach to disabled, low-income and minority communities.    
 


2) Improve communication between the advisors and the Commission.   


Although a slight majority of advisors felt that their comments were adequately 
conveyed to the Commission, a significant number of advisors felt unsure as to 
whether their comments were being conveyed.  Moreover, they indicated that their 
comments and recommendations have received little or no acknowledgement from 
the Commission.   
 
In order to bridge the communication gap between the advisory committees and 
the Commission, it is suggested that a representative from each advisory body deliver 
a quarterly report to the Commission on the activities and motions of that advisory 
committee.   Commissioners have indicated that they would like to see policies and 
action items that have been sufficiently vetted by the advisory committees.  Likewise, 
representatives from the Commission would be encouraged to attend advisory 
committee meetings on a rotating basis.   
 


3) Conduct an audit to review the management and structure of the advisory 
committees. 


By reviewing the management and structure of its advisory committees, an audit 
would help MTC identify the most productive use of the advisory process in order to 
derive the most valuable output.  An audit would also explore ways MTC can use its 
staffing resources more efficiently to better recruit, orient and serve advisors in their 
roles.   
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Public Outreach and Involvement Program Evaluation 
Commissioner Interviews Report 
Introduction 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted its long-range regional 
transportation plan, known as Transportation 2035, in April 2009.  Transportation 2035 involved an 
extensive multiphase public involvement program in each of the nine Bay Area counties 
consisting of public workshops, field interviews, focus groups, two statistically valid telephone 
polls and several Web surveys and the Bay Area on the Move regional summit held in October 
2007 at the Oakland Marriott Hotel and Convention Center.  In addition, MTC conducted 
numerous joint advisors workshops involving members of its three citizen advisory committees:  
MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee (EDAC) and Minority Citizens 
Advisory Committee (MCAC).   
 
The MTC Commission also played a significant role in the Transportation 2035 public involvement 
process.  The Commission is MTC’s 19-member policy board comprising representatives from 
each of the nine Bay Area counties as well as representatives from regional, state and federal 
agencies.  Fourteen commissioners are appointed directly by locally elected officials.  The five 
most populous counties appoint two representatives each, one representing the county at large 
and one representing the incorporated cities therein.  The remaining four counties appoint one 
commissioner each representing both the county and the cities located therein.   
 
In addition, two members represent regional agencies — the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC).  Finally, 
three nonvoting ex officio members have been appointed to represent the California State 
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, the United States Department of Transportation 
(DOT) and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
 
In 2007, the Commission adopted a public participation plan for involving the residents of the 
nine-county Bay Area region in its key transportation policy and financial decisions.  The Public 
Participation Plan, a federally mandated document, served as the basis for the public 
involvement element of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  One the Plan’s guiding principles is that 
“citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and learn from many voices in the Bay Area.” 
In conjunction with the Public Participation Plan, the Commission adopted a set of goals for 
outreach and involvement that encompass diversity, reach, accessibility, impact, “high-quality” 
input and participation, education, and participant satisfaction.   
 
PMC, the public outreach consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of MTC 
commissioners to obtain feedback about their observations of the 12 joint advisors workshops 
and the overall public involvement process conducted over the past year and a half.  Of the 12 
joint advisors workshops conducted during this period, three were held in 2007, seven in 2008 
and two in 2009.   
 
Evaluation Methodology and Findings 
 
The commissioner interviews were conducted by telephone.  The commissioners were asked a 
series of five questions about their thoughts and observations of the Transportation 2035 public 
involvement program.  This report contains a series of findings from these interviews that will serve 
to refine and provide synthesis to MTC’s public involvement process.   
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1. What outreach effort was the most useful in providing you with information as you 


deliberated and made decisions? 
 
Based upon the responses received, there was no one specific outreach effort that stood out as 
being the most useful.  The Bay Area on the Move Summit, joint advisors workshops, public 
workshops and focus groups were all mentioned as being useful to commissioners in aiding their 
deliberation and decision making.  Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
  


 The Summit really did a lot.  Great job.  Loved the on-the-spot surveys and the 
break-out groups. 


 Advisory committees.  You get better representative opinions.  


 Local community county workshops were more valuable. 


 Focus groups.  They provided more local information. 


2. Was there any issue that could have been better vetted with the public to assist you in 
making your decision? 


 
The responses to this question indicate overall satisfaction with how issues were vetted to the 
public during the Transportation 2035 public involvement process.  One commissioner expressed 
that more public outreach could have been done to inform people about the workshops.  
Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
 


 I don’t think so. 


 Not off the top (of my head). 


 More public outreach to let people know about workshops. 


 None. 


3. MTC’s three advisory committees discussed the 2035 Plan in about a dozen joint forums 
that brought together a wide range of advocates and views.  Did you find it useful to 
hear a joint response from all three committees, as opposed to three separate responses 
from the three committees, as was the case in the previous RTPs? 


 
Most of the commissioners surveyed found that a joint response from all three advisory 
committees was more useful.  Commissioners have indicated that they would like to see policies 
and action items that have been sufficiently vetted by the advisory committees in a 
collaborative manner.  Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
 


 Yes, the joint response was preferable. 


 I think it would be helpful to get both individual and joint viewpoints. 


 Joint response is better. 


 Can’t say. 
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4. In the future, would you find it useful for the three advisory committees to discuss other 


issues of mutual interest in a joint forum? 
 
The response to this question indicated unanimous support by the Commission for the three 
advisory committees to discuss other issues of mutual interest in a joint forum.  As was expressed 
previously, the commissioners value the importance of having issues sufficiently vetted by the 
advisors first prior to being deliberated by the Commission.  The following is a response that sums 
up the Commission’s support of joint forums: 
 


 Yes, because if they can gain consensus within these groups, you’ve gone a long 
way toward making it real. 


 
5. Is there anything else you would like to add about public involvement on the Plan? 


 
Overall, commissioners expressed satisfaction about the Transportation 2035 public involvement 
program.  The only concern was how clearly the information was conveyed to the general 
public.  Below is a summary of what was heard about the public involvement process: 


 No.  I will say that MTC and the consultant did a great job of getting out in front 
and involving the public. 


 
 MTC and consultant did a good, solid job. 


 
 We need to better connect with people so they understand the content of what 


is being discussed.  There were a lot of public outreach/workshops, but sometimes 
the content was not clear for folks. 


 
 Well done process, hard to get complete input. 


 
Conclusion  
 
The Transportation 2035 public outreach program encompassed a multiyear and multifaceted 
effort, which was guided by the Public Participation Plan and Guiding Principles adopted by the 
Commission.  The majority of commissioners surveyed expressed their overall satisfaction with the 
public involvement efforts, although one commissioner felt that there should have been a 
stronger effort to inform the public about the workshops as well as clarify the content.  There was 
no one specific outreach effort that stood out as being the most useful.  The Bay Area on the 
Move Summit, joint advisors workshops, county workshops and focus groups were all cited as 
being useful strategies.   
 
In regard to the role of the advisory committee, the commissioners expressed strong support for 
the joint advisor format.  They appreciated having issues and policies vetted by a joint advisory 
body prior to deliberation by the Commission.  There was also a feeling that this was a good 
means of achieving consensus amongst a diverse set of perspectives.  In addition to 
Transportation 2035, the commissioners were in favor of having a joint advisor format to discuss 
other issues of mutual interest.  Recommendations based on these findings are found in the Joint 
Advisors Evaluation Report (PMC, June 2009). 
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I. Introduction  
A. Overview 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) regional transportation plan is the 
Commission’s principal long-range planning document. The Transportation 2035 Plan, 
adopted by the Commission in April 2009, specifies investment strategies for maintaining, 
managing and improving the surface transportation network in the nine-county San Francisco 
Bay Area with local, regional, state and federal funds that are projected to be available over 
the next 25 years.  
 
Public participation is essential in developing planning and funding priorities for the plan. An 
extensive public outreach and involvement program for the 2035 Plan was conducted in three 
phases and spanned some 24 months. Phase One focused on the plan’s vision and goals; 
Phase Two considered investment tradeoffs; and Phase Three included release of the Draft 
and Final Transportation 2035 Plan. MTC retained the consulting firm PMC to assist in the 
development and implementation of a comprehensive multi-phase public involvement 
program.  
 
Thousands of Bay Area residents from all walks of life helped shape the Transportation 2035 
Plan. Throughout 2007 and 2008, MTC reached out to its regional constituents by means of a 
regional forum; numerous public workshops and smaller discussion forums; two statistically 
valid telephone polls (conducted in three languages); Web surveys; “person on the street” 
(field) interviews; focus groups, including focus groups hosted by community-based 
organizations; and via in-depth discussions with members of MTC’s three advisory 
committees.  
 
The three-phase comprehensive public involvement campaign can be summarized as follows 
(details can be found in the Transportation 2035 Public Outreach and Involvement Program 
Report): 


• “Bay Area on the Move” Regional Forum (700 participants) 


• 12 MTC advisory committee workshops  


• 2 roundtable discussions with key “Three E” leaders  


• 13 workshops around the region (650 participants)  


• 2 public hearings (80 participants) 


• 2 statistically valid telephone surveys, offered in three languages (5,400 respondents) 


• 2 Web surveys (over 3,000 completed surveys) 


• 130 person-on-the-street, multilingual interviews 


• 9 focus groups, one per county (some 100 residents) 


• 10 multilingual focus groups with non-profits in low-income communities and 
communities of color (150 residents) 


 
The Commission adopted a set of goals for outreach and public involvement for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan process, as well as performance measures for those goals. The 
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measures include quantifiable targets for performance, based on MTC’s aspirations for 
meaningful public involvement, tempered by reasonable assumptions and time and budget 
constraints. 
 
This evaluation report details actual performance and reviews results of nearly 450 
evaluation forms from outreach participants that were returned and tabulated. 
 
 


B. Public Involvement Guiding Principles 
In 2007, MTC adopted a public participation plan for involving the people of the nine-county 
Bay Region in its key transportation policy and financial decisions. The Public Participation 
Plan, a federally mandated document, served as the basis for the public participation element 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s public participation procedures are built on 
the following guiding principles: 
 
• Public participation is a dynamic activity that requires teamwork and commitment at all 


levels of the MTC organization. 
 


• One size does not fit all — effective public participation strategies must be tailored to fit 
the audience and the issue. 
 


• Citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and learn from many voices in the Bay 
Area. 
 


• Engaging interested citizens in ‘regional’ transportation issues is challenging, but 
possible. 
 


• Effective public outreach and involvement requires relationship building.  
 


• Create an open and transparent public participation process that empowers low-income 
communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that affects them 
(MTC’s Environmental Justice Principal #1, adopted March 2006).   
 


In addition to guiding principles, MTC uses the following tactics to ensure reaching the 
largest number of Bay Area residents in the most effective manner:  
 
Early Engagement Is Best 
MTC structures its major planning initiatives and funding decisions to provide for 
meaningful opportunities to help shape outcomes.  
 
Regional Transportation Plan Is Key Policy Document 
Because it is the blueprint for both new policies and investments for the Bay Area, MTC’s 
regional transportation plan updates are one of the best places for interested citizens to get 
involved.  
 
Communication Is a Two-Way Street 
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MTC pays close attention to the views of the public. MTC is committed to responding to 
every letter, fax and e-mail sent by members of the public directly to MTC. 
 
Inform Commissioners and Public of Areas of Agreement and Disagreement 
MTC staff summarizes comments heard by various parties so that the Commissioners and the 
public have a clear understanding of where there is consensus on a given issue and where 
there is not.  
 
Notify Public of Proposed or Final Actions 
MTC staff makes every effort to ensure that meeting minutes reflect public comments and 
document how comments are considered in MTC’s decisions. We strive to inform citizen 
participants on how public meetings/participation are helping to shape or have contributed to 
MTC’s key decisions and actions. When outcomes don’t correspond to the views expressed, 
every effort is made to explain why not. 
 
Access to All 
MTC works to provide all Bay Area residents opportunities for meaningful participation, 
regardless of disabilities or language barriers. Further, we recognize that one should not need 
to be a transportation professional to understand our written and oral communications. In this 
spirit, we strive to communicate in plain language, and use visuals to translate detailed data 
into information that is more readily understood. In addition, we provide auxiliary aids or 
interpreters to persons with disabilities or language translation barriers.  
 
 


C. Transportation 2035 Public Outreach Targeted Performance Measures 
MTC’s Public Participation Plan calls for setting and measuring progress on goals for 
involving the public in MTC’s regional transportation plan. In October 2007, the 
Commission adopted the following set of goals for outreach and public involvement for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan process.  
 
• Diversity: Participants must represent a range of socioeconomic, ethnic and 


cultural, geographic and user (mode) groups. They must also include a range of 
people with varying interests: social service, business, environment, social 
justice/equity, etc. 


• Reach: The program should make every effort to include the greatest number of 
people possible. Different levels of participation will make it more inviting for 
people with a range of involvement preferences to join the discussion. 


• Accessibility: Every effort should be made to ensure that anyone who wants to 
participate can do so. This goal can be met by taking the participation activities to 
where people already are located, whenever possible. It can also be met by 
providing ways to participate, regardless of individuals’ language or ability to 
attend a meeting, access to the Web, etc. 


• Impact: The feedback received through this Outreach and Involvement Program 
should be analyzed and provided to the Commission policy makers wherever 
appropriate. Interested participants should be informed of Commissions actions. 
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Decisions to not incorporate recommendations should be noted, with a rationale 
provided and ready to be discussed. 


• “High-quality” Input and Participation: Focus on receiving comments that 
generate discussion, add value to the process and help to build consensus. 


• Education: This outreach program is an opportunity for MTC to educate a wide 
range of people about transportation issues in the Bay Area, as well as the link to 
climate change and smart growth, among other issues. Each step of the process 
should include an educational element, whether it is about Bay Area 
transportation in general, specific projects being considered for inclusion in the 
long-range plan or background on the outreach results to date. 


• Participant Satisfaction: People who take the time and energy to participate 
should feel it was worth their while to join in the discussion and debate. 


MTC staff devised performance measures for the above-identified goals that include 
quantifiable targets for performance, based on MTC’s aspirations for meaningful public 
involvement, tempered by reasonable assumptions and time and budget constraints.   
 
Except where indicated by an asterisk (*), measures are true guides of outputs and outcomes, 
rather than inputs or efforts. Data collection methods include participant evaluations of 
individual events and meetings as well interviews of MTC’s citizen advisors.  
 
The following targeted performance measures are associated with each of the goal topics.  
 
Diversity 
• The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity, income, geographic location, 


disability) roughly mirror the demographics of the Bay Area’s population.* 
• Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, places of residence 


and primary modes of travel, as reported on evaluation forms distributed at meetings. 
 
Reach 
• 2,500 or more comments are logged. 
• 2,500 individuals actively participate in the Transportation 2035 Outreach and 


Involvement Program, as measured by survey responses and meeting attendance 
(excluding repeat attendance). 


• There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the 2035 section of the MTC Web site during active 
periods of the public outreach and involvement program. 


• The 2035 Plan or elements of it are mentioned in at least 70 radio or TV broadcasts, 
newspaper articles, editorials, commentaries, or other printed media. 


 
Accessibility 
• Meetings are held in all nine counties. 
• 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit.* 
• Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of participants, with 3 working days’ 


advance request for translation.* (Meeting announcements will offer translation services 
with advance notice to participants speaking any language with available professional 
translation services.) 
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• All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA). * 


 
 


Impact 
• 100 percent of written comments received are logged, analyzed, summarized and 


communicated in time for consideration by staff or Commissioners. 
• 100 percent of the written comments are acknowledged so that the person making them 


knows whether his or her comment is reflected in the outcome of a Commission action 
or, conversely, why the Commission acted differently. 


 
Participant Satisfaction, “High-quality” Input and Education 
• 60 percent of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that rate the 


Transportation 2035 Outreach Program. The statements cover the following performance 
dimensions: 


o Accessibility (meeting locations, materials presented in appropriate languages for 
targeted audiences, with sufficient advance notice, etc.) 


o Sufficient opportunity to comment 
o Clear information at an appropriate level of detail 
o Educational value of presentations and materials 
o Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities 
o Quality of the discussion 


 







 


Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area  Page 6 
Public Outreach and Involvement Program – Evaluation Report 


II. Evaluation of Select Outreach Activities 
A. Public Workshops 
Public workshops were a key part of the Transportation 2035 public involvement campaign, 
used to gather public comment at key points in the development of the draft plan. Four public 
workshops held during the Phase I outreach program involved about 200 participants. Nine 
workshops, one in each Bay Area county, drew over 450 attendees during Phase Two. 
Finally, two public hearings/workshops were held during Phase Three and drew 80 
participants. The evaluation results from the Bay Area on the Move Regional Forum, held 
October 2007, are not included here; the forum is reviewed in the next section of this 
Evaluation Report. 
 
Workshop participants were asked to indicate on a meeting evaluation form their level of 
agreement with statements that cover specific performance dimensions. The summary results 
below represent input from approximately 350 forms returned at the public workshops held 
throughout Phases One, Two and Three of the outreach campaign: 


 
Transportation 2035 Workshop Evaluation Forms 


 
Evaluation Form Statements Strongly 


Agree 
Agree Somewhat 


Agree/ 
Neutral 


Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 


No 
Opinion


1. I had the opportunity to provide comments. 53% 36% 5% 3% 2% 1% 


2. I found the meeting useful and 
informative. 22% 50% 17% 7% 3% 1% 


3. I gained a better understanding of other 
people’s perspectives and priorities. 23% 49% 20% 5% 3% 0% 


4. The information presented was clear and 
had an appropriate level of detail. 10% 40% 22% 20% 8% 0% 


5. A quality discussion on key issues took 
place. 9% 46% 20% 17% 6% 2% 


6. I learned more about transportation 
planning in the Bay Area by participating. 11% 45% 25% 13% 5% 1% 


7. There were no barriers (language or other) 
that prevented me from participating. 57% 35% 4% 3% 1% 0% 


 
The evaluation form asked participants if they agree or disagree with positively-worded 
statements about the workshops. The table above shows that a majority of respondents did 
strongly agree/agree with each statement. The two measures receiving the lowest agreement 
were “The information presented was clear and had an appropriate level of detail” (50% 
strongly agree/agree) and “A quality discussion on key issues took place” (55% strongly 
agree/agree).  
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B. Bay Area On the Move Regional Forum  
A joint regional land-use and transportation forum — titled “Bay Area on the Move: 
Connecting Transportation, Land Use and Climate Protection” — cosponsored by MTC and 
its sister regional agency, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), drew some 
700 Bay Area residents who previewed some of the major decisions anticipated as part of the 
update to MTC’s long-range transportation plan. The day-long forum was held on Friday, 
October 26, 2007, at the Oakland City Center Marriott and Convention Center to discuss the 
future of the Bay Area’s development patterns, environment and mobility.  
 
Participants came from every corner of the Bay Region and represented a wide range of 
interests and professions. At the start of the forum, participants used on-the-spot electronic 
voting to indicate what county and interest group they represented. The following tables 
provide a representative breakdown by county and interest.  
 


REGIONAL FORUM PARTICIPANTS 
 


County Percentage of Total 


Alameda 32% 


Contra Costa 17% 


Marin 7% 


Napa 2% 


San Francisco 15% 


San Mateo 6% 


Santa Clara 8% 


Solano 5% 


Sonoma 4% 


Other Locales 3% 
 
 


Interest Group/Profession Percentage of Total 


Business Persons 9% 


Community Advocates 14% 


Concerned Individuals 10% 


Elected Officials 12% 


Environmental Advocates 7% 


Public Sector Staff 39% 


Social Justice Advocates 4% 


Other 5% 
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At the conclusion of the forum, participants were asked to complete a Meeting Evaluation 
Form; approximately 100 forms were returned and used to compile these next two 
statistics. The regional forum drew a good number of individuals attending their first 
public meeting or workshop. When asked “Have you attended a public meeting or 
workshop in the Bay Area before?” 17 percent replied this was their first public meeting, 
and 83 percent had previously attended a public meeting or workshop. Additionally, 
when asked if they used public transit regularly (at least 1-2 times a week), 62 percent of 
the respondents replied yes, and 38 percent replied no.   
 
Bay Area on the Move Participant Evaluation  
The following tables provide a breakdown of participants’ overall impressions of the Bay 
Area on the Move forum. Approximately 100 Meeting Evaluation Forms were returned 
and used to compile these results.  
 


 Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 


Disagree 
No 


Opinion


1. I felt I had the opportunity to ask 
questions in the break-out sessions. 25.7% 55.2% 12.4% 1.9% 4.8% 


2. I had the opportunity to provide 
comments. 40.0% 53.3% 2.9% 0.0% 3.8% 


3. I found the meeting useful and 
informative. 39.0% 54.3% 2.9% 0.0% 3.8% 


4. I gained a better understanding of 
other people’s perspectives and 
priorities. 


25.7% 58.1% 7.6% 0.0% 8.6% 


5. The information presented was 
clear and contained an appropriate 
level of detail. 


22.9% 57.1% 14.3% 1.9% 3.8% 


6. A quality discussion on key issues 
took place. 14.3% 66.7% 11.4% 1.9% 5.7% 


7. I learned more about transportation 
and land use by participating today. 21.0% 57.1% 12.4% 0.0% 9.5% 


8. There were no barriers (language 
or other) to my participating. 45.7% 47.6% 3.8% 0.0% 2.9% 


 
Bay Area on the Move Evaluation - Written Comments 
In addition to specific questions to evaluate certain aspects of the forum, the Meeting 
Evaluation Form provided participants the opportunity to add comments on how to improve 
the meeting. Below is a small sampling of comments received. See the Appendix at the end 
of the report for a complete listing of comments: 
 


• Be clearer on what the next steps for the RTP process will be. Be clearer on how 
community participation at the meeting today will be used. 
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• Loved the voting opportunity.  


• Location near BART and bicycle parking great! 


• Morning session was great. Break-out was disappointing – didn’t feel the questions 
led to productive discussion or recommendations. 


 


C. Joint Advisor Workshops  
MTC conducted numerous joint advisor workshops involving members of its three citizen 
advisory committees: MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee 
(EDAC) and Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC). PMC, a public outreach 
consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of advisors in May 2009 to obtain 
feedback about their experience during the joint advisor workshops. Twelve joint advisor 
workshops were held: three workshops were held in 2007, seven in 2008 and two in 2009. 
 
The 31 advisors chosen to be interviewed attended a least four of the joint advisors 
workshops. Of the 31 advisors, 22 were available to be interviewed, including the 
chairpersons of all three advisory bodies. Those advisors unable to be contacted by telephone 
were contacted by e-mail. Two e-mail responses were received. The breakdown of 
respondents includes ten Advisory Council, nine EDAC and six MCAC members. Three of 
the advisors interviewed are serving concurrently on more than one advisory body. The 
advisors were asked a series of seven questions about their experiences.   
 
1. Did you find it useful to learn about and discuss the long-range transportation issues in a 


joint forum? If so, why? If not, how did it fall short? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 
 
An overwhelming majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool 
to learn about and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums 
allowed members to hear different perspectives about mobility and to see the whole picture. 
One EDAC member felt the process was “informative” rather than helpful. Another thought 
it was educational. One MCAC member supported the joint forums but was unsure about the 
format reaching a broader base of residents from across the Bay Area and felt that better 
coordination was needed. The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory Council 
member who felt that the process was biased toward highway projects over rail and transit. 
An EDAC member felt the meeting times of the joint forums conflicted with other meetings.   
 
2. Did you find it useful to have a wider range of stakeholders with different voices and 


opinions at the table? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 
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Reflecting the response to the first question, a majority of advisors felt that it was useful to 
have different voices and opinions at the table. Most attendees found it helpful to hear 
diverse opinions and perspectives. The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory 
Council member who felt that the public participation process does not attract stakeholders 
who are politically savvy.   
 
3. Did you feel that comments from the advisors were conveyed to the Commissioners? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 12 55% 


No 3 14% 


Unsure 7 32% 
 
The responses to this question were fairly mixed. Slightly over half of the advisors surveyed 
thought that their comments were being adequately conveyed to the Commission. However, 
about a third of those surveyed indicated their uncertainty as to whether their comments 
reached the Commission since nothing was reflected back to them. In essence, they 
expressed some concern that nothing was presented about the Commission response to the 
advisors’ comments and suggestions.  
 
One EDAC member stressed the importance of the Commission validating comments made 
by the advisors and felt that the Commission tended to be condescending at times. One 
Advisory Council and EDAC member felt that the comments conveyed to the Commission 
were “highly processed.” One MCAC member expressed some level of frustration that the 
plans did not mirror the input. He mentioned that the MCAC identified five to six issues that 
were conveyed to the Planning Committee. One Advisory Council member stated that the 
Commission does a good job of listening.   
 
4. Have you participated in a previous update of the regional transportation plan whether 


as an MTC advisor or as an interested citizen? If yes, do you think you had more or less 
of an impact this time around, or about the same? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes, participated in a previous update 11 50% 


No, did not previously participate 11 50% 
 
Half of the respondents indicated that they have participated in a previous update of the 
regional transportation plan. Of these, most did feel that they had more of an impact during 
the T2035 process, in part due to the joint advisors workshops. The overall view was that the 
Transportation 2035 outreach process was more thorough and that staff did a better job of 
documenting responses. 
 
5. Do you have any comments you would like to share about other elements of the 


Transportation 2035 public outreach campaign, such as the public workshops held in 
each county, the Web surveys, or the October 2007 regional summit held at the Oakland 
Marriott hotel? 
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Respondents’ comments about the other elements of the Transportation 2035 public outreach 
program were fairly mixed and offered suggestions for improvement. One Advisory Council 
member felt that the Bay Area on the Move regional summit was the most informative forum 
on future transportation plans and needs ever attended. One MCAC member felt that the 
public workshops were very good but suggested that it would be a good idea to survey 
people who do not use transit and find out why.   
 
Other comments expressed concern that not all stakeholders were represented, in particular 
community-based organizations (CBOs). One MCAC member felt that the outreach effort 
was not front-loaded as it should have been and had expressed concerns in an e-mail to MTC 
staff to this effect. One Advisory Council member thought that the response to the public 
input was selective. Another Advisory Council member expressed concern about the limited 
participation of small business owners and business associations. This advisor noted that the 
data presented does not adequately reflect businesses impacted by major transit projects. 
Outreach and focus should be targeted to local and regional businesses, vendors, start-ups 
and disadvantaged businesses.  
 
An EDAC member enjoyed the process, but felt that most of the changes came about for 
political reasons and not because the joint advisors wanted it to happen. He cited the example 
of HOT lanes, which have the support of the Commission. One Advisory Council member 
thought that MTC failed to present a “real smart-growth alternative,” and felt that MTC 
should do a better job in attracting business people, elected officials and average citizens, 
who often do not come to public meetings.   
 
6. In the future, would you find it useful to discuss other issues of mutual interest to the 


advisory committees in a joint forum? 
 
All of the advisors interviewed felt that the joint forum format is a useful tool to discuss other 
issues of mutual interest. The overall sentiment was that the joint forums should be held 
often so each advisory group could understand the other groups’ positions and needs. The 
cross-fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful. 
 
Additional issues of interest cited include emergency preparedness, global warming 
(AB 32/SB 375 conformity), goods movement, effective outreach strategies to low-income 
and minority communities, pedestrian safety, and high school internship programs. Several 
advisors emphasized that joint forums would be more effective at the subcommittee level 
working closely with MTC staff.   
 
7. Is there anything we missed? 
 
Most of the respondents surveyed felt that nothing was missed and enjoyed the joint advisor 
format overall. However, there were some suggestions on how the process could be 
improved. One advisor felt that the Early Dialogue Workshops worked better and that the 
later joint advisors workshops were rubber-stamped. Another was impressed with the 
involvement of MTC senior-level staff in the process. One EDAC member thought that the 
earlier joint advisor forums facilitated by MTC staff were too wonkish, analytical and lacked 
a big picture perspective. He expressed the importance of having MTC senior staff members 
provide a broader overview of the issues. One MCAC member expressed that it took a while 
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for the advisors to understand what the RTP process was all about. He suggested that 
objectives and goals should have been more clearly defined from the beginning.   
 


D. Community-Based Focus Groups  
MTC continued its practice of developing partnerships with community-based organizations 
to assist with public involvement in communities of concern (identified as communities with 
thresholds of at least 70 percent minority or 30 percent low-income residents as of the 2000 
Census). The Transportation 2035 outreach included 10 focus groups facilitated by 
community-based organizations, nine (90%) of which were in areas previously identified by 
MTC as communities of concern. 
 
A Request for Proposal was issued on February 26, 2008, and sent to community-based, not-
for-profit, and faith-based organizations throughout the region inviting them to assist MTC in 
developing a focus group in their area. The primary objective of the community-based focus 
groups was to ensure that a range of Bay Area low-income communities and communities of 
color had a chance to comment on the Transportation 2035 plan. 
 
While participants of the 10 community-based focus groups were not provided with 
evaluation forms at the conclusion of the focus groups, staff of the community-based 
organizations, as well as focus group participants, expressed appreciation for MTC’s 
initiative in seeking to involve their communities. One North Bay participant commented that 
residents in his area feel removed from the rest of the Bay Area, and appreciated MTC taking 
the time to solicit opinions from the northern part of the region. Many other participants also 
gave positive feedback on being included, but some expressed a desire to be involved earlier 
in the process. 
 
In addition, some of the community-based organizations’ staff observed that their clients 
often feel disenfranchised from many key policy decisions. Given that transportation and 
mobility are integral to the quality of life of community residents, they appreciated the 
opportunity for their constituents to share their views with the Commission and partner 
agencies. 
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III.  Key Findings for Targeted Performance Measures 
A. Diversity 
MTC sought to involve people from all walks of life in the nine-county Bay Area in 
developing the Transportation 2035 Plan, including people of different ages, races, 
ethnicities, incomes and places of residence. 


Measures: 
1. The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity, income, geographic 


location, disability) roughly mirrors the demographics of the Bay Area’s 
population. 


2. Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, places of 
residence and primary modes of travel, as reported on evaluation forms 
distributed at meetings. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


• Two statistically valid telephone polls were conducted (in the fall of 2007 and in 
the spring of 2008) that reflected the demographic characteristics listed above. 
Both polls were offered in English, Spanish or Cantonese. 


• Throughout the development of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, meetings 
were held in all nine Bay Area counties. 


• A series of focus groups were held in each Bay Area county, while a parallel 
round of focus groups was done in conjunction with nonprofit organizations 
representing low income communities and communities of color. Of the 10 focus 
groups facilitated by community-based organizations, nine (90%) were in areas 
previously identified by MTC as communities of concern (identified as 
communities with thresholds of at least 70 percent minority or 30 percent low-
income residents as of the 2000 Census). 


• Data collected at the September 2007 regional summit showed that participants 
came from all over the Bay Area and represented a range of interests (see p. 7 of 
this document for click voting results from the summit). 


• “Person-on-the-street” interviews were conducted in 31 locations (including 
transit hubs, shopping centers, senior centers, farmers markets, etc.) to seek out 
views and ideas from those who do not participate in meetings. 


 


B. Reach 
MTC made an effort to involve a large segment of the Bay Area population in the 
transportation choices surrounding the 2035 Plan. To do so, MTC identified four specific 
indicators having to do with reaching out to Bay Area residents.  


Measures: 
1. 2,500 or more comments are logged. 
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2. 2,500 individuals actively participate in the Transportation 2035 Outreach and 
Involvement Program, as measured by survey responses and meeting attendance 
(excluding repeat attendance). 


3. There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the 2035 section of the MTC Web site 
during active periods of the public outreach and involvement program. 


4. The 2035 Plan or elements of it are mentioned in at least 70 radio or TV 
broadcasts, newspaper articles, editorials, commentaries, or other printed media 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


• Throughout the 2035 Plan’s development, MTC received nearly 100 letters, 165 
email comments, some 3,000 completed Web surveys and some 570 completed 
comment forms from various meetings. In addition to these written comments, 
staff logged oral comments received at all workshops, public hearings and 
roundtable discussions; joint advisor workshops; as well as comments heard from 
the 250 focus group participants, from the 130 “person on the street” interviews, 
and the 5,400 residents surveyed by the two statistically valid telephone polls. All 
together these far exceed the goal of 2,500 or more comments. 


• Some 1,100 people participated in 2035 Plan workshops as well as the Bay Area 
on the Move event (excluding repeat attendance by the same person at multiple 
meetings). Additionally, there were another 250 focus group participants, 130 
“person on the street” interviewees, 5,400 residents surveyed via telephone poll 
and 3,000 responses to two Web surveys. This exceeds the goal of 2,500 
participants. 


• Some 3,000 Web surveys were completed (two separate surveys) on the Draft 
2035 Plan. 


• MTC’s Web site received some 153,000 “hits” to Web pages relating to the 2035 
Plan. Data for page “views” — our identified performance measure — were not 
available on a consistent basis. Web “hits” include any time an individual 
“clicks” a link on a page, whereas page views includes all activity, including 
multiple clicks, on a given Web page. Consequently, the number of hits is a 
larger number; page views is a smaller number. However, based on the number 
of hits, there appears to be robust Internet participation and interest in the 2035 
Plan. 


• The 2035 Plan was covered nearly 90 times in the media, including radio and TV 
broadcasts, newspaper coverage, printed newsletters as well as electronic media 
(including newsletters and blogs). This exceeds the goal of 70.  
 


C. Accessibility 
MTC made every effort to ensure that meetings were accessible to a broad range of Bay Area 
residents. The performance measures set by MTC called out four points in particular. 
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Measures: 


1. Meetings are held in all nine counties. 


2. 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by transit. 


3.  Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100% of participants, with three 
working days’ advance request for translation.  


4. All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 Throughout the development of the plan, meetings were held in all nine counties. 
The following table breaks out meeting locations by county for the general public 
workshops as well as the general and community-based focus groups.  


 


County Phase One 
Locations 


Phase Two 
Locations 


Phase Three 
Locations 


Alameda 2 5 1 


Contra Costa 1 4  


Marin 1 2  


Napa  2  


San Francisco  4 1 


San Mateo  3  


Santa Clara 1 3  


Solano  3  


Sonoma  2  


 


 All meetings were accessible by transit.  


 Meetings were linguistically accessible to participants, with three working days’ 
advance request for translation. All meeting notices provided instruction on how 
to request interpreters or auxiliary aids.  


 All meetings are accessible under the requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). 


 
D. Impact 
MTC made every effort to ensure that the feedback received through this Outreach and 
Involvement Program was analyzed and provided to the Commission policy makers 
wherever appropriate, and that interested participants be informed of Commissions actions. 
The performance measures set by MTC called out two points in particular. 
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Measures: 


1. 100% of written comments received are logged, analyzed, summarized and 
communicated in time for consideration by staff or Commissioners. 


2. 100% of the written comments are acknowledged so that the person making them 
knows whether his or her comment is reflected in the outcome of a Commission 
action, or, conversely why the Commission acted differently. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 A summary of oral comments heard was prepared for each workshop, focus 
group, as well as at the regional Bay Area on the Move forum. See the appendix 
of the main report, “Transportation 2035 Public Outreach and Involvement 
Program Report,” for the summary notes.  


 Comments heard from the public were communicated to the Commission at 
regular intervals: 


o Staff presented the comments heard at three June 2007 workshops to MTC’s 
Planning Committee on July 13, 2007.  


o The fall 2007 telephone survey results and a summary of comments heard at 
the Bay Area on the Move regional forum were presented to the Planning 
Committee on November 9, 2007.  


o A summary of comments heard from the fall 2007 outreach activities (3 
public workshops, a joint advisor workshop, fall 2007 telephone poll and Bay 
Area on the Move forum) were reviewed at a Commission Workshop in late 
November 2007.  


o Results from the “man-on-the-street” interviews were presented to MTC’s 
Planning Committee in December 2007.  


o Preliminary results from the May workshops were presented to the 
Commission at a special workshop in May 2008.  


o More detailed key messages from the various outreach methods employed 
during the second phase of outreach were presented at the Commission’s June 
13, 2008 meeting of the Planning Committee.  


o Staff presented the advisors’ input on Transportation 2035 Plan projects, 
policies and the financially constrained plan to the Commission three times 
during Phase Two, at the May, June and July 2008 Planning Committee 
meetings. 


o Staff presented the key messages heard from Phase Three events (two public 
hearings; two joint advisor workshops; a roundtable discussion with 
stakeholders, commissioners and partners) as well as staff responses to those 
key messages, at the February 13, 2009 Planning Committee meeting. 


o Written correspondence received on the Draft Transportation Plan was 
transmitted to the Commission at the February, March and April 2009 
Planning Committee meetings.  
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 All writers who submitted a written letter or e-mail on the Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan received a specific letter in reply from MTC.  


 Participants who commented through workshops and the Web site could track 
progress on the development of the 2035 Plan by reviewing MTC’s Web site, by 
attending Commission meetings, or by listening to audio casts of Commission 
meetings either live or on the Web.  


 


E. Participant Satisfaction 
MTC made every effort to ensure that people who took the time and energy to participate felt 
it was worth their while to join in the discussion and debate.  


Measure: 


60% of participants “strongly agree or agree” with statements that rate the 
Transportation 2035 Outreach Program. The statements cover the performance 
dimensions shown below. 


Outcome: All Measures Achieved 


 Accessibility (meeting locations, materials presented in appropriate languages for 
targeted audiences, with sufficient advance notice, etc. 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 92% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that there were no barriers (language or other) that prevented them 
from participating in the discussion.  


 Sufficient opportunity to comment 
Some 400 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 91% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they had the opportunity to provide comments. 


 Clear information at an appropriate level of detail 
Some 440 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 57% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that the information presented was clear and contained an 
appropriate level of detail. This statement received the lowest level of agreement; 
MTC must continue to strive for clear writing and elimination of bureaucratic 
jargon. 


 Educational value of presentations and materials 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 77% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they found the meeting useful and thought provoking. In 
addition, 62% of respondents strongly agree or agree that they learned more 
about transportation by participating in the workshops.  


 Understanding of other perspectives and differing priorities 
Nearly 450 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 75% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that they gained a better understanding of other people’s 
perspectives and priorities.  
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 Quality of the discussion 
Some 400 meeting evaluation forms (returned after public workshops as well as 
the regional forum) were tabulated and indicate that 62% of respondents strongly 
agree or agree that a quality discussion took place. 
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IV. Recommendations  
A.  Measuring Our Performance 
Based on responses from participants’ meeting evaluations, MTC fared well in the areas of 
diversity, reach, access and impact. Highlights include some 10,000 individuals actively 
participating in the T2035 Plan development, excluding repeat attendance at meetings (versus a goal 
of 2,500), robust participation via MTC’s Web site (some 50,000 “hits” were logged along with 
more than 3,000 completed Web surveys). MTC also met goals for accessibility, with transit-
accessible meetings in all nine Bay Area counties and the option of language translation upon 
request. 
 
In the area of participant satisfaction, however, there is room for improvement. While we easily met 
our goal of 60 percent of participants strongly agreeing or agreeing that we did a good job with 
providing access to meetings, sufficient opportunities to comment, educational value, clearer 
understanding of other perspectives and quality discussions, we garnered only 57 percent agreement 
that our materials were presented clearly in an appropriate level of detail. So while our issues and 
challenges are complex, we nonetheless need to continue to strive to simplify our language and 
presentations. 
 
Joint Advisors Workshops 
MTC pulled together members of all three advisory committees for 12 separate joint advisor 
workshops over the course of the T2035 Plan development. To gauge the value of these 
meetings, 31 advisors who had participated in at least four of these sessions were asked for their 
views. Of these, 22 were able to complete a telephone survey conducted by PMC. Two key 
findings emerged: 
 
• The vast majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool to learn about 


and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums allowed members to 
hear different perspectives about mobility and were interested in having MTC hold the joint 
forums more frequently. 
 


• Many advisors felt a disconnect between the advice they give the Commission and its 
actions. They would like to see a stronger relationship between MTC’s Commissioners 
and advisors. 


 
 


B.  Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the findings from the evaluations submitted by 
participants, the telephone survey of MTC advisors, and the expertise of MTC Legislation and Public 
Affairs staff, as well as that of their consultant team. Implementing these recommendations in the next 
update to the Transportation 2035 Plan will provide continuing quality improvements in public 
involvement and civic engagement. 
 
Overall 
1. Determine early how new requirements in SB 375 (Chapter 728, 2008 Statutes) will affect 


decisions to be made in the next regional transportation plan, and continue to educate participants 
on issues related to tradeoffs to be made with respect to policy and investment decisions; 
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2. Collaborate with partner agencies — especially the Association of Bay Area Governments — on 


outreach with respect to the next long-range plan and parallel efforts to develop a sustainable 
communities strategy; 


 
3. Allow adequate time for a public dialogue on key issues and tradeoffs, and for distillation of key 


messages heard to those who will be making decisions; and 
 
4. Seek assistance from MTC Commissioners as well as board members from partner agencies to 


pass along information to their constituents at key milestones. 
 


Advisory Committees and Other Public Involvement 
5. Based on findings from MTC’s outreach consultants showing overwhelming support for the joint 


advisor sessions, conduct a comprehensive review of MTC’s current advisory committee 
structure and return with a recommendation for the Commission no later than September 2009; 


 
6. Build upon successful partnerships with community-based organizations to reach out to and 


involve new voices in key decisions; 
 
7. Pursue a more proactive partnership with the media to inform and involve Bay Area residents; 
 
8. Develop a core of speakers who can make presentations to a wider range of constituencies 


and organizations, including small business groups; 
 
9. Seek out partnerships with local colleges and universities for new civic engagement projects; 


and 
 
10. Experiment with new media and social marketing to involve those who would otherwise not 


participate, and develop a more interactive Web site dedicated to the long-range plan. 
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V. Appendices  
A.  Bay Area on the Move Regional Forum: Evaluation — Written 
Comments 
At the conclusion of the forum, participants were asked to complete a Meeting Evaluation 
Form; approximately 100 forms were returned and tabulated. In addition to specific questions 
to evaluate certain aspects of the forum, participants had to opportunity to add any comments 
on how to improve the meeting. Below is the list of comments received:  
 
• In breakout sessions it would be great to work at small groups, then joining the bigger 


group. 


• Too much for people who served the food. Probably serving salad and setting a buffet 
line for people to serve themselves. 


• Shorter speeches please. There were no people of color on the panel discussion. Stuart 
Cohen brought up great points from a community, social equity and environmental 
perspective, but there needs to be a representation from a highly impacted low income 
neighborhood. 


• Need much more baselining of who’s in the audience and how much they know before 
you dive into the focus groups! 


• Bathroom accessibility difficult for wheelchair users – door next to impossible to open 
for such persons – need directions to more accessible facility. 


• Location near BART and bicycle parking great! 


• The questions for discussion and ranking were too structured – would have liked working 
around a table focusing on the info from the morning and crafting how to move forward.  
We discussed the questions but some felt unsatisfied as if we were pushed to an answer. 
Looking at where the issues are within our communities and how to overcome them 
would have been helpful.  Great morning. Great speakers and great data! 


• Provide better background training to the meeting facilitators and MTC/ABAG staff in 
break-out sessions. 


• I liked the first lecture of ABAG & MTC’s executive directors but the rest was too 
general to be helpful. It was preaching to the choir. I wanted more info and detail and 
how to implement. The breakout session wasn’t useful. It seemed more of a time to just 
give ABAG feedback, not to expand knowledge. 


• The meeting was very positive, which is a good start. Future meetings should discuss 
open discussion about the difficult trade-offs between the transportation investment 
approaches. I’d like to see an option that emphasizes smaller scale widespread 
improvements in existing transit, and adding pedestrian and biking options, car share, and 
other options, contrasted to the bigger capital alternatives we see. We should also 
consider re-visiting the prior highway projects that are in the RTP, but perhaps do not 
take us where we are trying to go. For the future meetings, more hands on techniques 
would be useful – planning tools, and more discussion. 


• Handouts were not used efficiently – people didn’t know about agenda, breakout group 
sheets, and comment form for panel. Need to tell people about these at beginning. 
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• Best part – intro speaker (Dr. Pastor) and MTC/ABAG presentation. I didn’t find the rest 
as enlightening. 


• I thought the break-out session was not particularly useful or inspiring. An alternative 
would have been to take one of the questions (#6 is my recommendation) and have the 
group address it using the world café model. Ranking is traditional and didactic. We 
needed a more interactive critical thinking and communicative way to work on these 
issues. The morning session was exceptional. I wish the break-out session had mirrored 
the “out of the box” approach of the morning. Excellent keynote speaker. Exceptional 
panel (with exception of Marin County Supervisor). Great vegetarian lunch. Thank you. 


• The FOCUS plan is not very clear. 


• I was very bored in break-out session East A, as I could not hear most 
questions/comments from participants. Facilitator did not repeat comments even though I 
requested that be done before we started. Without amplification, I will probably leave 
until lunch in the future.  


• Food service was very poor. Waitpersons had no idea of color coding on name tags. I 
ordered seafood and it was not available. They ran out. Next time I attend I will go out 
and get seafood (if not available) and bill MTC/ABAG. Overall more bad than good. 


• Thank you for a great morning and afternoon. The materials are great. Good job. 


• Great job. The morning sessions (lecture, panel) were absolutely excellent. 


• Loved the voting opportunity. 


• Need more use of Internet collaboration to facilitate quality discussion of issues. Suggest 
a Yahoo! Group for each issue so all concerned citizens have an opportunity to make 
comments. Meeting is still required face-to-face but should be supplemented by 
electronic communications in an open and transparent way. Yahoo! Groups can fill that 
need. 


• Great job. 


• More public input is needed – I think based on the electronic voting results this meeting 
was a bit too much “preaching to the choir.” Public input would allow a more diverse 
idea pool and feedback for planning purposes. 


• Less assumption that all know full detail of key terminology. Regarding questionnaire for 
break-out sessions -- wording baffled many; most in room not clear about intent of 
question. Brief explanation of how to use e-vote device. 


• Thanks – nice discussion. Focus on jobs/housing balance when considering 
transportation policy. Be like China/Europe – develop a Bullet train. 


• Be clearer on what the next steps for the RTP process will be. Be clearer on how 
community participation at the meeting today will be used. 


• Breakout was not as successful as could be – our session was not moderated well (east 
hall B); very difficult to hear; several times the comment sent very off course (i.e., what 
happens when you use 511.org or why TransLink® isn’t on BART yet) and moderator 
didn’t re-focus the discussion. 


• Mayor Newsom was a terrific speaker, as was Manuel Pastor. Jane Brunner was a 
downer. She is my councilmember and absolutely does not acknowledge those residents 
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who do support the new projects on Telegraph Ave. and elsewhere [she stated that all the 
neighbors oppose these projects]. Terrific presentation by the rest of the panel and by 
Henry G. and Bill Dodd. 


• I’m so pleased to see the evidence of the efforts of collaboration between MTC and 
ABAG. I hope the rest of the RTP process continues with this collaboration and with the 
targets/goals set out in today’s vision. 


• Morning session was great. Break-out was disappointing – didn’t feel the questions led to 
productive discussion or recommendations. 


• Good to see what is happening. I think more is needed, but I’m glad to see the start. Let’s 
DREAM BIG. There is no time to waste. 


• Some questions were not yes/no or A, B, C, D. Some were ‘other.’ Careful wording 
might help but also steers to get the answer you want. 


• Thank you for holding the conference. Thank you for providing bike parking. It gave me 
the optimal way to get to the event. 


• Dedicate some funding generated by new revenues to upgrade the existing system, repair 
and maintain. Fix what we have in place first. 


• Some introduction to the RTP process and the overall purpose of the meeting would have 
been useful. I don’t think people understood the purpose of the break-out sessions and 
how participatory (or decision-making) they should be.  


• Bill Dodd could have been quicker in presenting and reviewing the polling.  


• Disabled issues need to be addressed. Low income too. 


• I was pleasantly surprised to hear health included in some of the presentations. Please 
include it in the dialogue as this movement goes forward. I think it is an issue close to the 
hearts and minds of the public. Many local health departments are working on related 
(land use & transportation) issues. We are strong on health issues and community 
involvement. This can help shift the balance toward smart growth in the mind of the 
public.  


• Panel discussion was excellent. Break-outs not so good. Poor listening conditions, groups 
too large. I attended a climate protection conference in late September in San Francisco 
that had a good break-out format at our 8-chair tables. Ok that most of the input is 
written. The large group format didn’t work to engage attendees with JPC staff – it was 
more of a soapbox affair.  


• I think it is unfortunate that not everyone who wanted to attend could attend due to space 
limitations. Maybe part of the meeting could have been scheduled for an auditorium 
setting that could hold more people (possibly without the lunch).  


• We need to discuss necessary changes to values: consumerism, conservation, morality, 
concern for future v. present, cost v. quality.  


• Considering what you were trying to accomplish today, you did a great job. I was 
surprised by how well the break-out sessions went. Mayor Newsom was great. I’m not 
sure how accessible this material is to people not deeply involved in transportation issues, 
but it’s clear MTC/ABAG is trying! Well-organized, great materials. Thanks for staying 
on schedule! Wonderful job with logistics for so many people. 
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• May need to have multi-sites to maximize numbers of community participants ((not only 
government staff turnout) by using telecast/simulcast, which Sacramento Council of 
Governments had used for their “Tall Order” regional conference. Public comment 
period is short with the amount of participants. If there is multi-sites, more public 
comment and participants can be accommodated. 


• Needed to explain FOCUS and PDAs at or before break-out sessions. People were 
confused. Great speakers. Break-out sessions least useful, except for opportunity to ask 
questions.  


• PowerPoint on Goals/Targets/Strategies was very good, with intriguing data about what 
could cut emissions, what wouldn’t. Excellent speech by Manuel Pastor. Like to hear 
more about transition of region to center of a megalopolis. Very well organized event, 
good pacing, and lots of interesting presentations.  


• Utilize and integrate Internet or LAN network into audience interactions. Use wi-fi in-
house for interaction. 


• The hotel’s convention hall and break-out rooms were cold! Location was great because 
it allows for public transportation. 


• Improve quality of lunch service. Not a big deal given that the rest of the meeting went 
fine.  


• One of the smoothest-run meetings I’ve ever been to. 


• It was a helpful discussion of what we could and need to do in the future, but the ideas 
aren’t anything new. However, it’s important to have frequent gatherings of people in the 
entire region and have this dialogue. There should have been more discussions of the 
FOCUS process and specific next steps with the PDAs and funding.  


• Gavin Newsom was great!  


• The Marriott’s service was poor. Waiters were rude, understaffed.  


• Great job! Well-organized. Well run, on time. Good content. Interesting speakers. 
Fantastic, time well spent! 


• The break-out sessions really wasted a lot of time. People in the audience were not 
educated or informed well on the acronyms and projects (i.e., 2035, FOCUS, etc.) 
Therefore, many ideas and comments were not heard. Need to include feedback from 
break-outs & comments from these forms since time didn’t allow for true communication 
exchange. I can help you in the future.  


• More discussion of trail networks for non-motorized transportation and recreation as a 
stand-alone authority or Federation of Jurisdictions. The adoption of the California Cross 
State Bike Route by those affected in the creation of a non-motorized r-o-w from the Bay 
Trail to the Tahoe Rim Trail, which would parallel I-80 from American Canyon’s 
wetlands Edge Trail to the Green Valley Trail in Cordelia. This is a local which has 
immediate needs of a Class I trail to reach high ground upon occasion and transportation, 
recreation, therapy, ecotourism, etc. on all other days. Transit needs better and more 
uniform accommodation of bicycles and bicycling info, accurate maps and signage which 
is legal and correct within the entire region. Not just those that are enlightened with 
county transtaxes.  
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• Question not understandable     


• Question too abstract    


• Again, limited info. available about FOCUS, the 2035 Plan    


• Need more information     


• I object to this biased question and proposal.     


• Bad question.    


• I don’t really understand these options and they are not well defined.    


• Too abstract a question.   


• This (question) is poorly structured and doesn’t include environment, transit travel  


• I’m not sure I understand my choices or the question.   


• This is frustrating because addressing congestion (which also reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions) isn’t obvious on this list (sorry, bad question)    
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Public Outreach and Involvement Program Evaluation 
Joint Advisors Interviews Report 
 
Introduction 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted its long-range regional 
transportation plan, known as Transportation 2035, in April 2009.  Transportation 2035 involved 
an extensive multiphase public involvement program in each of the nine Bay Area counties 
consisting of public workshops, field interviews, focus groups, multilingual telephone and 
Web surveys and the Bay Area on the Move regional summit held in October 2007.  In 
addition, MTC conducted numerous joint advisor workshops involving members of its three 
citizen advisory committees:  MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee (EDAC) and Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC).   
 
The MTC Advisory Council, composed of 24 members, includes representatives from a range 
of interests such as academia, architecture, business, community, construction, engineering, 
environmental, labor, public safety, and the news media, as well as user categories: freight, 
automobile, transit and non-motorized transportation.  Additionally, two members are drawn 
from the EDAC and the MCAC. 
 
The purpose of the EDAC is to advise MTC regarding issues of concern to older adults and to 
persons with disabilities, including access to transportation services and implementation of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The 20-member panel includes one elderly and one 
disabled advisor from each of the nine counties, selected by the commissioner(s) 
representing each county.  
 
The MCAC was created to ensure that the views and needs of minority and low-income 
communities are adequately reflected in MTC policies.  The Commission appoints, for two-
year terms, 26 members from the nine Bay Area counties to represent the region’s major 
ethnic minority groups: African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic and Native American.  
In addition, two members represent the views of low-income communities.   
 
PMC, the public outreach consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of MTC 
advisors to obtain feedback about their experience during the 12 joint advisors workshops 
held over the past year and a half.  Of the 12 workshops conducted during this period, three 
were held in 2007, seven in 2008 and two in 2009.   
 
Evaluation Methodology and Findings 
 
The 31 advisors chosen to be interviewed attended a least four of the nine joint advisors 
workshops.  Of the 31 advisors, 22 were available to be interviewed, including the 
chairpersons of all three advisory bodies.  Those advisors unable to be contacted by 
telephone were contacted by e-mail.  Two e-mail responses were received. The breakdown 
of respondents includes ten Advisory Council, nine EDAC and six MCAC members.  Three of 
the advisors interviewed are serving concurrently on more than one advisory body.  The 
advisors were asked a series of seven questions about their experiences.  This report contains 
a series of findings and recommendations from these interviews that will serve to refine and 
provide synthesis to MTC’s advisory structure.   
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1. Did you find it useful to learn about and discuss the long-range transportation 


issues in a joint forum? If so, why?  If not, how did it fall short? 
 


 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 


 
An overwhelming majority of advisors surveyed felt that the joint forums were a useful tool to 
learn about and discuss long-range transportation issues. Most concurred that the forums 
allowed members to hear different perspectives about mobility and to see the whole 
picture.  One EDAC member felt that the process was “informative” rather than helpful.  
Another thought it was educational.  One MCAC member supported the joint forums but 
was unsure about the format reaching a broader base of residents from across the Bay Area 
and felt that better coordination was needed.  The only dissenting opinion was from an 
Advisory Council member who felt that the process was biased toward highway projects 
over rail and transit.  An EDAC member felt that the times the joint advisor forums were 
scheduled conflicted with other meetings.   
 
 


2. Did you find it useful to have a wider range of stakeholders with different voices 
and opinions at the table? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 21 95% 


No 1 5% 


 
Reflecting the response to the first question, a majority of advisors felt that it was useful to 
have different voices and opinions at the table.  Most attendees found it helpful to hear 
diverse opinions and perspectives.  The only dissenting opinion was from an Advisory Council 
member who felt that the public participation process does not attract stakeholders who are 
politically savvy.   
 
 


3. Did you feel that comments from the advisors were conveyed to the 
Commissioners? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 12 55% 


No 3 14% 


Unsure 7 32% 


 
The responses to this question were fairly mixed.  Slightly over half of the advisors surveyed 
thought that their comments were being adequately conveyed to the Commission.  
However, about a third of those surveyed indicated their uncertainty as to whether their 
comments reached the Commission since nothing was reflected back to them.  In essence, 
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they expressed some concern that nothing was presented about the Commission response 
to the advisors’ comments and suggestions.  
 
One EDAC member stressed the importance of the Commission validating comments made 
by the advisors and felt that the Commission tended to be condescending at times.  One 
Advisory Council and EDAC member felt that the comments conveyed to the Commission 
were “highly processed.”  One MCAC member expressed some level of frustration that the 
plans did not mirror the input.  He mentioned that the MCAC identified five to six issues that 
were conveyed to the Planning Committee.  One Advisory Council member stated that the 
Commission does a good job of listening.   
 
 


4. Have you participated in a previous update of the regional transportation plan 
whether as an MTC advisor or as an interested citizen?  If yes, do you think you 
had more or less of an impact this time around, or about the same? 


 
 Number Percentage 


Yes 11 50% 


No 11 50% 


 
Half of the respondents indicated that they have participated in a previous update of the 
regional transportation plan.  The overall view was that the Transportation 2035 outreach 
process was more thorough and that staff did a better job of documenting responses.  In 
addition, most respondents who participated in previous updates of the plan felt that they 
had more of an impact on the process during Transportation 2035.  They cited the joint 
advisors workshops as playing a significant role having an increased impact. 
 
 


5. Do you have any comments you would like to share about other elements of the 
Transportation 2035 public outreach campaign, such as the public workshops 
held in each county, the Web surveys, or the October 2007 regional summit held 
at the Oakland Marriott hotel? 


 
Respondents’ comments about the other elements of the Transportation 2035 public 
outreach program were fairly mixed and offered suggestions for improvement.  One 
Advisory Council member felt that the Bay Area on the Move summit was the most 
informative forum on future transportation plans and needs ever attended.  This member 
also thought that the breakout sessions were especially exciting and most informative. One 
MCAC member felt that the public workshops were very good but suggested that it would 
be a good idea to survey people who do not use transit and find out why.   
 
Other comments expressed concern that not all stakeholders were represented, in particular 
community-based organizations (CBOs).  One MCAC member felt that the outreach effort 
was not front-loaded as it should have been and had expressed concerns in an e-mail to 
MTC staff to this effect.  One Advisory Council member thought that the response to the 
public input was selective.  Another Advisory Council member expressed concern about the 
limited participation of small business owners and business associations.  This advisor noted 
that the data presented does not adequately reflect businesses impacted by major transit 
projects.  Outreach and focus should be targeted to local and regional businesses, vendors, 
start-ups and disadvantaged businesses.  
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An EDAC member enjoyed the process but felt that most of the changes came about for 
political reasons and not because the joint advisors wanted it to happen.  He cited the 
example of HOT lanes, which have the support of the Commission.  One Advisory Council 
member thought that MTC failed to present a “real smart-growth alternative,” and felt that 
MTC should do a better job in attracting business people, elected officials and average 
citizens, who often do not come to public meetings.   
 
 


6. In the future, would you find it useful to discuss other issues of mutual interest to 
the advisory committees in a joint forum? 


 
All of the advisors interviewed felt that the joint forum format is a useful tool to discuss other 
issues of mutual interest.  The overall sentiment was that the joint forums should be held often 
so each advisory group could understand the other groups’ positions and needs.  The cross-
fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful. 
 
Additional issues of interest cited include emergency preparedness, global warming 
(AB 32/SB 375 conformity), goods movement, effective outreach strategies to low-income 
and minority communities, pedestrian safety, and high school internship programs.  Several 
advisors emphasized that joint forums would be more effective at the subcommittee level 
working closely with MTC staff.   
 
 


7. Is there anything we missed? 
 
Most of the respondents surveyed felt that nothing was missed and enjoyed the joint advisor 
format overall.  However, there were some suggestions on how the process could be 
improved.  One advisor felt that the Early Dialogue Workshops worked better and that the 
later joint advisors workshops were rubber-stamped.  Another was impressed with the 
involvement of MTC senior-level staff in the process.  One EDAC member thought that the 
earlier joint advisors forums facilitated by MTC staff were too wonkish, analytical and lacked 
a big picture perspective.  He expressed the importance of having MTC senior staff members 
provide a broader overview of the issues.  One MCAC member expressed that it took a while 
for the advisors to understand what the RTP process was all about.  He suggested that 
objectives and goals should have been more clearly defined from the beginning.   
 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
The Transportation 2035 public outreach program encompassed a multiyear and 
multifaceted effort, which involved the joint participation of the three citizen advisory 
committees.  The 12 joint advisors workshops held during the planning period allowed 
members of the MTC Advisory Council, EDAC and MCAC an opportunity to learn about and 
discuss long-range transportation planning issues in an interactive setting.  The vast majority 
of advisors surveyed felt that the joint advisor format and having a wide range of 
stakeholders with different views helped to broaden their perspectives.   
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Although many of these advisors felt that their voices were heard, a number of advisors 
expressed concern that their ideas and views were not adequately conveyed and validated 
by the Commission.  Moreover, respondents expressed the need for MTC to intensify its 
outreach to small business owners, CBOs, and students as well as to low-income and minority 
communities.  In addition to long-range transportation planning, most thought that the joint 
advisor format would be a good tool to discuss other issues of importance.    
 
Based upon the findings derived from these interviews, a series of three recommendations 
have been developed for the consideration of MTC.   
 


1) Consider utilizing the joint advisors workshop format to address other issues of 
importance. 


The joint advisors workshops conducted during the Transportation 2035 process were 
well received and allowed advisory committee members to hear different 
perspectives and exchange ideas.  Utilizing a combined advisory body to address 
other vital regional issues would be more inclusive, provide better synthesis and allow 
MTC to adequately allocate staffing resources toward the meetings.   
 
A series of ad-hoc committees or task forces could be created to address specific 
issues such as goods movement, the development of specific policy initiatives, global 
warming, and outreach to disabled, low-income and minority communities.    
 


2) Improve communication between the advisors and the Commission.   


Although a slight majority of advisors felt that their comments were adequately 
conveyed to the Commission, a significant number of advisors felt unsure as to 
whether their comments were being conveyed.  Moreover, they indicated that their 
comments and recommendations have received little or no acknowledgement from 
the Commission.   
 
In order to bridge the communication gap between the advisory committees and 
the Commission, it is suggested that a representative from each advisory body deliver 
a quarterly report to the Commission on the activities and motions of that advisory 
committee.   Commissioners have indicated that they would like to see policies and 
action items that have been sufficiently vetted by the advisory committees.  Likewise, 
representatives from the Commission would be encouraged to attend advisory 
committee meetings on a rotating basis.   
 


3) Conduct an audit to review the management and structure of the advisory 
committees. 


By reviewing the management and structure of its advisory committees, an audit 
would help MTC identify the most productive use of the advisory process in order to 
derive the most valuable output.  An audit would also explore ways MTC can use its 
staffing resources more efficiently to better recruit, orient and serve advisors in their 
roles.   
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Public Outreach and Involvement Program Evaluation 
Commissioner Interviews Report 
Introduction 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted its long-range regional 
transportation plan, known as Transportation 2035, in April 2009.  Transportation 2035 involved an 
extensive multiphase public involvement program in each of the nine Bay Area counties 
consisting of public workshops, field interviews, focus groups, two statistically valid telephone 
polls and several Web surveys and the Bay Area on the Move regional summit held in October 
2007 at the Oakland Marriott Hotel and Convention Center.  In addition, MTC conducted 
numerous joint advisors workshops involving members of its three citizen advisory committees:  
MTC Advisory Council, Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee (EDAC) and Minority Citizens 
Advisory Committee (MCAC).   
 
The MTC Commission also played a significant role in the Transportation 2035 public involvement 
process.  The Commission is MTC’s 19-member policy board comprising representatives from 
each of the nine Bay Area counties as well as representatives from regional, state and federal 
agencies.  Fourteen commissioners are appointed directly by locally elected officials.  The five 
most populous counties appoint two representatives each, one representing the county at large 
and one representing the incorporated cities therein.  The remaining four counties appoint one 
commissioner each representing both the county and the cities located therein.   
 
In addition, two members represent regional agencies — the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC).  Finally, 
three nonvoting ex officio members have been appointed to represent the California State 
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, the United States Department of Transportation 
(DOT) and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
 
In 2007, the Commission adopted a public participation plan for involving the residents of the 
nine-county Bay Area region in its key transportation policy and financial decisions.  The Public 
Participation Plan, a federally mandated document, served as the basis for the public 
involvement element of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  One the Plan’s guiding principles is that 
“citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and learn from many voices in the Bay Area.” 
In conjunction with the Public Participation Plan, the Commission adopted a set of goals for 
outreach and involvement that encompass diversity, reach, accessibility, impact, “high-quality” 
input and participation, education, and participant satisfaction.   
 
PMC, the public outreach consultant retained by MTC, conducted interviews of MTC 
commissioners to obtain feedback about their observations of the 12 joint advisors workshops 
and the overall public involvement process conducted over the past year and a half.  Of the 12 
joint advisors workshops conducted during this period, three were held in 2007, seven in 2008 
and two in 2009.   
 
Evaluation Methodology and Findings 
 
The commissioner interviews were conducted by telephone.  The commissioners were asked a 
series of five questions about their thoughts and observations of the Transportation 2035 public 
involvement program.  This report contains a series of findings from these interviews that will serve 
to refine and provide synthesis to MTC’s public involvement process.   
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1. What outreach effort was the most useful in providing you with information as you 


deliberated and made decisions? 
 
Based upon the responses received, there was no one specific outreach effort that stood out as 
being the most useful.  The Bay Area on the Move Summit, joint advisors workshops, public 
workshops and focus groups were all mentioned as being useful to commissioners in aiding their 
deliberation and decision making.  Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
  


 The Summit really did a lot.  Great job.  Loved the on-the-spot surveys and the 
break-out groups. 


 Advisory committees.  You get better representative opinions.  


 Local community county workshops were more valuable. 


 Focus groups.  They provided more local information. 


2. Was there any issue that could have been better vetted with the public to assist you in 
making your decision? 


 
The responses to this question indicate overall satisfaction with how issues were vetted to the 
public during the Transportation 2035 public involvement process.  One commissioner expressed 
that more public outreach could have been done to inform people about the workshops.  
Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
 


 I don’t think so. 


 Not off the top (of my head). 


 More public outreach to let people know about workshops. 


 None. 


3. MTC’s three advisory committees discussed the 2035 Plan in about a dozen joint forums 
that brought together a wide range of advocates and views.  Did you find it useful to 
hear a joint response from all three committees, as opposed to three separate responses 
from the three committees, as was the case in the previous RTPs? 


 
Most of the commissioners surveyed found that a joint response from all three advisory 
committees was more useful.  Commissioners have indicated that they would like to see policies 
and action items that have been sufficiently vetted by the advisory committees in a 
collaborative manner.  Below is a sampling of what was expressed: 
 


 Yes, the joint response was preferable. 


 I think it would be helpful to get both individual and joint viewpoints. 


 Joint response is better. 


 Can’t say. 
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4. In the future, would you find it useful for the three advisory committees to discuss other 


issues of mutual interest in a joint forum? 
 
The response to this question indicated unanimous support by the Commission for the three 
advisory committees to discuss other issues of mutual interest in a joint forum.  As was expressed 
previously, the commissioners value the importance of having issues sufficiently vetted by the 
advisors first prior to being deliberated by the Commission.  The following is a response that sums 
up the Commission’s support of joint forums: 
 


 Yes, because if they can gain consensus within these groups, you’ve gone a long 
way toward making it real. 


 
5. Is there anything else you would like to add about public involvement on the Plan? 


 
Overall, commissioners expressed satisfaction about the Transportation 2035 public involvement 
program.  The only concern was how clearly the information was conveyed to the general 
public.  Below is a summary of what was heard about the public involvement process: 


 No.  I will say that MTC and the consultant did a great job of getting out in front 
and involving the public. 


 
 MTC and consultant did a good, solid job. 


 
 We need to better connect with people so they understand the content of what 


is being discussed.  There were a lot of public outreach/workshops, but sometimes 
the content was not clear for folks. 


 
 Well done process, hard to get complete input. 


 
Conclusion  
 
The Transportation 2035 public outreach program encompassed a multiyear and multifaceted 
effort, which was guided by the Public Participation Plan and Guiding Principles adopted by the 
Commission.  The majority of commissioners surveyed expressed their overall satisfaction with the 
public involvement efforts, although one commissioner felt that there should have been a 
stronger effort to inform the public about the workshops as well as clarify the content.  There was 
no one specific outreach effort that stood out as being the most useful.  The Bay Area on the 
Move Summit, joint advisors workshops, county workshops and focus groups were all cited as 
being useful strategies.   
 
In regard to the role of the advisory committee, the commissioners expressed strong support for 
the joint advisor format.  They appreciated having issues and policies vetted by a joint advisory 
body prior to deliberation by the Commission.  There was also a feeling that this was a good 
means of achieving consensus amongst a diverse set of perspectives.  In addition to 
Transportation 2035, the commissioners were in favor of having a joint advisor format to discuss 
other issues of mutual interest.  Recommendations based on these findings are found in the Joint 
Advisors Evaluation Report (PMC, June 2009). 








 


2011 TIP Investment Analysis:  
Focus on Low-Income and Minority Communities 


 


 
Introduction 
The 2011 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is currently out for public comment with approval 
scheduled for October 2010. This major programming document lists all Bay Area surface transportation 
projects that have a federal interest – meaning projects for which federal funds or actions by federal 
agencies are anticipated – along with locally and state-funded projects that are regionally significant. The 
2011 TIP is a voluminous document, but MTC has produced a short, user-friendly guide to the TIP to 
facilitate public participation in the TIP adoption process. This booklet, A Guide to the San Francisco Bay 
Area’s Transportation Improvement Program, is available through the MTC-ABAG Library, or online at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/tip/DRAFT_2011/Guide_to_TIP_8-10.pdf. 
 
To further assist in the public assessment of the 2011 TIP, and specifically to address the equity 
implications of the proposed TIP investments, MTC has conducted an investment analysis with a focus on 
minority and low-income residents. The key question addressed is: “Are low-income and minority 
populations sharing equitably in the TIP’s financial investments?” To answer this question, the 
investment analysis uses demographic and geographic criteria to calculate the shares of 2011 TIP 
investments that will flow to the identified communities, and compares those shares with the proportional 
size of this group’s population and trip-making, relative to that of the general population. This report 
presents the results of that analysis.  
 
While this investment analysis is a companion to the 2011 TIP, it is also a follow-up to several related 
MTC efforts, including the Transportation 2035 Equity Analysis (February 2009) and the more recent 
Snapshot Analysis for MTC Communities of Concern (June 2010).  Together, these efforts are meant to 
provide accurate and current data to help inform decision-makers and the public, and to inform and 
encourage engagement in the public participation process. This is the first investment analysis for the TIP, 
and MTC staff actively seeks your feedback. MTC strives to employ best practices in metropolitan 
planning, and we constantly seek to refine and improve the analytical work that undergirds our planning 
processes.  
 
About the 2011 TIP 
The Bay Area’s 2011 TIP includes nearly 1,000 transportation projects, and a total of approximately 
$11.1 billion in committed federal, state and local funding over the four-year TIP period through Fiscal 
Year 2014. Figure 1 below illustrates the relative share of the 2011 TIP fund sources, with local sources 
comprising the largest share at nearly one-half of total funding.  See Attachment A for a map of projects 
with costs greater than $200 million.  


Figure 1 
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Figure 2 below at left shows the planned investments in the 2011 TIP by transportation mode 
(road/highway or transit) and type of expenditure (maintenance/operations or capital expansion).   As a 
frame of reference, the Transportation 2035 Plan expenditures by mode and function are shown as well at 
right.  
 


Figure 2 


 
 
The most striking difference is that the share of capital expansion for both transit and roads/highways is 
much greater in the 2011 TIP than is the case for the Transportation 2035 Plan. Also, the share of 
road/highway investments in the 2011 TIP is substantially larger than the counterpart share in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan. 
 
The main reason for this difference is that the TIP represents only a fraction of Bay Area transportation 
investments and is only a four-year snapshot. The 2011 TIP accounts for roughly 50 percent of all 
planned investments captured in Transportation 2035 over the four-year period.  Because the TIP is 
focused on projects that have federal funds, will require a federal action, or are regionally significant, it 
tends by its nature to be more heavily weighted toward capital projects – such as roads, transit extensions 
and replacement of transit vehicles. The majority of funds that go to operate and maintain the region’s 
transportation system – both for transit and streets and roads – are not a part of the TIP. For this reason, 
the TIP investments are not representative of the broader funding picture in Transportation 2035, the 
region’s long-range plan.  
 
Another feature of the TIP that distinguishes it from the region’s long-range plan is that it tends to be a 
more dynamic document – meaning that it is amended frequently to reflect changing fund sources and 
project changes, and on-going programming efforts.  For example, the current 2011 TIP does not yet 
reflect over $1 billion in Federal Transit Administration (FTA) formula funds because the Commission 
has not yet adopted a final program.  These funds have historically been directed to transit rehabilitation.  
Once the action occurs, the 2011 TIP will be amended to include the projects and funding.  As context, 
the 2009 TIP has been amended over 50 times since its adoption two years ago. 
 
Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations 
As the federally designated MPO, MTC is responsible for developing a long-range regional transportation 
plan and the TIP. The legal, regulatory, and policy framework for addressing equity and environmental 
justice as it relates to the long-range transportation planning process is included in Appendix A and 
includes: 1) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act; 2) Federal Guidance on Environmental Justice; and 3) 
MTC’s Environmental Justice Principles.  
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These laws, regulations, and policies form the basis of analyzing MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan for 
equity and inform the 2011 TIP Investment Analysis. However, no specific federal standard, policy or 
guidance exists related to how an environmental justice assessment or equity analysis should be 
performed for a long-range plan, nor are there identified standards against which MTC can measure its 
findings. Similarly, for the 2011 TIP, there is no federal guidance on completing an investment analysis.  
Therefore MTC is building on the work undertaken in the Transportation 2035 analysis and seeking 
feedback from stakeholders on the methodology and future enhancements to the methodology.   
 
Bay Area – Demographic Context 
Before embarking on a discussion of the analysis, it is important to understand demographic and travel 
patterns for the Bay Area.  In terms of overall demographics, roughly 25 percent of the region’s 
households are low-income, defined as households with incomes that fall below 200 percent of the federal 
poverty level.  Also, the Bay Area is now a “majority minority” region with 54 percent of the households 
in the racial/ethnic minority category. Table 1 provides summary information on demographics.   


Table 1. Population Distribution by Income and Race/Ethnicity 
Population Distribution by Household Income 


  Population % of Total 
Low-Income (≤ $50,000) 1,753,180 25% 


Not Low-Income (> $50,000) 5,155,599 75% 
Total 6,908,779 100% 


  
Population Distribution by Race/Ethnicity 


  Population % of Total 
Minority 3,721,079 54% 


White Non-Hispanic 3,176,804 46% 
Total 6,897,883 100% 


Sources: American Community Survey (ACS): Public Use Microdata Sample 2008 and 2005-2007 ACS. 
 


Most notably in terms of travel patterns, Figure 3 illustrates that trips by all Bay Area residents are 
overwhelmingly made by motor vehicle (80 percent) by the population at large, followed by non-
motorized trips (12 percent), and transit (7 percent).  While there are real differences for travel patterns 
for minority and low-income populations, motor vehicles are still the primary mode for trips at 65 percent 
or greater for both groups (see Figure 4). 


Figure 3 
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Figure 4 


 
 
Investment Analysis Overview and Results 
The 2011 TIP Investment Analysis uses two different methodologies to compare how low-income and 
minority communities may be affected by the proposed investments in the 2011 TIP:  


1. Population Use-Based Analysis:  This analysis is use-based.  It compares the estimated percent 
of investment for low-income and minority populations to the percent of use of the transportation 
system (both roadways and transit) by low-income and minority populations.  In the aggregate, the 
analysis measures transit and motor vehicle trips using the 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey (2000 
BATS).  In drilling deeper into the slice of roadway investment alone, the analysis uses vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) as the measure of system use from the 2000 BATS. Similarly, for a more 
refined look at transit investment alone, transit trips are measured using data from MTC’s 2006 
Transit Passenger Demographic Survey.   


2. Geographic-Based Analysis: This analysis is location and access-based; it does not take into 
account system use.  It compares the estimated percent of investment in communities of concern 
(CoCs) to the percent of population or infrastructure located within communities of concern.  The 
analysis relies on MTC geographic information system (GIS) data to assign investments either 
within or outside of communities of concern.  For a local project, the entire investment is either 
assigned within or outside of a CoC based on its location.  For a network/system project, a share 
of the investment is assigned based on the percent of route miles/stations (transit) or lane miles 
(state highway, bridge, and local roads) in communities of concern. 


 
Before undertaking this analysis, MTC staff reviewed TIPs prepared by Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) around the United States for best practices.  Most TIPs were not accompanied by 
an investment or equity analysis.  In the few examples found that included an analysis, only a geographic 
approach was followed.  In the interest of broadening the analytical framework for this TIP analysis, staff 
has undertaken two approaches to better inform decision-makers and the public.  The methodologies for 
each approach and the results are discussed below.  Appendix B includes definitions and data sources 
used in this analysis. 
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Population Use-Based Analysis 
The population-based analysis was conducted as follows: 
 The 2011 TIP investments were separated into two modes: transit and road/highway. 
 Investments were allocated in each category to low-income and minority populations, and other 


populations according to each groups’ usage share of each mode at the county or transit operator 
level.  


o First, to analyze what share of each mode (transit and roads/highways) low-income and 
minority populations utilize, the following definitions were used:  
 Low-Income Households: Low-income households were defined as households 


earning $50,000 or less. This is roughly equivalent to 200 percent of the federal 
poverty level.   


 Minority Households: For this analysis, minority households were defined using 
U.S. Census Bureau definitions. 


o Second, the assignment of investment by usage was performed by multiplying the percent 
of use of the mode by the investment in that particular mode.  This analysis was conducted 
at the county level for highways and roadways and at the transit-operator level for transit.  
As an illustrative example, for a $50 million state highway project in Alameda County, 18 
percent or $9 million, would have been assigned as a financial benefit to low-income 
populations and the remaining 82 percent or $41 million to other populations because 18 
percent of Alameda County motor vehicle trips are made by low-income populations based 
on the 2000 BATS.  A similar approach was followed for transit investment allocations.  
For multimodal, aggregate analysis, trip data from the 2000 BATS were used.  For the in-
depth transit analysis, data came from MTC’s 2006 Transit Passenger Demographic 
Survey.  For the focused roadway analysis, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 2000 BATS 
data were used.  


 Lastly, the investments by mode (from county or transit operator data) were summed for low-
income and minority populations and for all other populations based on each group’s usage share 
of each mode.  The percent of usage of the system by the target and other populations was then 
compared to the percent of investment for trips supporting that population. 


   
As a regional-level analysis, this assessment is quite coarse, and has several limitations. The most 
significant shortcoming is that the analysis does not directly assess the benefit and burden of specific 
projects or programs.  With respect to assigning investment benefit from expansion projects to 
households, this analysis is limited to assuming that existing usage demographics apply, since current 
demographic and travel surveys do not include future riders or drivers who will be attracted to the areas 
served by these expansions either as origins and destinations. Moreover, the roadway-usage share does 
not account for the benefit to the region’s transit vehicles that share the roads with private automobiles. 
Also, for simplicity, pedestrian and bicycle projects were assigned to local streets and roads and not 
specifically assigned based on usage by low-income or minority populations of these facilities, or 
walk/bike mode share.   
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Population Use-Based Results 
 


Table 2. Population Use-Based 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Trips by Low-Income Population 


  
2011 TIP 


Investments 
% of 


Investment 
% of Trips 


Low-Income Population $2,586,489,148 23% 16% 
Not-Low Income Population $8,525,706,550 77% 84% 
Total $11,112,195,698 100% 100% 


 
Figure 5 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of investment in projects that support trips made by the low-income population (23%) is 
greater than trips made by the proportion of the population that earns $50,000 or less (16%).  


 While the low-income population makes up 25% of the population of the Bay Area, this 
population accounts for only 16% of all trips. 
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Table 3. Population Use-Based 


Local Streets and Roads, State Highway, and Toll Bridge 


Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Vehicle Miles Traveled by Income Distribution 


  
Road, Highway & 


Bridge Investment 
% of 


Investment 
% of Vehicle 


Miles Traveled 
Low-Income Drivers (<$50k/yr) $847,197,350 13% 13% 
Not Low-Income Drivers (>$50k/yr) $5,606,524,473 87% 87% 
Total $6,453,721,823 100% 100% 


 
Figure 6 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of investment in local road, state highway and toll bridge systems that benefit the low-
income population is equal to the share of total vehicle miles traveled by the low-income 
population on those systems. 


 While the low-income population accounts for 25% of the total population in the Bay Area, this 
population accounts for 13% of the driving done in the region.
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Table 4. Population Use-Based 


Transit 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Passenger Trips by Income Distribution 


   Transit Investment 
% of 


Investments 
% of Passenger 


Transit Trips 
Low-Income Passengers (≤$50k/yr) $2,521,638,084 54% 56% 
Not Low-Income Passengers (>$50k/yr) $2,136,835,791 46% 44% 
Total $4,658,473,875 100% 100% 


 
Figure 7 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of transit investment for low-income passengers (54%) is slightly less than the share of 
transit trips taken by low-income passengers (56%). 


 While the share of the total population that is low-income is 25%, low-income passengers account 
for 56% of transit trips in the Bay Area. 
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Figure 8 


  
 
Observations 


 While the white, non-Hispanic population of the Bay Area is 46% of the total population, this 
population’s share of trips is 58% of the total. 


 Minority households make up 54% of the population in the Bay Area, but take only 42% of all 
trips. 


 The share of transportation investment in the Bay Area that supports minority population trips is 
greater than the share of trips taken by these communities (see Figure 8 above), and this is a 
uniform result among all racial minority populations (see Figure 9 below). 


 
Figure 9 


 


Table 5. Population Use-Based 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Trip Distribution by Race/Ethnicity 


Race/Ethnicity 
Investment by 


Trips 
% of 


Investment 
% of Trips 


White Non-Hispanic $5,673,464,310 51% 58% 
All Racial Minorities $5,438,731,388 49% 42% 


Black/African-American $1,075,939,122 10% 6% 
Asian or Pacific Islander $2,035,565,264 18% 16% 


Hispanic/Latino $1,618,662,659 15% 14% 
Other/Multiple Races $708,564,343 6% 6% 


Total $11,112,195,698 100% 100% 
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Figure 10 


 
 
Observations 


 While the white, non-Hispanic population of the Bay Area is 46% of the total population, this 
population’s share of vehicle miles traveled is 60% of the total. 


 Minority households make up 54% of the population in the Bay Area, but account for only 40% of 
the vehicle miles traveled in the Bay Area. 


 The share of local streets and roads, state highway, and toll bridge investment that supports trips 
by minority communities in the Bay Area at 42% is slightly greater than the share of vehicle miles 
traveled by minority populations at 40% (see Figure 10 above), and this holds true for nearly all 
minority groups (see Figure 11 below).  


Figure 11 


 


Table 6. Population Use-Based 
Local Streets and Roads, State Highways and Toll Bridge 


Comparison of 2011 TIP Investments and VMT Distribution by Race/Ethnicity 


Race/Ethnicity 
Investment by 


Trips 
% of 


Investment 
% of VMT 


White Non-Hispanic $3,761,895,184 58% 60% 
All Racial Minorities $2,691,826,639 42% 40% 


Black/African-American $337,650,593 5% 5% 
Asian or Pacific Islander $1,132,463,028 18% 16% 


Hispanic/Latino $870,477,102 13% 14% 
Other/Multiple Races $351,235,915 5% 5% 


Total $6,453,721,823 100% 100% 
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Table 7. Population Use-Based 


Transit 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investments and Passenger Trip Distribution by Race/Ethnicity 


Race/Ethnicity 
Investment by 


Trips 
% of 


Investment 
% of Passenger 


Trips 
White Non-Hispanic $1,924,343,073 41% 40% 
All Racial Minorities $2,734,130,802 59% 60% 


Black/African-American $652,360,591 14% 18% 
Asian or Pacific Islander $812,963,001 17% 14% 


Hispanic/Latino $1,065,715,287 23% 23% 
Other/Multiple Races $203,091,923 4% 5% 


Total $4,658,473,875 100% 100% 
 


Figure 12 


 
 
Observations 


 While minority groups make up 54% of the Bay Area population, this population accounts for 
60% of all transit trips. 


 The share of investment in minority transit trips at 59% is slightly less than the share of transit 
trips made by minority populations (see Figure 12 above). 


 The share of investment in minority transit trips is not uniform among different minority groups 
(see Figure 13 below). 


Figure 13 
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Geographic-Based Analysis 
The geographic-based analysis was conducted as follows:  


 The 2011 TIP investments were assigned as either “in” communities of concern (CoCs) or 
“outside” of CoCs based on the approach below.  By communities of concern, we mean Bay Area 
communities that have concentrations of either minority of low-income residents.  For a more 
detailed definition of “communities of concern,” see Appendix B, “Definitions and Data Sources.”  


o All projects in the analysis were classified into two groups: 1) Local mapped projects; and 
2) Network/system projects.  Table 8 shows the relative split with the majority of both 
dollars (74 percent) and projects (69 percent) associated with network/system projects. 


Table 8. Summary of TIP Investments 


       
 Project Type 


TIP 
Investment 


Only 
($Billions) % 


# of 
Projects % 


Local Mapped Projects $2.9 26% 187 31%
Network/System Projects $8.2 74% 407 69%
Total $11.1 100% 594 100%


o Local mapped projects are compared against the physical locations of the CoCs. Funding 
for projects that are located in a CoC boundary have their funding amounts assigned to 
CoCs; those that do not intersect a community of concern are assigned to outside of 
communities of concern. 


o Projects that are network or system-based are subdivided by mode (state highways, local 
roads, and transit) and have a share of funding assigned either in or outside of CoCs using 
percentages derived from MTC’s geographic information system (GIS) as follows: 


a. State highway projects: based on the percentage of each county’s total state 
highway lane-miles in or outside of CoCs. 


b. Local streets and roads projects: based on the percentage of each county’s total 
local streets and roads lane-miles in or outside of CoCs. 


c. Transit projects: For rail and ferry, based on the percentage of each operator’s total 
number of stations and terminals in or outside of CoCs.  For bus and multi-modal 
systems, based on the percentage of each operator’s total route-miles in or outside 
of CoCs. 


d. Regional projects (freight/toll bridge): based on the regional aggregate of either 
state highway miles or road miles in or outside of CoCs. 


 
The approach described above is used to partially address some of the limitations of a geographic 
analysis.  Of the limited examples of TIP investment analysis found around the country, most MPOs used 
a geographic framework.  However, in first applying a similar geographic methodology to the 2011 TIP, 
the findings suggested an over-weighting of investment benefit to communities of concern based on the 
location of several large infrastructure projects in the 2011 TIP.  The hybrid approach taken here for the 
Bay Area is meant to more accurately portray the broader effect projects can have beyond just the 
immediate community, especially when the investment is to a state highway or road network, or regional 
transit system.  
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Geographic-Based Results 
Table 9. Geographic-Based  


Comparison of 2011 TIP Investments and Population Distribution by Communities of Concern 


  2011 TIP Investments % of Total
2000 


Population 
% of Total


In Communities of Concern $4,088,709,142 37% 2,253,155 33% 


Outside Communities of 
Concern 


$7,023,486,556 63% 4,530,607 67% 


Total $11,112,195,698 100% 6,783,762 100% 


 
Figure 14 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of TIP investments attributed to Communities of Concern (37%) is greater than the 
share of the population living in Communities of Concern (33%). 
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Table 10. Geographic-Based 


Local Streets and Roads, State Highways and Toll Bridges 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Distribution of Lane Miles by Communities of Concern 


  2011 TIP Investments % of Total Lane Miles % of Total


In Communities of Concern $1,895,889,381 29% 7,071 23% 


Outside Communities of 
Concern 


$4,550,061,623 71% 24,238 77% 


Total $6,445,951,004 100% 31,310 100% 


 
Figure 15 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of local streets and roads, state highway and toll bridge investments attributed to 
Communities of Concern (29%) is greater than the share of existing lane miles in Communities of 
Concern (23%). 


 The share of existing lane miles in Communities of Concern (23%) is less than the share of the 
population living in Communities of Concern (33%). 
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Table 11. Geographic-Based 


Transit 
Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and Distribution of Stops and Route Miles in 


Communities of Concern 


  2011 TIP Investments % of Total 
% of Transit 


Service* 


In Communities of Concern $2,192,819,761 47% 31% 


Outside Communities of 
Concern 


$2,473,424,933 53% 69% 


Total $4,666,244,694 100% 100% 


* Bus and light-rail service is measured by share of route miles, heavy-rail and ferry service is measured by share of stops 
 


Figure 16 


 
 
Observations 


 The share of transit investment attributed to Communities of Concern (47%) is significantly 
greater than the share of existing transit service in Communities of Concern (31%). 


 The share of existing transit service in Communities of Concern (31%) is somewhat less than the 
share of the population living in Communities of Concern (33%). 
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Key Findings 
The purpose of this investment analysis is to compare the allocation of 2011 TIP investments between 
low-income and minority and all other populations. The key question addressed is: “Are low-income and 
minority populations sharing equitably in the TIP’s financial investments?” 
 
This analysis attempts to take a relatively conservative approach to assigning investments (or “benefit”) to 
low-income households given some of the limitations of the analysis. The results suggest that according 
to several indices, the 2011 TIP invests greater public funding to the benefit of low-income and minority 
communities than their proportionate share of the region’s population or trip-making as a whole.    


 The two approaches both concluded in the aggregate that there is a relatively higher proportional 
investment in the 2011 TIP than either the proportionate share of trips taken by minority and low-
income populations, or communities of concern populations.   Table 12 summarizes these results. 


 
 Table 12. Findings for Aggregate Analysis 
 Share of 2011 


TIP Investment 
Share of Total Trips/Population 


Population Use-Based 
Low-Income 23% 16% (total trips) 
Minority  49% 42% (total trips) 


Geographic-Based 37% 33% (population - community of concern) 
 


 In delving deeper into the investments by mode, one finds that the results are more mixed.  For 
example, within the population use-based analysis for transit, the results showed that for low-
income populations, the share of investment (54 percent) was slightly lower than the share of trips 
(56 percent).  The share of investment in minority transit trips (59 percent), while greater than the 
minority share of the total population, was also slightly less than the share of transit trips made by 
minority populations (60 percent). The results were not uniform across all racial minority groups. 
For streets and road investments, the findings were generally reversed, with a greater or equal 
share of investment as compared to trips for both low-income and minority populations.  In no 
case, however, do the results appear to demonstrate a systematic disbenefit to low-income or 
minority populations. 


 
Next Steps 
As this is the first time out the gate for an analysis that has few national models, we expect that future 
iterations of the investment analysis for the 2013 TIP and its successors can improve on some of the 
limitations encountered in both the population use-based and geographic-based approaches.  Among the 
improvement areas for consideration: 


 Continue to research and identify best practices in the field; 
 Improve mapping of GIS data;  
 Update and make more consistent available survey data sets for Bay Area travel behavior and 


demographics; and 
 Improve the analytical framework for assessing benefits and burdens to low-income and minority 


populations for a set of planned infrastructure investments. 
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Appendix A: Regulatory and Policy Context for Environmental Justice in 
Long-Range Transportation Planning 


 
The legal, regulatory, and policy framework for environmental justice as it relates to the long-
range transportation planning process is below:  
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act:  The federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 has two key provisions 
that are the basis of environmental justice. Section 601 of Title VI states: “No person in the 
United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program 
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Section 602 also empowers federal 
departments and agencies (such as the Department of Transportation and its various agencies) to 
promulgate rules and regulations that implement this provision. 
 
Federal Guidance on Environmental Justice: In 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, which states, “Each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations.” The identification of low-income 
populations is an additional distinction to the provisions of the Civil Rights Act, which prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin only. 
 
The U.S. Department of Transportation incorporated all these populations into its guidance on 
environmental justice. In particular, DOT directs its agencies to adhere to three environmental 
justice principles outlined by the Executive Order: 
 Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 


environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 
and low-income populations. 


 Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process. 


 Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations. 


 
Furthermore, in addition to these directions required of all DOT agencies, in 1998 the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), two agencies 
within DOT, jointly issued guidance specifying responsibilities for metropolitan planning 
processes, which includes MTC’s development of the region’s long-range transportation plan 
(other directives apply to activities carried out by state DOTs and public transit agencies). Under 
this FHWA/FTA guidance, MPOs must:   
 Enhance analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range transportation plan and 


transportation improvement program comply with Title VI. 
 Identify residential, employment, and transportation patterns of low-income and minority 


populations, identify and address needs, and assure that benefits and burdens of 
transportation investments are fairly distributed. 


 Improve public involvement processes to eliminate participation barriers and engage 
minority and low-income populations in transportation decision-making. 
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MTC carries out each of these directives by (a) continually gathering and analyzing regional 
demographic and travel data and refining its analytical capabilities; (b) supporting locally based 
needs assessments in low-income and minority communities through the Community Based 
Transportation Planning program, funding projects targeting low-income communities through 
the Lifeline Transportation Program, and conducting an equity analysis of each long-range 
Regional Transportation Plan (which this report summarizes); and (c) examining and refining the 
agency’s public involvement process to ensure full and fair participation in decision-making.  
The 2011 TIP investment analysis is an expanded effort related to these directives. 
 
MTC’S Environmental Justice Principles:  As noted at the outset, in 2006, MTC adopted two 
Environmental Justice Principles advanced by its Minority Citizens Advisory Committee to 
serve as the environmental justice framework for the Commission’s activities. They are: 
 1. Create an open and transparent public participation process that empowers low-income 


communities and communities of color to participate in decision making that affects 
them. 


 2. Collect accurate and current data essential to defining and understanding the presence 
and extent of inequities, if any, in transportation funding based on race and income. 
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Appendix B: Definitions and Data Sources 
 
 
Definitions 
 
Minority 
MTC uses the U.S. Census Bureau’s definitions of different racial and ethnic populations to 
determine minority status among the Bay Area population. Minority persons are those who 
identify as Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, some other race or multiple races, or Hispanic/Latino of any 
race. The “non-minority” population includes those persons who identify as white and not 
Hispanic or Latino. The white, non-Hispanic population is no longer a “majority” in the Bay 
Area, but at 46% of the region’s population it remains the largest racial/ethnic group in terms of 
total population share. 
 
Low-Income 
Defining individuals, households, populations, or communities as “low-income” is challenging. 
A person or a household can be “low-income” in the sense that they do not earn enough money 
to meet a basic standard of living, or they can be “low-income” in relation to other people or 
households that earn more money. Either determination is subjective to some extent, which 
makes it more difficult to characterize the low-income population as a whole than, for example, 
the minority population. In this report, two different definitions of “low-income” are used. While 
they are not strictly equivalent, they both represent roughly the lowest 20 to 25% of the region’s 
population/households in terms of income. 
 
Persons living below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level  
This definition is used in the poverty-concentration threshold to identify “communities of 
concern,” where at least 30% of residents have incomes below 200% of the federal poverty level. 
The population this definition represents is based on an individual-level determination of poverty 
status in relation to family income, family size, and a basic standard of living defined by the 
Census Bureau each year. Poverty status is not forecast, since there is no regionally established 
method of accounting for changing standards of living; defining a basic standard of living 
implies the consumption of a wide variety of goods to meet one’s needs, and it is difficult to 
forecast the future costs of all these various goods. As a reference, for a single-person household 
200% of the poverty level in 2007 was $21,180. For a two-adult, two-child household, the 200% 
threshold was $42,054. By way of comparison, a full-time worker earning California’s minimum 
wage would have earned $15,600 in 2007. 
 
Households with Income Less Than $40,000  
The other low-income definition used in some of the equity indicators in this analysis is for 
households rather than individuals, and is based on household income level regardless of 
household size; ABAG does forecast the number of households by income group for the horizon 
year 2035, and thus it is the definition used in this report for forecast data for “low-income 
households” in the accessibility and affordability analyses. In addition, some indicators also 
account for a broader grouping of all low plus moderately low income households, creating a 
group of households earning less than $75,000.  
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Communities of Concern 
MTC defines communities that have concentrations of either minority or low-income residents 
(below 200% of the federal poverty level) as communities of concern for the purpose of 
analyzing regional equity.  
 
Residents of all communities of concern together were 76.9% minority and 34.5% low income in 
2000. By comparison, the region as a whole in 2000 was 50.1% minority and 20.6% low-income. 
(At the region-wide level, for which MTC has more recent 2007 data available from the Census 
Bureau, these shares had grown to 54.5% minority and 22.2% low-income.) 
 
As a whole, residents of communities of concern represented 33.2% of the region’s 2000 
population and 33.7% of the region’s travel analysis zones. These totals include the entire 
populations living in communities of concern, including those who are non-minority and not 
defined as low-income. For the purposes of analyzing equity at a regional scale, this analysis 
compares all communities of concern to the remainder of the region’s communities. Figure 
B-1 shows the location of MTC’s communities of concern within the region. 
 
While the identification of communities of concern emphasizes regional concentrations of 
poverty, most residents of communities of concern (65.5% of the total) are not defined as low-
income. Moreover, nearly half of the region’s low-income residents live outside communities of 
concern. In terms of 2000 population, 777,000 low-income people lived in communities of 
concern (55.4% of the region’s total low-income population of 1.4 million), while 625,000 lived 
in the remainder of the region (44.6% of the region’s total low-income population). This finding 
raises a relevant question as to what impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan are being 
experienced by the remaining low-income population outside of communities of concern, a point 
this equity analysis attempts to address in several ways.  
 
The location of most of the region’s communities of concern notably ring the San Francisco 
Bay’s cities and inner suburbs, including where the region’s road and transit networks are 
densest. Farther out in the region, locations of communities of concern become more scattered, 
with fewer connections to the region’s transportation network. 
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Figure B-1 
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Data Sources 
This section describes the various data sources used to perform the 2011 TIP 2035 Equity 
Analysis. 
  
Decennial Census 
The decennial Census provides a complete count of all persons in the United States, including 
age and race/ethnicity, every 10 years. In addition, past Censuses have surveyed one in six 
households to produce sample socioeconomic characteristics such as household income, poverty 
status, vehicle availability, employment characteristics, and commute mode, which are available 
down to the block group level of geography. As explained in the preceding section, data from the 
2000 Census was used to identify MTC’s low-income and minority communities of concern; it 
remains the most recent Census data available at the census tract/TAZ (i.e. neighborhood) level. 
 
American Community Survey 
The American Community Survey (ACS) is a newer Census Bureau data product, which replaces 
the “long form” questionnaire used in previous decennial Censuses to sample household 
socioeconomic characteristics. Whereas the decennial Census long-form data was previously 
released once every 10 years, the American Community Survey data is an ongoing survey, 
updated annually. Currently, data is available for larger geographic areas of more than 65,000 
population, including 2005, 2006, and 2007 data for all nine Bay Area counties and the region as 
a whole. The five-year accumulation of ACS data for 2005–2009 will be released at the census 
tract and block group level perhaps by fall 2010. This will be the soonest that updated 
socioeconomic data for people and households in designated communities of concern will be 
available. 
 
Bay Area Travel Survey (BATS) 
The Bay Area Travel Survey is MTC’s periodic regional household travel survey, the most 
recent of which was conducted in 2000. BATS2000 is an activity-based travel survey that 
collected information on all in-home and out-of-home activities, including all trips, over a two-
day period for more than 15,000 Bay Area households. The survey provides detailed information 
on many trip characteristics such as trip purpose, mode, origins and destinations, as well as 
household characteristics. 
 
MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Survey 
In 2006 MTC conducted a comprehensive survey of all Bay Area transit operators to collect 
consistent demographic and socioeconomic data for all the region’s transit riders. Data collected 
included race/ethnicity, age, fare payment information, household income, and vehicle 
availability. Results for this survey were used in the financial analysis of RTP investments to 
determine transit-spending benefits to low-income households based on these households’ share 
of transit use in the region. 
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List of Projects in the 2011 TIP 
Over $200 Million
1. San Francisco-Oakland


Bay Bridge East Span
Replacement
Alameda County
$5.66 billion


2. BART – Berryessa to 
San Jose Extension
Santa Clara County
$5.01 billion


3. BART – Warm Springs to
Berryessa Extension
Santa Clara County
$2.57 billion


4. Transbay Terminal/
Caltrain Downtown 
Extension – Ph.1
San Francisco County
$1.58 billion


5. SF Muni Third St LRT 
Ph. 2 Central Subway
San Francisco County
$1.57 billion


6. Transbay Transit 
Center – TIFIA Loan
Debt Service
San Francisco County
$1.18 billion


7. BART Seismic 
Retrofit Program**
Multiple Counties
$1.06 billion


8. BART Railcar Replace-
ment Program**
Multiple Counties
$1.02 billion


9. US-101 Doyle Drive 
Replacement
San Francisco County
$954.8 million


10. BART – Warm Springs
Extension
Alameda County
$890 million


11. Caltrain Electrification
Multiple Counties
$785 million


12. Transbay Terminal/ Cal-
train Downtown 
Extension – Ph. 2
San Francisco County
$637 million


13. BART Car Exchange
(Preventive Main -
tenance) **
Multiple Counties
$618.5 million


14. 3rd St LRT: Ph. 1 & Metro
E. Rail Facility
San Francisco County
$595 million


15. San Jose International
Airport People Mover  
Santa Clara County
$508 million


16. Sonoma Marin Area 
Rail Corridor
Sonoma County/Marin
County
$490.8 million 


17. BART Oakland   – 
Airport Connector
Alameda County
$484.3 million


18. SR-4 East Widening
from Somersville Rd. 
to SR-160
Contra Costa County
$464.4 million


19. E-BART – East Contra
Costa County Rail 
Extension
Contra Costa County
$463.25 million


20. Valley Transportation
Authority: Preventive
Maintenance**
Santa Clara County
$430.9 million


21. SR-24 – Caldecott 
Tunnel 4th Bore
Alameda County/ 
Contra Costa County
$420.3 million


22. I-580/I-680 
Improvements
Alameda County 
$392.5 million


23. US-101 HOV Lanes —
Marin-Sonoma Narrows
(Marin) 
Marin County
$372.7 million


24. US-101 Marin-Sonoma
Narrows (Sonoma) 
Sonoma County
$372.7 million


25. Caltrain Express: Ph. 2
Multiple Counties 
$368.5 million


26. AC Transit: Preventive
Maintenance Program**
Alameda County 
$346.5 million


27. Capitol Expressway LRT
Extension
Santa Clara County
$334 million


28. SR-1 Devils Slide 
Bypass
San Mateo County
$322.8 million


29. Dumbarton Rail 
Service 
Alameda County/San
Mateo County
$301 million


30. I-680/SR-4 Interchange 
Reconstruction –
Phases 1-5
Contra Costa County
$297.5 million


31. Outer Harbor 
Intermodal Terminals 
Alameda County
$274.3 million


32. Golden Gate Bridge
Seismic Retrofit, 
Ph. 1-3A
Marin County/San Fran-
cisco County
$274 million


33. BART Transbay Tube
Seismic Retrofit
Multiple Counties 
$265.3 million


34. Freeway Performance
Initiative (FPI)**
Multiple Counties
$243.9 million


35. El Camino Real Bus
Rapid Transit**
Santa Clara County
$233.4 million


36. SR-25/Santa Teresa
Blvd/ US-101 Inter-
change
Santa Clara County
$233 million


37. 7th Street Grade 
Separation and Road-
way Improvement
Alameda County 
$220.5 million


38. Geary Bus Rapid Transit
San Francisco County
$219.8 million


39. Enhanced Bus –
Telegraph/International/
East 14th
Alameda County
$209.2 million


40. I-680 Sunol Grade –
Alameda SB HOV, Final
Phase
Alameda County
$203 million


BLUE Transit Project
RED Road Project 


**  These projects not shown on map
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Transportation 2035 Plan — Intercept Interviews 
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PMC MTC Advisory Committee Structure Review 
 Attachment 2 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 


Following the Transportation 2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
public participation process, MTC staff conducted an 
evaluation of the joint citizen advisory committee meeting 
format, whereby MTC’s three citizen advisory committees—the 
Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee, Minority Citizens 
Advisory Committee, and Advisory Council—met jointly to 
consider key issues surrounding the Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan, which was adopted by MTC in April 2009. Findings of this 
evaluation revealed a need to address deficiencies in the way 
the citizen advisory committees are utilized with the goal to 
increase effectiveness. This report is a result of a comprehensive 
review of committee structure, function, comparative 
assessments to similar committees elsewhere, and numerous 
interviews and facilitated discussions with Advisors, 
Commissioners and staff. The recommendations resulting from 
this review are outlined below. 


ROLE OF CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEES 


The purpose of MTC’s advisory committees is to provide 
ongoing community participation and guidance to the 
Commission.1 The advisory committees review transportation 
issues and projects being considered by the Commission and 
are encouraged to bring additional transportation issues before 
their committee and the Commission. MTC recognizes the 
significant positive impact of Citizen Advisors in vetting MTC 
policy decisions, providing innovative policy guidance and 
maintaining open lines of communication between 
representatives of key constituencies and MTC staff and 
Commissioners. 


                                                 
1 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/advisory/ accessed on August 17, 2009. 
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KEY ISSUES AND NEEDS 


This review of the committee structure is intended to address 
the following issues, identified by Advisors, Commissioners and 
staff: 


1. Communication between Advisors and Commissioners is 
limited and one-directional. 


“The major concern is the Commission hearing 
the voice of the advisors.”—Advisory Council 
Member 


2. Communication between Advisors and executive staff is 
limited and one-directional. 


“What worked for me during the 2035 Plan 
process was the participation of executive-
level staff. There needs to be more of that on a 
consistent basis in order to be more 
effective.”—MCAC Member 


“The process feels rubber stamped, with staff 
seeking validation, rather than having an open 
discussion.”—EDAC Member 


3. Each advisory committee’s mission, goals and objectives 
are not clearly defined or understood by Advisors. 


“Committees need to have directives and 
measurable goals on a quarterly basis.”—
MCAC Member 


“I believe that if the advisors feel that their 
suggestions are falling on deaf ears, then 
maybe they should start by revisiting and 
revising the mission for each committee.”—
EDAC Member 


4. The Commission’s expectations of advisory committees 
are not clearly conveyed to Advisors. 
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“What does the Commission want from the 
advisors?”—Advisory Council Member 


5. More opportunities for cross-pollination of ideas, or 
integration of MCAC and EDAC issues into the larger 
advisory committee context, are needed. 


“The proposal has a lot of promise with 
integration… greater interaction and greater 
synthesis would result.”—MCAC Member 


“Our voices are stronger in a joint-format 
process.”—MCAC Member 


SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


1 Replace the existing structure with a new Citizen Policy 
Advisory Committee. 


 


A new, expanded and more inclusive committee should 
be established to provide citizen advice regarding MTC 
policy, replacing the existing committee structure. The 
membership of the committee should include 
representatives of key constituencies with expertise in 
their local transportation issues and issues facing 
traditionally underrepresented groups, including minority, 
low-income, senior and disabled representatives. It is 
recommended that each of the nine counties provide 
one representative of the minority or low-income 
communities, and one senior or disabled representative 
for a total of 18 committee members. The remaining 18 
seats on the committee should be divided among 
interest and issue areas relevant to MTC’s existing policy 
agenda. 
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New Advisory Committee and Subcommittee Organization 
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2 Provide strategic direction to Citizen Advisors. 


 


The Commission should establish a mission, purpose and 
measurable goals for the committee. The Commission 
and staff should communicate this strategic direction to 
the committee. An annual training session and an 
agenda set by the Commission’s Executive Committee 
will help Advisors to achieve their mission. The initial 
annual agenda and workplan should focus on the 
implementation of the regional transportation plan, 
Transportation 2035. 


3 Strengthen Communication between Advisors and 
Commissioners, and Advisors and Executive staff. 


 


Formalized reporting and communications procedures 
should be established to govern communications 
between Commissioners and Advisors, and executive 
staff and Advisors. Advisory Committee members should 
report at least quarterly to the Commission. Advisors 
should also report in-person, and in concert with agenda 
milestones, as well as on an as-needed basis. 
The primary point upon which nearly all existing Advisors 
agree is that communication with the Commission needs 
to improve. For this reason, it is recommended that at 
least two Commissioners attend each Citizen Policy 
Advisory Committee meeting to listen, answer Advisors’ 
questions and participate in the discussion. In addition, at 
least one executive staff member should attend each 
Advisory Committee meeting. 


4 Solicit project- and program-specific technical advice. 


 


MTC should work to ensure that opportunities to obtain 
technical advice for project- and program-specific issues 
are pursued by staff. In the transition to one citizen 
advisory committee, it is important not to lose this 
technical expertise. However, such issues are best suited 
for informal technical advisory groups.  


500 12th Street, Suite 240 • Oakland, CA 94607 • P: (510) 272-4491 • F: (510) 268-9207 


 
5 







PMC MTC Advisory Committee Structure Review 
 Attachment 2 


INTRODUCTION 
This report reviews and evaluates the function and structure of 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) citizen 
advisory committees. The purpose of this review is to remedy 
problems with the current advisory committee structure and 
function, and to increase effectiveness in providing advice to 
the Commission.  


This review was motivated by long-standing concern about the 
channels of communication between Commissioners and 
Advisors, in concert with the recognition of benefits in recent 
joint advisory committee meetings as part of the Regional 
Transportation Plan update. Following the joint meetings, both 
Advisors and Commissioners observed increased collaboration 
between Advisors from different committees and greater 
communication between Commissioners and Advisors when 
both groups were present at the same meeting. 


The Commission directed staff to conduct an independent 
review of the advisory committee structure. MTC staff retained 
consultant PMC to conduct the independent review. 
Development of this report has included a comprehensive 
review of background materials related to the committees, 
such as 2007–2009 meeting agendas, MTC Resolution 3516 
relating to the roles and expectations of the three current 
advisory committees, MTC’s adopted Public Participation Plan, 
and public outreach evaluation studies conducted by PMC. 
The recommendations contained in this report are significantly 
influenced by the results of four facilitated discussions with 
Advisors, interviews with key Commissioners (conducted as part 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan) and key MTC staff, and review 
of other agencies’ models. 
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF MTC’S CITIZEN ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES 
HISTORY 


MTC currently has three citizen advisory committees: the multi-
interest Advisory Council, the Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee and the Minority Citizens Advisory Committee. The 
three committees were established to directly advise the 
Commission. Each committee has a distinct core mission and 
different issue areas assigned to it by the Commission.2 


The Minority Citizens Advisory Committee (MCAC) is the oldest 
of the advisory committees. It was established in 1975 in 
accordance with the MTC and Mexican-American Legal 
Defense and Education Fund (MTC/MALDEF) Memorandum of 
Understanding (September 19, 1974). The primary goal of this 
committee is to involve historically under-represented 
communities in the transportation planning process. Per MTC 
policy, the 26-member panel includes representatives from the 
region’s African American, Asian, Hispanic and Native 
American communities, as well as individuals who are from, or 
work with, low-income communities.  


The five most populous counties in the Bay Area (Alameda, 
Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara 
counties) each have three seats on MCAC: one for an 
individual of African American/Black background, one for an 
individual of Asian background and one for an individual who is 
Latino/Hispanic. The four smaller counties in the region (Marin, 
Napa, Solano and Sonoma counties) each have two seats on 
the advisory panel; these members are either of African 
American/Black, Asian or Hispanic/Latino descent. Members 
are selected by the Commissioner(s) representing each county. 
One additional at-large advisor is of Native American descent, 
and two at-large advisors are from or serve low-income 
                                                 
2 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/advisory/ accessed on August 17, 2009.  
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communities; these positions are appointed by the Commission 
chair and vice chair. 


The Elderly and Disabled Advisory Committee (EDAC) was 
established in 1991 to help MTC and Bay Area transit operators 
comply with new requirements in the recently enacted 
Americans with Disabilities Act. The 20-member panel includes 
one elderly and one disabled advisor from each of the nine 
Bay Area counties, as selected by the Commissioner(s) 
representing each county. Two additional advisors, either 
elderly or disabled, are selected from the region at large by the 
Commissioners representing the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC). 


The Advisory Council was established in 1995 in an effort to 
involve citizens from a diverse set of backgrounds and interest 
areas to inform and influence policy and funding decisions. 
Advisory Council members meet monthly to make 
recommendations on a range of transportation issues and 
projects being considered by the Commission. The Advisory 
Council’s work includes such subjects as the region’s long-
range transportation plan, proposed MTC positions on 
legislation affecting transportation services, transportation and 
land use policies, funding programs and public involvement. 


MTC’s December 18, 2002, Resolution No. 3516 revised the role 
and responsibilities of the citizen advisory committees. The 
Resolution describes the purpose of the committees as working 
to (a) provide formal input on decisions and actions pending 
before the Commission; (b) actively and independently 
research new initiatives that the committee believes might be 
relevant to the Commission; and (c) remain informed on 
transportation-relative activities in the Bay Area through 
updates and reports from MTC staff. 
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CURRENT STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION 


Advisory committees meet monthly, during regular business 
hours, at MTC’s offices at the Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter in 
Oakland. Meetings are two hours in duration and may be 
preceded or followed by subcommittee meetings. Each 
committee is assigned one MTC staff liaison in addition to one 
staff secretary who provides administrative support. MTC staff 
works with each committee chair to prepare committee 
agendas and staff reports, coordinate meetings and produce 
summary meeting minutes. Meetings are conducted in 
accordance with California’s Ralph M. Brown Act, which 
governs open meetings for local government bodies.3 Figure 1 
shows the existing organizational structure of the advisory 
committees and their respective subcommittees. 


                                                 
3 California Government Code Section 54950 
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Figure 1. Existing Advisory Committee and Subcommittee 
Organization 


 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Advisory Council


 
The role and responsibilities of the committees are outlined in 
MTC’s Resolution No. 3516 (Resolution), adopted on December 
18, 2002. The Resolution describes the role of the committees as 
follows: 


The Advisory Council is a broad based panel that brings 
together a variety of interest groups to discuss 
transportation issues of concern to all. The Elderly and 
Disabled Advisory Committee and the Minority Citizens 
Advisory Committee ensure that the views and needs of 
the elderly and persons with disabilities, and minority 
communities, respectively, are adequately reflected in 
MTC policies.4 


The Resolution requires that the committees report on an 
annual basis to MTC’s Legislative Committee. In accordance 
with the Resolution, the Commission assigns the subject matter 


                                                 
4 Resolution No. 3516, pg. 1.  
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for each committee. As noted by the Resolution, annual work 
plans should address the following points: 


• Provide formal input on decisions and actions pending 
before the Commission. 


• Actively and independently research new initiatives that 
the committee believes might be relevant to the 
Commission. 


• Receive updates from staff on transportation-related 
activities in the Bay Area.5 


As outlined in the 2007 Public Participation Plan, the advisory 
panels are “consulted during the development of MTC policies 
and strategies, and their recommendations on various issues 
are reported directly to the Commission.”6 The Public 
Participation Plan notes that the advisory committees may 
pursue their own policy/program discussions and that they may 
bring independent ideas forward to the Commission. 
While committees have distinct subject areas as designated by 
the Commission, an assessment of committee meeting 
agendas from 2007 through July 2009 revealed significant 
overlap among the committees in terms of discussion topics, 
contributing to considerable repetition of staff work and 
presentations to each committee.  


ROLE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES WITHIN MTC’S PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION PROGRAMS 


MTC seeks advice and collaboration with a broad number of 
technical and citizen advisors. The third guiding principle of 
MTC’s Public Participation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 
states that: 
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5 Resolution No. 3516, pg. 2.
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6 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Public Participation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, 
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Citizen advisory committees can be used to hear and 
learn from many voices in the Bay Area.7 


In addition to citizen advisory committees, another primary 
component of the public participation program is MTC’s Bay 
Area Partnership, which includes the executive staff of 41 Bay 
Area public agencies, including transportation agencies, public 
transit operators, county congestion management agencies, 
city and county public works departments, ports, Caltrans, the 
U.S. Department of Transportation and environmental 
protection agencies. This diverse group of transportation 
professionals was formed in 1995 to improve regional mobility, 
reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality. The role of 
the Partnership is outlined in MTC Resolution 3509.8 The 
Partnership has one primary subcommittee, the Partnership 
Technical Advisory Committee, which is able to focus more 
closely on technical aspects of policy issues. 
Figure 2 on the following page illustrates how the current MTC 
advisory structure— including advisory committees and the 
Partnership Board — provides direct input to the Commission 
and helps staff shape recommendations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                 
7 Public Participation Plan, pg. 2. 


8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Public Participation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, 
September 26, 2007, pg 16. 
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Figure 2 


 
 


RESULTS OF STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS AND FACILITATED 
DISCUSSIONS 
RESULTS OF TRANSPORTATION 2035 PUBLIC OUTREACH 
EVALUATIONS 


Post-project evaluations of public outreach efforts related to 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Transportation 2035, 
revealed a need for this review of the citizen advisory 
committee structure. The evaluation reports summarized below 
demonstrate insufficient communication between 
Commissioners and Advisors and the benefit of joint formats for 
advisory committee meetings. A comprehensive account of 
the responses from Advisors and Commissioners can be found 
in the July 2009 Joint Advisors and MTC Commissioners 
Evaluation Reports, included as Appendix C to this report. 
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Joint Advisors Evaluation Report 


Advisory committee members were queried about their 
experiences with joint advisory committee meetings 
conducted as part of the Transportation 2035 planning process. 
The joint meeting format had been used throughout the RTP 
outreach program, gathering Advisors together for 12 joint 
advisor workshops. Thirty-one Advisors who had attended four 
or more joint workshops were contacted to complete the 
survey. Of those, 22 Advisors responded. 


A number of key findings emerged from the survey of Advisors. 
First, an overwhelming majority of advisors surveyed felt that the 
joint forums were a useful tool to learn about and discuss long-
range transportation issues. Additionally, a majority of Advisors 
felt that it was useful to have different voices and opinions at 
the table. Finally, Advisors felt uncertain that their comments 
reached the Commission, since there was little or no direct 
communication back to them. 9 


MTC Commissioners Evaluation Report 


MTC Commissioners were interviewed to obtain feedback 
about their observations of the Transportation 2035 public 
involvement program, including the joint advisors workshops, 
with the goal of refining MTC’s public involvement process. 
Most Commissioners surveyed found that a joint response from 
all three advisory committees was more useful than separate 
responses from each committee. Commissioners surveyed 
indicated unanimous support for the three advisory committees 
to discuss other issues of mutual interest in a joint forum. 
Commissioners valued the opportunity for issue vetting in a 
collaborative way by all three groups. They believed this was a 
good means of achieving consensus among a diverse set of 
perspectives.10 


                                                 
9 Transportation 2035—Change in Motion, MTC Joint Advisors Evaluation Report, June 3, 2009. 


10 Transportation 2035—Change in Motion, MTC Commissioners Evaluation Report, June 11, 2009. 
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RESULTS OF FACILITATED DISCUSSIONS WITH ADVISORY COMMITTEES 


PMC conducted one facilitated discussion with each 
committee (EDAC, MCAC and Advisory Council) as well as one 
joint discussion with all three committees during the months of 
July and August.11 Complete summaries of these discussions are 
included as Appendix A to this document. Each discussion was 
lengthy, exceeding the time allotted on the agenda, 
demonstrating the strength of conviction and level of concern 
Advisors had for this topic. In general, while there was much 
disagreement, there were a number of common points upon 
which nearly all Advisors agreed: 


• Communication between Advisors and Commissioners 
could be improved.  


• Clear Commission direction on the mission and vision as 
well as measurable goals and outcomes would help 
advisory committees to increase their effectiveness. 


A number of Advisors acknowledged that the way to increase 
communication with Commissioners may be to reduce the 
number of advisory committees, so that Commissioners could 
focus their efforts and attention on one single committee’s 
advice. However, many Advisors also shared the viewpoint that 
no structural change was needed. This viewpoint was most 
strongly held by members of EDAC, with some members of the 
other two committees also in agreement. 


Concern was expressed for the need to meet the legal 
requirements for public outreach and to conform to the 
Memorandum of Understanding of September 19, 1974, 
between MTC and the Mexican-American Legal Defense and 
Education Fund. 


Nearly all Advisors felt strongly about the need to formalize the 
reporting process for committees to share their advice with the 
                                                 
11 EDAC Meeting, July 2, 2009; Advisory Council Meeting, July 8, 2009; MCAC Meeting, July 14, 
2009; Joint Advisors Workshop, August 12, 2009. 
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Commission. Advisors had varying levels of communication with 
their respective appointing Commissioner. There was 
agreement on and enthusiasm for the prospect of 
Commissioners attending committee meetings on a regular 
basis. 


Many Advisors also felt that executive staff should attend 
committee meetings alongside Commissioners. Advisors 
expressed a desire to be able to question executive staff during 
the meeting—to expand the depth of their discussions by 
hearing firsthand what executive staff had to say. Concern was 
expressed that the advisory committees are used to “rubber 
stamp” staff’s recommendations, rather than to collaboratively 
discuss transportation issues and programs. 


Specific key messages emerged from each group. The 
following highlights the responses received from EDAC, MCAC 
and the Advisory Council in their individual meetings. 


EDAC—EDAC Advisors expressed a desire for the structure to 
remain the same, while agreeing that communication with 
Commissioners needed to be improved. Recommendations for 
formalizing communication with Commissioners were provided 
by EDAC Advisors. Concerns were expressed about the 
potential loss of diversity in Advisor opinions if advisory 
committees are restructured. Advisors expressed confusion 
about their role, whether they were a watchdog for MTC 
programs’ accessibility or whether their focus was regional 
policy affecting seniors and disabled persons. Advisors also 
commented on the benefit of the cross-pollination of ideas with 
a joint format. 
MCAC—MCAC Advisors proposed a framework for more 
formalized communication with the Commission. Advisors also 
noted the need for measurable goals and outcomes and 
adherence to the committee’s work plan. Advisors noted the 
need to increase communication with executive staff. Many 
members noted the potential benefits of consolidation if it 
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meant having more and better access to MTC Commissioners 
and executive staff. 
Advisory Council—The Advisors noted the need to strengthen 
communication with Commissioners, providing suggestions 
such as the need for a formal process for transmitting advisory 
committee recommendations to the Commission. Advisors also 
noted the need for executive staff attendance at meetings. 
Advisors commented on the need for clear direction regarding 
mission, policy agenda and priorities, including the suggestion 
that the Commission determine three or four key projects or 
assignments for advisors to work on. Concern was expressed 
that this review of committee structure was focused on cost-
cutting. Advisors noted the need for more staff support and 
more oversight of funding. 
The membership of all three advisory committees was invited to 
an August meeting to discuss the advisory committee structure. 
This meeting featured a facilitated discussion with a specific 
focus on the potential issues created by restructuring. Key 
themes that emerged from this joint advisors discussion include: 


• Need to maintain diversity represented by all three 
committees and ensure the Bay Area’s communities are 
represented, even if the Committees are merged 


• Need for specific direction from Commission on purpose 
and role of committees, and specific outcomes 


• Need for better communication with Commissioners, and 
concern that Advisors’ recommendations are not heard 
or taken seriously 


KEY ISSUES WITH EXISTING CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
STRUCTURE 


Through the initial surveys of advisory committee members and 
Commissioners, facilitated discussions with each committee 
and discussions with staff, the following issues with the existing 
committee structure were identified: 
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1. Communication between Advisors and Commissioners is 
limited and one-directional. 


“The major concern is the Commission hearing the voice 
of the advisors.”—Advisory Council Member 


2. Communication between Advisors and executive staff is 
limited and one-directional. 


“What worked for me during the 2035 Plan process was 
the participation of executive-level staff. There needs to 
be more of that on a consistent basis in order to be more 
effective.”—MCAC Member 


“The process feels rubber stamped, with staff seeking 
validation, rather than having an open discussion.”—
EDAC Member 


3. Each advisory committee’s mission, goals and objectives are 
not clearly defined or understood by Advisors. 


“Committees need to have directives and measurable 
goals on a quarterly basis.”—MCAC Member 


“I believe that if the advisors feel that their suggestions are 
falling on deaf ears, then maybe they should start by 
revisiting and revising the mission for each committee.”—
EDAC Member 


4. The Commission’s expectations of advisory committees are 
not clearly conveyed to Advisors. 


“What does the Commission want from the advisors?”—
Advisory Council Member 


5. More opportunities for cross-pollination of ideas, or 
integration of MCAC and EDAC issues into the larger 
advisory committee context, are needed. 


“The proposal has a lot of promise with integration… 
greater interaction and greater synthesis would result.”—
MCAC Member 
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“Our voices are stronger in a joint-format process.”—
MCAC Member 


AGENCY ADVISORS: CASE STUDIES FROM THROUGHOUT THE 
WEST 
PMC contacted a select number of transportation agencies 
and metropolitan planning organizations with similar jurisdiction 
and organizational complexity in an effort to better understand 
how other agencies structure their advisory groups. These 
agencies were queried about their specific advisory committee 
structures, how they are established and how they function in 
relation to the respective boards. Agencies contacted include, 
but are not limited to, Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG), San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG), Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 
Portland Metro, Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG) and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD).  


Relative to other agencies surveyed, MTC has an unparalleled 
level of citizen advisor involvement. Most agencies, including 
Portland Metro, SANDAG, MAG and SACOG, rely solely on 
technical advisory committees, which comprise senior-level 
public works and planning staff. Others, such as DRCOG’s 
Transportation Advisory Committee, consist only of 
staff/representatives of counties and municipalities, as well as 
traffic and air quality experts. Larger agencies, such as SCAG, 
do not have advisory committees which obtain input from 
certain groups in the community (e.g., persons of color, seniors, 
etc.). These agencies instead rely on transportation 
commissions to maintain consistent dialogue with local 
communities. They do invite citizen participation during project-
specific workshops, but do not have standing committees of 
citizen advisors. 
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BAAQMD, whose jurisdiction mirrors that of MTC, has one multi-
interest advisory council consisting of 20 members who meet 
nine times per year. Members of the advisory council are 
selected because of their prominence in their professions and 
as representatives of interest groups in the community.  


Similarly, Portland Metro’s Policy Advisory Committee is a joint 
citizen and local government advisory committee that consults 
on policy issues. An additional 37-member committee of 
planners, citizens and business representatives provides 
technical support to the Policy Advisory Committee. 


Both BAAQMD and Metro’s advisory groups comprise a mixture 
of transportation professionals and citizens. MTC is the only 
agency, among those surveyed, with discrete committees 
dedicated to citizen advice.   


Many agencies, such as SACOG, SCAG, Portland Metro and 
BAAQMD, form subcommittees that serve for short durations in 
order to concentrate on different regional transit planning 
projects or other specific tasks. Almost all agencies that utilize 
subcommittees stated that the subcommittees add a greater 
sense of focus to the committee process and help to add 
organization to meetings. 


Detailed case studies of the surveyed agencies can be found 
in Appendix B to this document. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 


1 Replace the existing structure with a new Citizen Policy 
Advisory Committee. 


 
Establish a new, expanded and more inclusive 
committee to provide citizen advice regarding MTC 
policy, which replaces the existing committee structure.  


 
1.1 By focusing and reinforcing the strength of one single 


citizen committee that reports to the Commission, Advisors 
can expect to have greater influence on MTC’s policy 
direction. Additionally, the new Advisors will have a better 
understanding of and opportunity for discussion of 
different constituencies’ perspectives. The composition of 
the new, more inclusive committee should honor the third 
guiding principle of the Public Participation Plan as well as 
MTC’s Environmental Justice Principles—providing a forum 
to hear the many voices of the Bay Area and 
empowering low-income communities and communities 
of color to participate in decision making that affects 
them. 


 The committee should comprise 36 members who 
represent the diversity of the nine-county Bay Area. The 
membership of the committee should include 
representatives of key constituencies with expertise in their 
local transportation issues and issues facing traditionally 
underrepresented groups, including minority, low-income, 
senior and disabled representatives. It is recommended 
that each of the nine counties provide one minority and 
one senior or disabled representative for a total of 18 
committee members. The remaining 18 seats on the 
committee should be divided among interest and issue 
areas relevant to MTC’s existing policy agenda. For 
example, issue and interest areas for these seats may 
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include environmental protection, business and labor, and 
social equity. 


 While the Commission will direct the committee’s policy 
agenda, it is recommended that the policy agenda 
provide focus by addressing the key issues facing MTC at 
this time, such as transportation equity analysis, mobility 
management, transit sustainability, implementation of 
core Transportation 2035 programs, and the development 
of the sustainable community strategy per SB 375. 
It is recommended that the new committee would meet 
monthly in Oakland due to its central location. However, 
its recommended that the new advisory committee make 
an effort to vary the meeting location from time to time. 


 
Figure 1. New Advisory Committee and Subcommittee 
Organization 
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2 Provide strategic direction to Citizen Advisors. 


 


The Commission should establish a mission, purpose and 
measurable goals for the new committee. The 
Commission and staff should communicate this strategic 
direction to the committee. 


 


2. 1 The Commission should establish a mission, purpose and 
measurable goals for the committee. Numerous Advisors 
agreed that the advisory committees lacked clear 
strategic direction. It is recommended that the Board set 
the committee’s mission, goals and objectives for the 
coming year, as well as the committee’s agenda. The 
Commission should set the committee’s agenda on an 
annual basis, after obtaining input from the committee on 
suggested work items. It is recommended that the MTC 
Executive Committee take responsibility for the 
identification of the committee’s annual direction, which 
will be directly related to the implementation of the 
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regional transportation plan. Initially, this planning effort 
should be based on the Transportation 2035 Plan and 
should be completed before incoming Advisors begin 
their tenure in 2010. 


2.2 MTC staff should expand the training program for all 
incoming Advisors to include clear direction on the role of 
Advisors. Many Advisors are functioning without an 
understanding of their role and the role of their 
committee. MTC currently provides a two-hour orientation 
for Advisors at the start of their term. In addition, MTC 
should develop an annual training program for Advisors 
that briefs them on their role, responsibilities, annual work 
plan and strategic direction from the Commission. 


 


3 Strengthen Communication between Advisors and 
Commissioners, and Advisors and staff. 


 
Establish formalized reporting and communications 
procedures to govern communications between 
Commissioners and Advisors, and executive staff and 
Advisors. 


 
3.1 Advisory Committee members should report at least 


quarterly to the Commission. Advisors should also report in 
concert with agenda milestones, and on an as needed 
basis. A Citizen Policy Advisory Committee member shall 
make reports in-person. Reports should include mention of 
the key activities of the committee in recent months, 
mention of upcoming agenda items and any new issues 
the committee suggests the Commission consider. 


3.2 The primary point upon which nearly all existing Advisors 
agree is that communication with the Commission needs 
to improve. For this reason, it is recommended that at 
least one Commissioner attend each Citizen Policy 
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Advisory Committee meeting to listen, answer Advisors’ 
questions and participate in the discussion. 


3.3 Similarly, at least one executive staff member should 
attend each Advisory Committee meeting. Nearly all 
Advisors agreed that increasing communication with 
MTC’s executive staff was of prime importance. It is 
recommended that at least one executive staff member 
attend each Advisory Committee meeting. 


 


4 Solicit project- and program-specific technical advice. 


 
Ensure that advisors continue to provide staff with 
specific technical advice for implementation of 
programs and projects. 


 


4.1 Advisors and staff observed the important role of EDAC 
and MCAC in providing technical expertise to assist with 
the implementation of MTC’s programs, such as the 
accessibility of 511 and TransLink®, emergency 
preparedness, language accessibility, the SBE and DBE 
programs, and high school internship program. In the 
transition to one citizen advisory committee, it is important 
not to lose this expertise. However, these issues are best 
suited for informal technical advisory groups. Such 
technical advisory committees can collaboratively 
address specific issues for which MTC desires additional, 
citizen-driven technical advice. Members would come 
from the larger committee. 
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A.  Facilitated Discussion Notes 


 1.  EDAC Meeting, July 2, 2009 


 2.  Advisory Council Meeting, July 8, 2009 


 3.  MCAC Meeting, July 14, 2009 


 4.  Joint Advisors Meeting, August 12, 2009 


 


B.  Case Studies 
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MEMO 


To: Ellen Griffin 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC) 


From: Nora De Cuir, PMC 


Cc: Kendall Flint, PMC 
Rick Williams, PMC 


Date: Document Date 


Re: Notes from July 02, 2009 Elderly and Disabled Advisory 
Committee (EDAC) Meeting 
Agenda Item #11, MTC Advisory Committee Review 
Public Outreach Evaluation: Advisors to the Commission 


 
 
Randy Rentschler provided an introduction to the item and 
explained the purpose of the advisory committee structure 
review. 
 
Nora De Cuir of PMC summarized the joint advisor evaluation 
process. Of the 66 total advisors, 31 participated in at least 4 
joint sessions and were contacted and 22 advisors completed 
the interviews. She cited the findings from the evaluations and 
acknowledged that a majority of the MTC advisors felt that the 
cross-fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful.  
Most commissioners said they considered a joint response from 
the advisory committees to be more useful.  
 
Results of the discussion are outlined below. 
 
1. Importance of the involvement of commissioners and 


executive staff: How should Commissioners and Executive 
Staff be engaged? What are your ideas? 
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• More structure should be given to Committee 


members, staff, and board members in order to 
beneficial to the process. 


• More attention should be provided to Committee 
minutes. Once the meeting minutes are posted to the 
website, they are often forgotten.  


• Motions should be utilized more frequently.  
• Formal relationships should be developed with 


Committee chairs from other committees. 
• There is often confusion with what committees are 


supposed to deal with. A formal process should be 
developed. 


• Public responses/comments should be placed on the 
agenda with more weight given to direction/input from 
the public. 


• Brief reports (3 to 5 minutes) from the chair of each 
committee should be given to other committee 
members in order to share progress and 
ideas/thoughts. 







 


 
• A formal report from each committee should be 


developed and/or adopted.  
• There should be a formal process to meet with 


commissioners.  
• Resolutions adopted by the committee should be 


placed on the Planning Commission agenda.  
• Commissioners or a Commission Liaison should attend 


all advisory committee meetings.  
• More direct and concise communication with the 


commission is needed, either through memos or 
“response required” messages. The current method of 
communication needs to be improved.  


• A “mechanism of response” tool for commissioners 
should be established and utilized. This would allow for 
a consistent process for commissioners to respond to 
committees. 


 
2. If the Advisory Committee structure were to be changed, 


what should the changes look like? How large should the 
group be? What are your ideas for the selection of 
representatives? What opportunities would this offer?  


 
-and- 


 
3. What areas of concern do you have if the groups change? 


What about forming small groups to study particular topics? 
Access to an educational or research budget to enhance 
your ability to be effective advisors? What are your 
concerns? How would you address them? 
 
• A clear role for MTC Staff and MTC Commissioners 


needs to be defined. This role is often unclear to the 
advisory committees.  


• The dismantling of the EDAC advisory committee would 
result in the loss of a valuable Public Relations tool for 
MTC. 
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• Currently the sub-committee meetings work well. The 
diverse committee conversations are beneficial. 


• Joint committee meeting should be held on a regular 
basis.  


• “One size does not fit all.” Approaching problems with 
generic solutions does not work effectively.  


• Examples of other industries should be explored to 
combine committees.  


• The EDAC Advisory Committee currently has an 
excellent working relationship with MTC staff. 
Dismantling EDAC could disrupt this relationship.  


• The EDAC committee has expert knowledge with 
regards to the committee’s subject matter; dismantling 
the EDAC committee could dilute this information 
resource.  


• MTC should look for “outside the box” solutions to the 
elimination of Advisory Committees.  


• It is important to have a mix of diversity within the 
committee.  


• The consolidation of Advisory Committees would make 
business too difficult. There would be too many interests 
involved.  


• The termination of the EDAC is not worth the cost 
savings.  


• Loss of EDAC would be a big loss to the elderly and 
disabled population.  


• One benefit to the consolidation of committees would 
be the diverse brainstorming process.  


• One benefit which would result from the consolidation 
of committees would be the cross-marketing of ideas 
between committees.  


• Prior to any decisions about the termination, 
consolidation, or reformation of committees, a 
demographic study/analysis should be conducted. 


• Representatives from the Advisory Committees should 
meet with other Advisory Committees. 
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• EDAC’s special interests should be considered when 
making this decision.  
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MEMO 


To: Ellen Griffin 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC) 


From: Rick Williams, AICP, PMC 


Cc: Nora DeCuir, PMC 
Kendall Flint, PMC 


Date: Document Date 


Re: Notes from July 8, 2009 MTC Advisory Council Meeting 
Agenda Item #8: MTC Advisory Committee Review 
Public Outreach Evaluation: Advisors to the Commission 


Ann Flemer, MTC’s Deputy Executive Director of Policy, 
summarized the findings to the Advisory Council on the 
Transportation 2035 Public Outreach evaluation. 
 
Messages heard: 


• The whole 2035 process involving a joint advisory 
procedure was an opportunity to provide input to the 
Commission.  


 
• There is currently concern about weak relationship 


between advisors and Commission. 
 


• PMC will audit and evaluate process. 
 


• Recognize how Commission’s agenda has changed. 
Report back to Commission in September with findings. 


 
Kendall Flint of PMC summarized the joint advisor evaluation 
process. Of the 66 total advisors, 31 participated in at least 4 







 


joint sessions and were contacted and 22 advisors completed 
the interviews. She cited the findings from the evaluations and 
acknowledged that majority of the MTC advisors felt that the 
cross-fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful.  
Most commissioners found that a joint response from the 
advisory committees was more useful.  
 
MTC’s Legislation Committee supported a comprehensive 
review of the current advisory committee structure. This reflects 
a desire to strengthen communication between advisors and 
the Commission. This could include a potential consolidation of 
the committees. Working towards something highly functional, 
that reflects the desires and views of the communities 
represented.  The existing subcommittee structure was 
reviewed. 
 
1. How important is the involvement of Commissioners and 


Executive staff? How should Commissioners and Executive 
Staff be engaged? What are your ideas? 


 
Bob Planthold: Mr. Planthold said MTC needs a process 
where recommendations get funneled to a designated 
official and to a hearing, because ideas never seem to get 
to the Commission. MTC only pays attention to those with 
political influence and votes. A formal responsive action by 
the Commission is needed. Actionable items need more 
follow-up. Mr. Planthold is curious about which 
subcommittee it would go to. 
 
Don Rothblatt: Mr. Rothblatt said a live Commissioner should 
attend advisory committee meetings. He cited 
Commissioner James Spering from Solano County as an 
example. Additional rapport would emerge. 
 
Richard Hedges: Mr. Hedges likes the existing structure, but is 
concerned about the process. He thinks the terms of the 
advisors should be extended. He mentioned that the 
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members present at the July EDAC meeting found the 
consultant presentation and summary to be troublesome. He 
emphasized that EDAC should remain as a standing 
committee. He cited the high level of collegiality on the 
committee and that it operates without staff members. 
Given the need for the EDAC and understanding the hurdles 
of the disabled, it would be counterproductive to change 
existing structure of EDAC.  
 
Wendy Alfsen: Ms. Alfsen stated that it’s nice to see an 
Executive staff member. She said the agendas are set up to 
be actionable. Community engagement in transportation 
planning process was to ask about people’s process. 
Committees were not sufficiently engaged. In the series of 
joint workshops (not against them for the RTP), there should 
be some mechanism for it to move forward. What went 
forward to the Commission, the advisors had no idea. It was 
a staff summary of the advisor comments. All of the 
subcommittees are for the purpose of determining whether 
a policy recommendation should be made to the Advisory 
council/Commission – an organizational tool. Commissioners 
and executive staff coming to the meeting would be icing 
on the cake. She appreciates it when they do attend. 
 
Margaret Okuzumi: Ms. Okuzumi said that, in the past two 
years, staff had an intensive outreach to the committee on 
the 2035 plan and acknowledged that it was a demanding 
process. The Bay Area is home to many people. To reduce 
the number of people who are involved in transportation 
decisions would not be wise. She said there would be no 
closing of the loop. She mentioned that the Advisory Council 
does not receive confirmation from the Commission that the 
views and recommendations of advisors are being heard. In 
San Mateo County, advisory committees have more 
influence.  
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Xiao-Yun Lu: Xiao-Yun Lu stated it is important to maintain 
subcommittee structure and emphasized the importance of 
Executive Staff to attend meetings. He acknowledged the 
difficulty of commissioners to attend due to other obligations. 
He suggested that perhaps commissioners who have a 
vested interest in an issue should be encouraged to attend a 
subcommittee meeting. 
 
Eli Naor: Mr. Naor said the mission of an advisory council is to 
give direction and that it shouldn’t be an advocacy body. 
On the committee agenda, the mission should be clearly 
stated and a dedicated liaison should be appointed. He 
said he didn’t think that dialogue is enough and that there 
should be consideration for the advisory committee to be 
part of the Commission’s policy arm.  
 
Paul Silvestri: Mr. Sivestri wanted to know what MTC wants 
from committee members. He said that, absent a policy 
agenda, committee members work on a policy agenda on 
their own. He said he would be open to the Commission 
setting an agenda for the Advisory Council. He also wanted 
to know if the Commission could provide feedback.  
 
Cathy Jackson: Ms. Jackson agreed with Paul. She said the 
Commission wants feedback from advisors and should 
model it after the state business advisory committee, which 
gives staff liaison reports to Governor on a quarterly basis. 
There should be a standing item on Commission’s agenda 
two to three times a year for advisors to report. She 
requested that the mission of the advisory committees be 
clearly defined.  
 
Richard Hedges: Mr. Hedges said that members should have 
the ability to comment on agendas, where staff reports back 
on items on agenda, and should include financial oversight.  
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2. If the Advisory Committee structure were to be changed, 
what should that look like? How large? What are the ideas 
for selection of representatives? What opportunities would 
this offer? What are your ideas? 


 
David Grant: Regarding the Committee Structure, Mr. Grant 
said there is conflict between advocacy and advisory. As an 
advisory group, ideas are formed and presented. He wanted 
to know who advocates. He stated that it should consider 
the diversity of interests and who will coordinate. EDAC 
represents of group of common interests that brings sensitivity 
to the issues. Silo structure, narrowly defined. He said what 
the Commission needs has to be part of the process. Is the 
advisory structure to represent constituency groups? TOD 
discussion: Why aren’t disabled persons represented? It 
needs to have both functions: policy level and constituency 
needs. 
 
EDAC Pedestrian Subcommittee would be a good model for 
how an advocacy would work. 
 
Bob Planthold: Mr. Planthold complained that the question 
was abstract and unfocused. He emphasized that advisory 
committees were formed by consent decree. He also 
thought that the question didn’t have a realistic context. The 
Commission has the responsibility to vet this issue.  
 
James McGhee: Mr. McGhee said the process is all about 
saving money and cutting costs, and wanted that to be 
admitted if it is the case. He said the existing system works 
quite well. The MCAC subcommittees work very hard. There 
should be some direction from the Commission as part of its 
agenda to set priorities for the advisory committees. 
 
Richard Hedges: Mr. Hedges agreed with Mr. Planthold and 
Mr. McGhee on having more direction from the Commission. 
When the MTC Advisory Council was formed, it looked at 
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what the Commission was doing. He said he would 
appreciate more direction from the Commission. 
 
Margaret Okuzumi: Ms. Okuzumi said she assumes that the 
Commissioners have the time to set priorities and agendas. 
She would stress the diversity of voices if the structure is 
changed in order to represent all constituencies affected. 
She said it would be appropriate to combine advocacy and 
advice, and to have CBOs represented at the table and 
balance it out with ample representation. 
 
Don Rothblatt: Mr. Rothblatt said it’s unrealistic to think about 
the conflict between advocacy and advice. He instead said 
he wants to embrace the diversity of views. Start with the 
base of a reasonable amount of diversity. Other advisory 
groups have special challenges and tasks. He said the 
process needs special points of view. 
 
Wendy Alfsen: Ms. Alfsen said the group can’t be too much 
larger. It’s unrealistic to neatly divide constituencies and 
representation from other committees. She said technical 
advice is invaluable from the individual advisory groups. A 
process should be set up to have consensus amongst the 
advisory committees.  
 
Eli Naor: Mr. Naor stated that this is a reverse engineering 
process at work. He said the Commission is essentially a body 
of politicians. Advisory committees are tasked to weigh in on 
a variety of issues. The advisory process has to be energized 
to take on projects at the behest of the Commission, which 
ties into a mission.  
 
Paul Silvestri: Mr. Silvestri said the problem is not the structure 
of the Commission. If role is to give feedback to the 
Commission, we need to have direction. With respect to 
structure, he said it is not role of an advisory group to weigh 
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in on structure of the other two groups. It’s instead up to the 
Commission to decide.  
 
James McGhee: Mr. McGhee said that what would really be 
helpful would be to have three committees which serve MTC 
well. He said staff is overloaded with requests from 
committees and should consider the hiring of a coordinator 
to focus on the three committees to develop 
recommendations to the Commission at their direction. 
MCAC has a lot that they do. He said committee members 
feel that they need to meet every month; but feel that they 
don’t have sufficient, dedicated staffing support. 
 
Bob Planthold: Mr. Planthold asked if the Commission would 
be willing to wait three months if a staggered schedule were 
adopted for the advisory committees.  
 
Cathy Jackson: Ms. Jackson said she wants the Advisory 
Council to be part of the budget process and should weigh 
in on the allocation of funds for staffing. She also said she 
wants the Commission to give more direction with at least 
two standing items on the Commissions’ agenda.  


 
3. What areas of concern do you have if the groups change? 


What about forming small groups to study particular topics? 
Access to an educational or research budget to enhance 
your ability to be effective advisors? What are your 
concerns? How would you address them? 
 
Time ran out on the Advisory Council’s schedule to entertain 
these series of questions. Will revisit during next month’s 
meeting. 
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MEMO 


To: Ellen Griffin 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC) 


From: Rick Williams, AICP, PMC 


Cc: Nora DeCuir, PMC 
Kendall Flint, PMC 


Date: Document Date 


Re: Notes from July 14, 2009 Minority Citizens Advisory 
Committee (MCAC) Meeting 
Agenda Item #5, MTC Advisory Committee Review 
Public Outreach Evaluation: Advisors to the Commission 


Ellen Griffin of MTC addressed MCAC in place of Randy 
Rentschler. She explained that the purpose of the review was to 
take a closer look into whether the MCAC is being utilized to 
the fullest extent. 
 
Ms. Griffin suggested the possibility of having a joint advisor 
meeting in August. She mentioned that there are three official 
advisory committees. MCAC began in 1975 as a result of a 
lawsuit surrounding the Foothill Freeway. There are 14 
subcommittees contained within the three advisory 
committees.  
 
Ellen reviewed the public participation process since adoption 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan.  
 
Two key messages heard: 
 


1. Support for joint format 







 


 
2. Consensus that there is a disconnect between the 


Commission and the advisory committees. 
 
She stated that a report was given to Legislation committee in 
June, which endorsed the study of the advisory committee 
structure. 
 
Nora DeCuir of PMC summarized the joint advisor evaluation 
process. Of the 66 total advisors, 31 participated in at least 4 
joint sessions and were contacted and 22 advisors completed 
the interviews. She cited the findings from the evaluations and 
acknowledged that majority of the MTC advisors felt that the 
cross-fertilization of ideas and perspectives was quite helpful. 
Most commissioners found that a joint response from the 
advisory committees was more useful.  
 
1. Importance of the involvement of commissioners and 


executive staff: How should Commissioners and Executive 
Staff be engaged? What are your ideas? 
 


William Allen: Mr. Allen acknowledged that a disconnect 
exists due to the busyness of Commission. He said there are 
no measurable outcomes and that there would be a much 
better connection if goals if a work-plan were in place. He 
said it needs to report back quarterly because 
commissioners want to hear an overview. A quarterly review 
should be arranged by MCAC Chair or the Commissioners 
could attend the MCAC meetings. A quarterly review would 
be an incentive.  
 
David Rosas: Mr. Rosas said he tried to schedule a meeting 
with the Commissioner representing Sonoma County about 
park/open space plan and the elimination of pocket parks. 
He stated that there aren’t any good avenues for dialogue. 
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Randi Kinman: Ms. Kinman wanted to know what the 
Commissioners think the committees are. She said she thinks 
the advisory committees are a pyramid structure instead of a 
lateral structure. She said study sessions would be a valuable 
tool. She asked if a work-plan would align with what the 
Commission wants. 
 
Lee Pierce: Mr. Pierce said there is an expectation on most 
committees that the minutes will be seen by the Commission 
or other action bodies. He said he would recommend a 
forum at the conclusion of each meeting, where the Chair 
would ask what items would go on an Executive transmission 
or memo that would be actionable. The memo would then 
be presented to the Commission for a formal response. 
 
Michael Rubiano: Mr. Rubiano asked if the memo would be 
included the top five items or if it would it be decided by the 
committee. 
 
Lee Pierce: Mr. Pierce responded that the action items 
would be decided by the committee. 
 
Raphael Durr: Mr. Durr said it seems likes the CMAs have the 
ear of the Commission. The Commission seems out of touch 
with the community at a grass roots level. This matter would 
fit more into operations. He stated that the concern of the 
committees is that the EJ principles were not being 
considered.  
 
Jacquee Castain: Mr. Castain emphasized that there’s a 
work plan for the MCAC. He said he objects to important 
issues being presented just before they go before the 
Commission and that there is not sufficient time for vetting. 
 
Carlos Castellanos: Mr. Castellanos said it should be 
considered on the Commissioner level what they’re 
interested in. He suggested that they should have a point 
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person from the Commission that the committees could go 
to about a specific issue. As far as Executive Staff, he said it 
would be good for them to come to the committee 
meetings. He also said the roles of the executive staff should 
be clearly defined.  
 
Carlos Romero: Mr. Romero wanted to know about the 
involvement of Executive Staff. He said they are more 
important than the people elected on the Commission. He 
said executive staff is really important because they have 
institutional knowledge.  
 
William Allen: Mr. Allen said the objectives should be 
formalized. He said the commissioners tell MCAC want to do 
and that goals and objectives don’t change, although the 
composition of the bodies does change. He suggested an 
organizational chart and quarterly reporting. 
 
David Rosas: Mr. Rosas said he would like to be present at 
subcommittees of the Commission. 
 
Darnell Turner: Mr. Turner said executive staff should meet 
with MCAC on a quarterly/semi-annual basis. He mentioned 
that he maintains regular contact with his commissioner. He 
wanted to continue to push advocacy. He hoped that the 
advice of the MCAC would be heard. 


 
2. If the Advisory Committee structure were to be changed, 


what should that look like? How large should the group be? 
What are your ideas for the selection of representatives? 
What opportunities would this offer? What are your ideas?  


 
Michael Rubiano: Mr. Rubiano said the size should be smaller. 
A consolidated advisory committee would be ungovernable 
and unmanageable with too many representatives. He said 
it could consolidate a little bit and still represent 
socioeconomic and ethnic interests. Subcommittees serve a 


 42







 


more constructive role. He said it would be helpful if there 
was more alignment with the terms of the members. He also 
suggested they implement staggered terms.  


 
Carlos Romero: Mr. Romero said if there is to be a 
consolidation, it should be larger body of around 30 
representatives. Consolidation would provide better 
opportunity for Executive Staff to attend for more face time.  
 
Lee Pierce:  Mr. Pierce stated that what groups lose in 
terms of interaction and connectivity could be made up if 
Commissioners would give the advisors three to five items to 
consider for more dialogue and less staff reporting. He 
suggested one meeting a month, staff could present and 
that this would be a better use of time to be able to talk with 
Executive Staff. He suggested the response could go on 
action sheet. 
 
Randi Kinman:  Ms. Kinman had no idea of overlap of 
subcommittees. She said this consumes staff time and 
wanted to know what the goals ultimately are. She said 
there is more input at the joint forums. 
 
Carlos Castellanos: Mr. Castellanos said the importance of 
the subcommittees is to get to the issues at hand should be 
reported at the larger body level.  
 
William Allen: Mr. Allen said he was concerned about turf 
wars under a consolidated structure.  
 
Mike Pechner (Advisory Council member): Mr. Pechner said 
he believes there is a disconnect between the advisory 
committees and the Commission/Executive Staff. He said 
commissioners should be represented at every advisory 
committee meeting so that there is accountability.  
 


 43







 


Randi Kinman:  Ms. Kinman said she would like to see a 
structure that accommodates a single issue. 


 
3. What areas of concern do you have if the groups change? 


What about forming small groups to study particular topics? 
Access to an educational or research budget to enhance 
your ability to be effective advisors? What are your 
concerns? How would you address them? 
 


Charles Rivasplata:  Mr. Rivasplata said he would be 
concerned that a manageable size be maintained. He said 
the mission statements of the individual groups should be 
preserved because each has a unique approach that 
needs to be considered. 
 
David Rosas:  Mr. Rosas said transportation goes hand in 
hand with housing and infill. He said he would like to see 
workshops on the integration of issues (land use, open 
space). He cited the Greenbelt Alliance presentation as an 
example. He suggested it address concept of whole 
communities.  
 
William Allen: Mr. Allen said there are nine counties 
represented and wanted to know if that is the goal of why 
MCAC exists. He said it should have very clear objectives.  
 
Michael López:  Mr. Lopez said there must be topics that 
affect other communities. He asked if there is a group that 
involves all three committees. 
 
Carlos Romero:  Mr. Romero said that having the 
consolidated structure would lead to a cross-fertilization of 
ideas. He suggested that they should build allies and think 
regionally.  
 
Michael Rubiano: Mr. Rubiano said each of the 
subcommittees has worked independently in the past and 


 44







 


 45


that there has never been coordination amongst the 
subcommittees; he said there is little communication. He is 
not in favor of having access to a budget. He advocates 
having access to a research person who can do analyses 
and who has access to MTC’s data.  
 
Randi Kinsman: Ms. Kinsman said the committee needs to 
have hands on all of the information in order to relate it back 
to respective communities. 
 
Gerald Rico: Mr. Rico wanted to know how it should address 
having a quorum under a new structure. 
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MEMO 


To: Ellen Griffin, MTC 


From: Rick Williams, PMC 


Cc: Kendall Flint, PMC 


Nora De Cuir, PMC 


Date: Document Date 


Re: August 12 MTC Joint Advisor Meeting Notes 


Kendall Flint of PMC facilitated a joint meeting of the three MTC 
advisory committees. This meeting was a continuation of July’s 
facilitated discussions with each of the three advisory committees.  
 
Topic Area 3: What areas of concern do you have if the groups 
change? 
 


• What about forming small focused groups to study particular 
topics? 


• Access to an educational or research budget to enhance your 
ability to be effective advisors? 


• What are your major concerns? 
• How would you address them? 


 
Mike Pechner (Advisory Council): Mr. Pechner acknowledged that 
there was so much diversity amongst the committees that no one 
should be left out of the process. He said more diversity equals more 
ideas. He liked the idea of having joint councils addressing specific 
projects advanced. He said there is so much being inputted into the 
process that he doesn’t want to see anyone left out. 
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Rich Hedges (EDAC Member): Mr. Hedges stated that the three 
committees augment the Commission. Said the current structure 
gives direction to Commission on how the committees feel. Wants to 
be more pro-active with where the Commission wants to go. 
 
Suzanne Levine (EDAC): Ms. Levine inquired as to why the 
committees exist and what was needed from an advisory council. 
She stated she can’t tell where they need to go. Said there isn’t a 
strong enough relationship between the Commission and the 
advisory councils. Without having participation from people with 
disabilities, those issues are not integrated and planned for. She 
stated that if you don’t take other diverse views into account, they 
won’t be addressed. 
 
Bob Planthold (Advisory Council): Mr. Planthold indicated he is 
uneasy about forming small focus groups. Inquired into why staff 
hasn’t given more direction. He noted that MCAC does some work 
on different topics that other committees don’t address. For 
example, there are committee members with communication 
difficulties. Emphasized that a plan is needed to react to.  
 
Eleanor Bloch (EDAC Member): Ms. Bloch said the EDAC 
subcommittees really work. Is concerned that needs for disabled 
would not be focused upon as the general population ages. Said 
EDAC needs to remain a stand alone group because the concerns 
of the disabled and elderly will not be addressed. 
 
Margaret Okuzumi (Advisory Council): Ms. Okuzumi said she is 
concerned about legal requirements that mandate the 
establishment of the committees and heard that MCAC came 
about from a lawsuit/legal settlement in the 1970s. She would like to 
hear about federal requirements. She said there are 66 advisors, 
which doesn’t seem like too many given the population of the Bay 
Area. 
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Dennis Trenten (EDAC Member): Mr. Trenten said the way the 
concept was introduced assumes that there will be shrinkage. Said 
he sees the need for more committees dealing with sub-categories. 
Other people who are disabled have specific needs. Said a larger 
committee will shrink the ability for MTC to hear from different 
components that make up transportation needs in the Bay Area. He 
said he questions the restructuring idea. 
 
Paul Branson (EDAC Member): Mr. Branson likened the process to 
comparing apples and oranges. He cited poor communication 
between the advisors and the Commission. He emphasized that the 
focus should not be on how advisors can consolidate, but rather 
how can they take the value coming out of these groups and 
communicate it to the Commission. Said he thought that quality 
would be lost if groups are consolidated.  
 
Cathy Jackson (Advisory Council): Ms. Jackson liked the idea of 
forming small focus groups to fill gaps or address particular issues 
(e.g. outreach to business and industry, or current issues like the 
Stimulus Bill), so project-based committees might be good, but not as 
a replacement of the three existing committees. Said access to 
educational/research budget is a definite yes and would like 
committees to be involved in the planning of expenditures. She 
stated that the major concern is the Commission hearing the voice 
of the advisors and understanding what we are trying to do, which is 
a reason for high turnover. She said advisors have started a process 
to be heard before the Commission and increase dialogue with staff.  
 
William Allen (MCAC): Mr. Allen said they were looking at placing 
the cart before the horse; we are trying to reduce before we know 
what we’re doing. He said he looks at it from measurable outcomes, 
but he currently does not see measurable goals and outcomes. He 
said it needs to have directives and measurable goals on a quarterly 
basis. 
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Suzanne Levine (EDAC): Thought that the wrong questions were 
being asked. Should be asking what’s not working and what the 
objectives are. Emphasized that measurable outcomes were 
needed and then you ask about ways to best design that. Try to 
save money and be more efficient. 
 
William Allen (MCAC): Mr. Allen emphasized the need to have 
measurable goals with outcomes, not just goals. 
 
Rich Hedges (EDAC Member): Mr. Hedges referred to how Ms. 
Okuzumi had mentioned San Mateo County’s process with dealing 
with their advisory committees. He said the committees review the 
Board’s agenda and then review their agendas and give a report. 
Committees need to tasked with following up on the agenda. He 
suggested that the committees have the agendas ahead of time 
and give a report to the Commission. 
 
David Grant (EDAC Member): Mr. Grant said to be of value, the 
advisory process may sometimes be uncomfortable to the MTC 
Commission. Said last year’s joint advisor process for the 2035 Plan 
started off as open-ended. Every time the large group reconvened, 
the advisors were presented with what was decided by staff yet 
asked what they thought. Said the process feels rubber stamped, 
with staff seeking validation, rather than having an open discussion.  
 
David Rosas (MCAC): Mr. Rosas shared a worst-case example which 
involves not getting to voice the concerns of his community. He 
expressed wanting to be watchdog to ensure that his community 
receives its share of transportation dollars. He said MTC gave money 
towards Station Area Plan in Santa Rosa and hasn’t been holding 
the City accountable to the plan and effort supported by the 
community. He cited that communities of color need more pocket 
parks.  
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Mike Pechner (Advisory Council):  Mr. Pechner cited the siphoning of 
money from Dumbarton Rail. He said he wants advisors to hold MTC 
accountable on monies allocated to projects and be pro-active; 
advisors should be more proactive.  
 
Craig Yates (EDAC): Mr. Yates said they never hear any feedback or 
acknowledgement from the Commission. He would like to have 
Commissioners visit the advisor meetings.  
 
Janet Abelson (EDAC): Ms. Abelson said things will be driven by 
lawsuits that will force reform of the committee structure. Settlements 
will mandate an advisory committee, particularly for the disabled 
community. She mentioned that she was on the Advisory Council 
during the TLC process, there was a “what if” type of conversation. 
She said the dialogue was creative and produced an initiative that 
was very positive. By making one group, she said the topics would 
be muddled. It is a good thing having the breadth of committees; it 
provides the opportunity to discuss in depth areas of interest and 
advise staff and the Commission. She said the Commission currently 
has too many time constraints and can’t often get into such depth 
on issues. 
 
Wendy Alfsen (Advisory Council): Ms. Alfsen noted that there was 
consensus that the three advisory groups should stay in existence, 
with some changes in format. She said the purpose of committees is 
to satisfy the state and federal public participation requirements. She 
stated that she thinks there is a feeling from staff that the committees 
are just a headache. She said MTC’s public participation is quite 
lacking given the nine counties represented and that it doesn’t do 
enough. 
 
Joshua Miele (EDAC): Mr. Miele said committees aren’t taken 
seriously and are window dressing. He said there are some things 
that EDAC does that it shouldn’t do. There should be staff devoted 
to making sure there are accessible policies. MTC does not have an 
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accessible information policy, no accessibility office and no 
accessibility staff person. He said it needs someone in an official 
capacity to deal with these issues. He would be okay if EDAC was 
rolled into a larger group provided that there was internal 
restructuring that would see dedicated MTC staff devoted to 
accessibility issues.  
 
Sherman Lewis (Advisory Council): Mr. Lewis said he would suggest 
that MTC retain the three committees and allow and facilitate small 
groups to address specific issues. He has concerns about the Brown 
Act, which prevents advisors from talking about issues outside of 
meetings and would like a way for email and telephone discussions 
to be accommodated. It needs legal guidance on how to develop 
ideas outside of meetings because there are overlapping agendas. 
He stated that MTC has “mega project mania” and is too politically 
driven for consensus. He said he is in favor of a research budget that 
would allow outside advocacy groups to provide input, such as 
Transform. The advisors want some choice and would like to see 
tentative agendas posted before the final agendas come out. He 
said he would like to see some degree of continuity with process.  
 
Don Rothblatt (Advisory Council): Mr. Rothblatt said everyone 
recognizes the trade off between the breadth and depth. Asked 
how many representatives would be appropriate. He stated he 
would like to see some non-profit organizations represented that 
aren’t currently represented. He doesn’t think that 66 is too large of a 
number. He suggested it could follow ABAG Executive Committee 
model. In response to the question of how they should organize, he 
suggested to look at what other organizations have done (LA, NY, 
Minneapolis). He said what he found is that these organizations have 
comparable committees such as EDAC. They have output measures, 
which are input measures (how many people interviewed).  He 
wanted to know how policy has changed due to the participation of 
the advisors. 
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Paul Cohen (Advisory Council): Mr. Cohen stated that he feels that 
advisors have not had much of any influence. He said it’s hard to 
avoid the conclusion that change is coming. We don’t know what 
the change is and why. Having one committee will probably 
subsume the concerns of the disabled and minority communities, 
which would be unfair to those communities. He suggested they talk 
about creative ways to talk about the issue. He said there’s no 
feedback from the Communication; no two way communication. 
There is no sense that what the advisors are doing is being 
appreciated.  
 
Lee Pierce (MCAC): Mr. Pierce said being a new advisor gives a 
35,000 foot view. He asked where the first question came from (small 
groups), and where the necessity for change came from. He said 
the feedback is that the three committees are comfortable in their 
current role. He asked what happens to that advice. During the last 
MCAC meeting, he mentioned that comments should be recorded 
into the minutes with follow up given at the next meeting. He said it is 
difficult to know whether those comments are being addressed by 
the Commission.  
 
Bob Planthold (Advisory Council): Mr. Planthold said this is one-sided 
communication process and that the joint advisor group process 
fizzled out. He stated that the advisors were not looked upon as co-
planners and partners and were only asked to react to proposals, so 
the process started to wane. Staff has never been able to admit 
mistakes or oversights. No credit given to EDAC and other 
communities. He said he feels that staff is demeaning and 
undercutting. 
 
Carlos Romero (MCAC): Mr. Romero said the proposal has many 
challenges but also a lot of promise could come from integration of 
the three bodies because MCAC and EDAC’s voices could be 
integrated into the Advisory Council. He said there are people of 
color concerns and disabled concerns that need to be integrated 
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into policy and deliberative decisionmaking. Integrating all three 
committees leads to greater interaction between groups and better 
synthesis of ideas, and ultimately a stronger proposal. If we speak 
with common purpose and common voice, as an integrated body, 
we may have more effect at the Commission level. He said having 
face to face contact with executive management, not just line staff, 
on a consistent basis also means group would be more effective. 
 
Randi Kinman (MCAC): Ms. Kinman said she is disappointed in 
attacks upon staff. She agrees advisor voices are not being heard. 
She discovered that voices are stronger in a joint-format process. She 
stated that separate committees don’t necessarily make them 
stronger. She chairs MCAC equity analysis committee without input 
from other committees – not a good thing. This could be an 
opportunity to organize from the ground up and make ourselves 
stronger.  
 
Julio Lacayo (EDAC): Mr. Lacayo reflected that every problem 
contains the seed of its own solution. He said he believes that if the 
advisors feel that their suggestions are falling on deaf ears, then 
maybe they should start by revisiting and revising the mission for 
each committee.  
 
Michael D’Augelli (MCAC): Mr. D’Augelli said he felt that there was 
some misunderstanding between deliberative and consultative 
bodies. He said he sensed that there were different opinions within 
the committees that require some decision. He also expressed that 
Brown Act is inappropriate for the committees, which is an issue that 
needs to be investigated. 
 
Dolores Jaquez (Advisory Council Member): Ms. Jaquez said that it 
was her understanding that the advisors would come back to 
receive feedback on the process; concerned about understanding 
process. She inquired into how there were six members from each 
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county on each committee. She wanted to know why there were so 
many people. She emphasized that they could represent her.  
 
Marshall Loring (EDAC): Mr. Loring said he feels his role is to serve as 
an information conduit from his community (elderly) on 
transportation issues. He also expressed that he’s spread too thin to 
adequately fulfill role in San Mateo. It would be foolish to cut back 
on the number of advisors.  
 
Mary Griffin-Ramseur (Advisory Council Member): She shared that 
being a former Commissioner from San Mateo County, one can 
sometimes become a little schizophrenic about who is telling what. 
Agreed with Marshall that his biggest job is to keep in touch with the 
community, to let them know what is going on and bring their needs 
to MTC. Having worked with staff, said she doesn’t feel that staff is 
trying to force opinions and issues on the advisors. Applauds staff 
and chairs of committees.  
 
James McGhee (Advisory Council/MCAC): Mr. McGhee indicated 
that he was proud of staff for their role and said that staff has been 
proactive in relating views of committee to the Commission. He said 
staff is limited because they are staff and have the Commission 
above them. He didn’t think that there was enough interaction 
between Commission and committees. He said it makes a difference 
when Commissioners are at committees and that he’s proud of 
MCAC and sub-committees and advice given. He said sub-
committees are full of the members. Thought that the process and 
structure were sound and everyone does a tremendous amount of 
work. He also stated that he feels that the frustration is due to the 
sense that the advisors are not listened to and that he does not have 
a problem in tweaking the system. He then reiterated initial 
questions: Is this about the budget? What does the Commission want 
from the advisors? 
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Rich Hedges (EDAC Member): Mr. Hedges indicated that he had 
nothing but the utmost respect for staff. He mentioned that there is a 
cacophony of ideas. He cited how he and Mr. Loring call individual 
Commissioners on vital issues, and attends almost all of the 
Commission meetings and makes sure that they are heard.  
 
Margaret Okuzumi (Advisory Council): Ms. Okuzumi asked when was 
there a resolution from the committees that was on the commission 
agenda and not the consent calendar. She indicated that if the 
number of people from Santa Clara County was reduced then there 
would be even fewer members of the public in Santa Clara County 
that would know anything about what was going on with the funds 
MTC was allocating. She said the committee would therefore lose 
accountability.  


 55







September 4, 2009 
Page 56 


APPENDIX B 


AGENCY ADVISORS: CASE STUDIES FROM THROUGHOUT THE WEST  


Interviews, with agency staff, were conducted during July and 
August 2009 via telephone and email. 


SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SACOG) 


The SACOG Board has established a number of advisory committees 
as a means of obtaining advice from citizens, key interest groups in 
the community, and partner planning agencies on a variety of 
subjects. SACOG seeks advice from local agencies on transportation 
and land use plan content and investment decisions. SACOG works 
not only with the agency staff, but with governing boards, technical 
committees, and advisory committees. These advisory committees 
typically include representatives of citizens’ advocacy groups, the 
private sector, major colleges and universities, transportation 
management professionals, and private citizens unaffiliated with any 
of the above groups. Committees are augmented, restructured, 
added to, or discharged from time to time based upon the issues 
and concerns faced by the Board.  


There are two transportation advisory committees in SACOG: The 
Social Service Transportation Advisory Councils (3) and the Transit 
Coordinating Committee. 


As required by State law, the three Social Service Transportation 
Advisory Councils (SSTAC) are made up of members with at least 
one person who is a potential transit user 60 years of age and a 
representative who is disabled, two representatives of social service 
providers to seniors including one representative of a social service 
transportation provider (assuming one exists), two representatives of 
social service providers to the disabled including one representative 
of a social service transportation provider (assuming one exists), one 
rep of a local social service provider to people of limited means, two 
representatives from the CTSA, including one representative from an 
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operator, and SACOG may appoint further members.  Each of the 
three councils has at least 9 members.  


Currently no subcommittees are formed as part of the SSTAC, but 
many SSTAC members participate in the discussion of regional 
transportation planning issues as part of the TCC and other regional 
transit/transportation planning agencies and groups including 
SACOG. 


Communication between SSTAC members and SACOG Committee 
and Board members occurs primarily through staff and at the Unmet 
Transit Needs hearings. The SSTACs are part of the Unmet Transit 
Needs Process. SSTAC meetings are usually held once per year 
(annually). Preparation and execution of the SSTAC analysis 
meetings constitutes approximately 2% of one staff person's time. 


The Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC) provides a forum for the 
discussion of transit plans and issues, coordinates transit studies and 
systems on a regional basis, disseminates federal state and local 
transit information, reviews and comments on the MTP and the MTIP, 
and provides input into SACOG’s Overall Work Program (OWP). This 
group’s primary focus is public transit. 


The TCC has 32 member agencies, with one staff member attending 
each meeting. Subcommittees of the TCC are occasionally formed 
to focus on different regional transit planning projects. These groups 
are usually formed by members of the TCC who volunteer to 
participate. All TCC members are members of other public transit, 
state transportation, local jurisdiction, or human/social service 
agencies. For TCC meeting-specific tasks, it takes approximately 30% 
of one staff member’s time to prep for and hold meetings, although 
multiple staff members work on the TCC meetings and issues on a 
regular basis. 
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 


The BAAQMD Advisory Council was recently restructured in January 
2009.  Previously, the various Committees within it required more time 
and work efforts. According to Lisa Harper, Clerk of the Boards for 
BAAQMD, the primary reason for the restructure was the increase in 
efficiency and effectiveness in holding symposiums rather than 
holding separate discussions to formulate recommendations to the 
Board.  


The Advisory Council now meets as a full Council a total of nine times 
each year. The Council’s purpose is to make recommendations and 
reports to the Board of Directors on the matters considered at its 
meetings as the Council determines to be advisable and in such 
manner and form as the Council determines appropriate. The 
Advisory Council then reports to the Board on specific matters which 
may be referred to the Council by the Board of Directors or by the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Directors.  


The members of the Advisory Council are selected because of their 
prominence in their professions and fields of endeavor and as 
representatives of interest groups in the community. The Advisory 
Council considers (for the Board of Directors) matters which come 
before the Council, in order to arrive at the best advice upon which 
the Council may agree, which advice may include the technical, 
social, economic, environmental and fiscal aspects of such issues. 


At times or as needed, subcommittees are formed from any of the 
regular Board Committees as well as from the Advisory Council and 
Hearing Board to meet informally and formulate a recommendation 
to the higher body.  For instance, the Advisory Council recently 
formed a subcommittee to finalize a recommendation which will be 
heard by the entire Advisory Council and then forwarded onto the 
Board. 


All committees have regular communication with the Board. 
However, this varies depending upon how often the committees 
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meet, topics of discussion and/or action, and the demand for 
research and staff report preparation and support.  


It was difficult for BAAQMD to provide a percentage of staff 
commitment required to manage advisory committees because 
fluctuation of work levels occur depending on necessity. However, a 
total of 13 Executive Management staff members are individually 
assigned to support a portion of the District’s committees, the 
Advisory Council and Hearing Board, and support is also required 
from the Manager of Executive Operations, Clerk of the Boards, and 
three secretaries) on a regular basis. 


DENVER REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (DRCOG) 


The Regional Transportation Committee (RTC) is a permanent 
committee that prepares and forwards policy recommendations to 
the DRCOG Board. DRCOG Board policy actions that differ from the 
RTC recommendation must be referred back to the RTC for 
reconsideration. The RTC is made up of a voting membership of the 
following: DRCOG – 5 members (Board members, executive 
director); CDOT – 4 members (Commissioners, executive director); 
RTC – 4 members (Board members, general manager); others – 3 
members. 


The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) is a permanent 
committee that assists the RTC and the DRCOG Board by reviewing 
the work of the transportation planning process. Ad hoc committees 
(or task forces) and work groups may be established by the DRCOG 
Board, RTC, and/or TAC. They are given short-term assignments to 
assist on specific topics, tasks, or activities. Membership is set by the 
initiating committee, but typically includes experts on the specific 
subject and/or representatives of affected groups. The TAC is made 
up of a voting membership of staff/representatives of the following: 
counties and municipalities; CDOT; RTD; DRCOG; air quality agency; 
and interest groups. 
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The Agency Coordination Team (ACT) is a standing work group 
made up of staff from the MOA partner agencies, air quality 
planning agencies, and federal agencies. The team exists to 
promote coordination, cooperation, and communication among 
agencies. Its regular duties include synchronizing the schedule of 
planning activities (including TAC and RTC consideration), reviewing 
transportation planning products, and coordinating United Planning 
Work Program activities with agencies’ planning activities.  


One staff member is assigned to both the TAC and RTC with 
approximately 5 percent of each staff members’ time dedicated to 
managing the advisory committees. However, many other staff 
members are involved in preparing/presenting agenda items. 


PORTLAND METRO 


Metro has four committees that have roles in approving the 
agency’s regional transportation plan. Two are policy advisory 
committees (composed mainly of elected officials and directors 
from cities, counties, transit and transportation agencies within 
Metro’s jurisdictional boundary), and two are technical advisory 
committees (composed of technical staff from the same jurisdictions 
and agencies).  


The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) is mandated by the 
Metro charter. It focuses on land-use issues, but has a required role in 
approving the regional transportation plan that addresses state 
goals and is considered a land-use action under state law.  


The Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) is a 37-member 
committee of planners, citizens and business representatives that 
provides detailed technical support to the Metro Policy Advisory 
Committee (MPAC). MPAC is a 28-member charter-mandated 
committee of local government representatives and citizens that 
consults on policy issues, especially those related to services 
provided by local governments. 


 60







September 4, 2009 
Page 61 


The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and 
the Metro Council make up Metro’s MPO function. JPACT provides a 
forum for inter-governmental coordination on transportation issues. 
JPACT is made up of elected officials and agency directors. There 
are no citizen seats on JPACT.  


The Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) is the 
technical committee that advises JPACT. TPAC also has key role in 
recommending projects to be included in the Metropolitan TIP. TPAC 
has 6 citizen seats that serve 2-year terms. Appointment is by the 
Metro President based on applications solicited from the general 
public and subsequent interviews and a staff recommendation.  


TPAC has a subcommittee called the Regional Travel Options (RTO) 
subcommittee that focuses on developing and promoting 
alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle travel. The RTO 
subcommittee represents a balance of the region's communities 
and interests. The subcommittee has a total of four community 
members who join technical staff from state, regional and local 
agencies and governments. Community members on the 
subcommittee are appointed for two-year terms. 


There are other subcommittees that serve for short durations, such as 
the Freight and Goods Movement Task Force, or Transport, a 
subcommittee that has been focusing on transportation systems 
operations and management, especially those that involve 
technology (signal timing, weigh-in-motion devices, real-time 
traveler information, etc.). 


As for levels of staff commitment required to manage advisory 
committees, Metro was only able to give rough estimates. MPAC 
and JPACT each have a staff person who dedicates about 
approximately 30% of his/her time to that committee. TPAC and 
MTAC each have a staff person who dedicates roughly 20% of 
his/her time. The work groups and subcommittees may or may not 
have dedicated staff, and the time commitment would depend 
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very much on the level and type of activity at any one time. Most 
likely the time would not exceed 30 percent for the busiest periods.   


SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) 


SCAG utilizes a number of subcommittees, task forces, and working 
groups report to the standing committees responsible for policy 
direction and review, while others are established on an ad hoc 
basis to assist with specific projects. SCAG has three advisory 
committees, which are the Aviation Technical Advisory Committee, 
Plans & Programs Technical Advisory Committee, and Transit 
Technical Advisory Committee. All three committees are made up of 
staff from the appropriate sector (i.e. transit operators for the Transit 
TAC, or county or county transportation commissions, sub-regional 
council of government representatives, etc. for the P&P TAC).  


SCAG does not have advisory committees that obtain input from 
certain groups in the community (i.e. minorities, elderly, etc.). The 
agency encompasses such a large region that it relies on county 
transportation commissions and sub-regions to maintain that kind of 
consistent dialogue with local communities, while it maintains 
dialogue with the county transportation commissions and sub-
regions via advisory committees like the P&P TAC. SCAG does 
include several programs that require conducting outreach to the 
general public and holding project-specific workshops, but do not 
have any standing advisory committees in this sense. 
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What: 
Join in a facilitated discussion with MTC as 


we begin a major update to the Bay Area’s 


long-range transportation plan, an effort 


known as Transportation 2035. The first step 


is creating a vision for our region that 


identifies goals and ways to measure our 


progress in achieving those goals.


When: 
Thursday, June 28, 2007
6:30 – 8:30 p.m.


Where: 
Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium


Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter


101 Eighth Street, Oakland


(Across from Lake Merritt BART)


Discussion Topics: 
How Can the Region…


Support communities that are planning for 


higher shares of housing growth through the 


regional FOCUS initiative?


Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 


respond to climate change impacts?


Squeeze more efficiency out of our 


transportation infrastructure?


Keep our roads and transit safe and in 


good repair?


Make equitable investments for all?


Reserve your spot!
Space is limited: Please RSVP 


via e-mail to info@mtc.ca.gov 


or via phone to 510.817.5757. 


Be sure to leave your name, address, 


contact phone number and e-mail.


Transportation 2035 Early Dialogue Workshop
Get Involved in the Regional Transportation Plan


•


•


•


•


•


Accessible Meetings:  Please call MTC at 510.817.5787 (or TTY/TDD 510.817.5769) by June 26th 


if you will attend this meeting and need printed materials in alternative formats; 


a sign language interpreter or reader; or an interpreter for non-English speakers.








ATTACHMENT A: Snapshot Metrics by Theme 
 
 


Theme Related Key Questions  # Measure Data Source 


Transit service frequency (weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 1 


A. Bus only 
B. Rail/ferry only 


C. Weekend service only 
D. Evening service only 


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


Change in transit service frequency  
(weekday average) 
 
     Additional Breakout maps: 


2 


A. Bus only 
B. Rail/ferry only  


Regional Transit Database  
(2006–2009) 


3 Walkable destinations (destinations reachable 
by walking) 


CA Employment Development Dept. 
(EDD) and MTC calculations (2006) 


4 Auto availability (households with at least one 
vehicle) Census Bureau (2000) 


Transportation 
Availability 


and Choices 


How frequent is the 
transit available? 
 
How many 
households have 
access to autos? 
 
How walkable are 
neighborhoods? 


5 Transportation availability index MTC calculations based on #1, 3, 4 


6 
Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 
transit trip 


EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


Accessibility 
How accessible are 
essential 
destinations? 7 


Access to essential destinations by 30-minute 
auto trip 


EDD, MTC travel model (2006) 


8 
Transportation costs as percent of household 
income 


Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


Affordability 
How affordable is 
transportation to 
residents? 9 


Housing + transportation costs as percent of 
household income 


Center for Neighborhood Technology 
estimates (2000) 


10 Total bicycle collisions 
CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


Safety 
How safe is it for 
residents to get to 
their destination? 11 Total pedestrian collisions 


CA Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Reporting System (SWITRS) (2006) 


12 
Total fine diesel particulate emissions from on-
road mobile sources 


Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 


Environment 


What is the emissions 
density of fine diesel 
particulates and how 
does the transporta-
tion system impact it? 


13 
Fine diesel particulate emissions from on-road 
mobile sources as a % of total from all sources 


Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District estimates (2005) 
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Note:


This map shows existing Rail, Ferry and Bus daily service
frequencies. Service levels are measured based upon the
daily average number of times a stop occurs each hour, for
each transit mode.
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Note:


This map shows a comparison of Rail, Ferry and Bus daily
hourly service frequencies for 2006 and 2009. Service levels
are measured based upon the daily average number of times
a stop occurs each hour, for each transit mode. The
difference between 2009 and 2006 Headways was calculated
for all intersections with transit service.
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Note:


This map shows the density of attractions in five categories:
1. Religious, Educational Institutions and Libraries, 2. Health
Services, 3. Other Services, 4. Parks, and 5. Retail, Dining,
and Entertainment. Each interesection is ranked by the
number of businesses within a network distance of one mile.
The number of businesses that are within one half mile of an
intersection is weighted more heavily than the number of
businesses that are between one half and one mile. The type
of businesses are also weighted by category.
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Note:


This map shows the percentage of households with at least
one vehicle available. These data are depicted at the US
Census block group level and are clipped to show urbanized
areas.
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Transportation Availbility Index, 2009
(Comprised of Auto Availability,
Transit Service Frequency, and
Walkability)
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Note:


This map shows a transportation availability index which is
comprised of measures of Auto Availability in 2000, Transit
Service Frequency in 2009, and Walkability in 2006. Z-scores,
or standard scores, were developed for each measure, by
Census block. The z-score is expressed as the number of
standard deviations away from the mean or average. The z-
scores for each measure within a block are averaged to come
up with the index value for the block. The range of index
values for the region is from 2.11 standard deviations below
the regional average to 7.61 standard deviations above.
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Note:
This map shows the number of Essential Destinations
(Schools, Food Stores, Health Services, Social Services,
Banks, and Places of Worship) accessible from a TAZ within a
30-minute transit trip. These data are depicted at the TAZ
level and are clipped to show urbanized areas.
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Note:
This map shows the number of Essential Destinations
(Schools, Food Stores, Health Services, Social Services,
Banks, and Places of Worship) accessible from a TAZ within a
30-minute auto trip. These data are depicted at the TAZ level
and are clipped to show urbanized areas.
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Note:


This map shows the average annual transportation costs per
household divided by 35,000 to represent household
income.Transportation costs are developed through a CNT
affordability model. These data are depicted at the US
Census block group level and are clipped to show the
urbanized areas.
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Note:


This map shows the average annual housing and
transportation costs per household divided by 35,000 to
represent household income.Transportation costs are
developed through a CNT affordability model. These data are
depicted at the US Census block group level and are clipped
to show the urbanized areas.
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Note:


This map shows all bicycle collisions reported to California
Highway Patrol's Statewide Integrated Traffic Records
System in 2006. These data are depicted at the TAZ level and
are clipped to show urbanized areas.
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Note:


This map shows all pedestrian collisions reported to
California Highway Patrol's Statewide Integrated Traffic
Records System in 2006. These data are depicted at the TAZ
level and are clipped to show urbanized areas.
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This map shows the estimated quantity of Diesel Particulate
Matter  of 2.5 microns or smaller emitted by on-road sources
as a oercentage of the total Diesel Particulate Matter 2.5
emissions in the Bay area. These data are depicted at a 1 km.
grid cell level.
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This map shows the estimated quantity of Diesel Particulate
Matter  of 2.5 microns or smaller emitted by on-road sources
as a oercentage of the total Diesel Particulate Matter 2.5
emissions in the Bay area. These data are depicted at a 1 km.
grid cell level.
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MTC Plan for Special Language Services to  


Limited English Proficient (LEP) Populations 


 


Introduction 
 


Individuals who have a limited ability to read, write, speak or understand English are limited 


English proficient, or “LEP.” In compliance with guidance and rules issued by the U.S. 


Department of Transportation, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, MTC will take 


reasonable steps to ensure that all persons have meaningful access to its programs, services, and 


information, at no additional cost. 
 


An LEP Plan starts with an assessment to identify LEP individuals who need assistance. 


Implementation includes the development of language assistance measures, staff training, 


notification measures to LEP individuals, and monitoring of the plan. 
 


As the metropolitan transportation agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, MTC’s 


service area includes a population of some 7 million residing in over 7,000 square miles of land. 


The nine counties that make up the Bay Area range from urban and suburban cities to rural 


towns and farming communities. The population is quite diverse, with large numbers of residents 


favoring a language other than English. 
 


In addition to this LEP Plan, a separate, related document, MTC’s Public Participation Plan for the 


San Francisco Bay Area, lays out opportunities for the public to get involved in the transportation 


planning process. Copes of the Public Participation Plan can be found in English, Spanish and 


Chinese on MTC’s website at: www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/participation_plan.htm. 
 


 


Determination of Need 
 


In order to prepare this Plan, MTC undertook the U.S. Department of Transportation’s four-


factor LEP analysis, which considers the following:  
 


1. The Number and Proportion of LEP Persons Served or Encountered in the Eligible 


Service Population 
 


2. The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with MTC programs, activities 


or services 
 


3. The Importance to LEP Persons of MTC’s Program, Activities and Services  
 


4. The resources available to MTC and overall cost to provide LEP assistance. 
 


Factor 1: Number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered 


For planning purposes, MTC looked at American Community Survey data for people who speak 


English “less than very well” as Limited English Proficient persons. Table 1 shows the languages 


spoken at home, by ability to speak English, for persons five years of age and older, with number 


and percentage broken out by county. Looking at the regional totals, the five most frequently 
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spoken languages other than English are Spanish (8.4 percent), Chinese (3.8 percent), 


Vietnamese (1.5 percent), Tagalog (1.2 percent) and Korean (.5 percent).  


 


The data shows that providing language assistance in Spanish and Chinese would give 


population groups that are identified as not speaking English very well and that represent greater 


than 5 percent of the county population access to information and services in their language 


spoken at home. 
 


Table 1 
Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English, Persons Age 5 Years and Over, 2006-2008 


San Francisco Bay Area 


American Community Survey 2006-2008 
 


  Speaks English Less than "Very Well"     


County Spanish Korean Chinese Vietnamese Tagalog 


Other 


Languages 


Total 


Speaking 


English Less 


than "Very 


Well" 


Speaks 


English 


"Very Well" Total 


Alameda  114,426 7,947 60,488 15,457 15,509 43,983 257,810 1,097,653 1,355,463 


 8.4% 0.6% 4.5% 1.1% 1.1% 3.2% 19.0% 81.0% 100.0% 


Contra 


Costa  80,833 3,165 10,956 2,914 6,297 24,179 128,344 822,653 950,997 


 8.5% 0.3% 1.2% 0.3% 0.7% 2.5% 13.5% 86.5% 100.0% 


Marin  14,911 401 957 1,005 22 4,449 21,745 211,690 233,435 


 6.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 1.9% 9.3% 90.7% 100.0% 


Napa
1
 19,195 220 75 152 1,326 1,707 22,675 101,453 124,128 


 15.5% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.1% 1.4% 18.3% 81.7% 100.0% 


San 


Francisco  41,983 3,280 93,528 7,308 10,656 28,581 185,336 571,075 756,411 


 5.6% 0.4% 12.4% 1.0% 1.4% 3.8% 24.5% 75.5% 100.0% 


San 


Mateo  58,521 2,442 20,098 1,550 14,585 20,813 118,009 537,407 655,416 


 8.9% 0.4% 3.1% 0.2% 2.2% 3.2% 18.0% 82.0% 100.0% 


Santa 


Clara  147,189 11,944 56,985 66,344 16,866 58,426 357,754 1,246,412 1,604,166 


 9.2% 0.7% 3.6% 4.1% 1.1% 3.6% 22.3% 77.7% 100.0% 


Solano  28,059 581 1,029 862 9,179 6,261 45,971 333,554 379,525 


 7.4% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 2.4% 1.6% 12.1% 87.9% 100.0% 


Sonoma  42,063 648 1,143 1,104 536 4,601 50,095 384,795 434,890 


 9.7% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 1.1% 11.5% 88.5% 100.0% 


Bay Area 547,180 30,628 245,259 96,696 74,976 193,000 1,187,739 5,306,692 6,494,431 


 8.4% 0.5% 3.8% 1.5% 1.2% 3.0% 18.3% 81.7% 100.0% 


 
Notes: Tabulation prepared by MTC Staff based on data from American Community Survey (ACS) 2006-2008 (Table B16001). 
1 


Data for Napa County not available with the standard tabulation.  Extracted from ACS Public Use Microdata Samples 2006-2008. 
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Factor 2: Frequency of LEP populations’ contact with programs, activities, services. 


MTC’s prior experience with limited English proficient persons has been overwhelmingly with 


Spanish and Chinese speakers. Since 2003, MTC has contracted with community-based 


organizations for each update of its long-range transportation plan to host community meetings 


to gather input from minority and low-income residents. Such meetings provide insight into the 


needs and concerns of residents who too often do not participate in regional government. 


Material is translated into the language or languages recommended by the community group. 


Spanish and Chinese are the two languages most often requested, although translators have been 


provided for Vietnamese and Lao speakers. Some meetings have been conducted entirely in 


Spanish or Chinese; at other times, simultaneous translation has been provided. 


 


Factor 3: Importance to LEP population of programs, services, activities. 


Regarding the importance to LEP persons of MTC’s programs, activities and services, in general, 


access to the planning process will affect residents in the long-term and not in an immediate 


manner. For example, MTC serves as the region’s transportation banker and planner rather than 


as a direct provider of services. Some of MTC’s programs, however, have a larger reach, 


including a regional transit fare card (known as the “Clipper
sm
” card), a 511 traveler information 


system, a regional transit hub signage program, motorist-aid call boxes, freeway service patrols 


and automatic toll collection for the region’s state-owned toll bridges. 


 


Factor 4: Resources available to MTC and overall cost to provide LEP assistance. 


Providing translation services to allow LEP populations to participate in the development of 


MTC’s core planning and investment policies is a routine practice for MTC. It is worth noting, 


however, that there has not been a significant demand from LEP residents to participate in these 


policy-oriented discussions. Additionally, MTC works with many advocate groups representing 


LEP persons to determine their needs and concerns for planning purposes. For MTC’s programs 


that more directly serve Bay Area residents, measures have been incorporated to provide access 


for LEP populations (see Table 2). In some cases, however, the cost to implement multiple-


language programs is significant and not currently funded. MTC staff is now exploring lower 


cost options to expand access to these programs for Spanish and Chinese language speakers. 


 


 


Language Assistance Measures 
 


MTC uses a number of techniques or practices to provide meaningful, early and continuous 


opportunities for all interested Bay Area residents to participate in the dialogue that informs key 


decisions, regardless of language barriers. This is done in a number of ways, including: 
 


General Measures or Practices 


• Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps, charts and photographs to 


illustrate trends, choices being debated, etc. 


• Avoid overly complex or technical terms and write in clear, compelling language in a style 


appropriate to the intended audience.  


• Translation of vital documents — including certain news releases, brochures, fact sheets and 


portions of the long-range regional transportation plan — into Spanish and Chinese. 
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• Tailor county-based public participation activities to reflect the unique LEP population in 


each county.  


• Translation (Spanish and Chinese as a matter of routine; other languages as requested) of 


select printed materials for the various traveler services provided by MTC (Clipper
sm
, 


FasTrak
®
, Freeway Service Patrol, Call Boxes). 


• Review prior experiences with LEP populations to determine the types of language services 


that are needed. 


• Consultation with MTC’s Policy Advisory Council, which includes appointed 


representatives from communities of color and low-income communities (populations that 


frequently include LEP persons). 


• Use of personal interviews or use of audio recording devices to obtain oral comments at key 


public workshops/meetings. 


• Contract with a language translation firm for on-call assistance (for example, interpreters 


for public meetings or translating documents). Establish competency of translators; have 


translators available at meetings as requested.  
 


Local Community Media  


• Work with non-English language media outlets (print or electronic media) to place 


articles or public service announcements about MTC’s work or announce participation 


opportunities.  


• Purchase advertising or request public service announcements in non-English language 


newspapers, radio stations or television stations to announce public meetings for the long-


range regional transportation plan, major corridor studies, or to announce other important 


transportation news.  
 


Work with Advocates of LEP Persons 


• Work to involve in MTC’s activities non-profit groups that advocate on behalf of persons 


with limited English proficiency (for example, encourage such advocates to participate 


on MTC’s Policy Advisory Council). 


• Partner with community groups who can assist in tailoring presentations, meeting 


materials and meeting announcements to meet the language needs of local participants. 


• Provide financial assistance (in response to competitive requests for proposals) to non-


profits and community groups who work with LEP persons for such things as co-hosting 


and conducting meetings in multiple languages with simultaneous translation services (or 


conducting meeting entirely in a language other than English); or assistance with 


identifying LEP individuals for participation in community focus groups or public 


meetings.  


• Include, as appropriate, limited-English speaking populations in random-digit telephone 


surveys or transit rider surveys by having bilingual staff available to conduct the survey. 


 


Staff Training 
 


Routine Accommodations: 


MTC works to instill its staff with an awareness of and sensitivity to the needs of LEP residents. 


Staff is trained on procedures for accommodating LEP populations. Some of the items covered 


include information about LEP guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation, MTC’s 
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contract with a language translation firm to assist all staff in translating documents and to obtain 


translation services for meetings, projects or services. 
 


Special Projects: 


As public participation or public information campaigns are developed, MTC staff receives 


training either from consultants or from MTC public information staff about the need to be alert 


to and anticipate the needs of low-literacy participants. For example, planning staff who attend 


public workshops to answer questions and get feedback are trained to look for ways to draw out 


participants who seem to be reluctant to speak. When display boards are used, planners are 


taught to be mindful of participants who might be struggling to read complex materials and 


converse with them if appropriate as they view the materials rather than assuming they are able 


to read all the materials. 
 


“Brown-bag” Lunch Sessions: 


MTC has initiated a series of ongoing “brown bag” sessions to provide staff with a quick 


orientation on a number of issues. Periodically, a session will focus on special issues of diversity, 


including sensitivity to the needs of LEP populations. 
 


Training Materials: 


MTC will develop training materials for staff who interact with LEP populations. The materials 


will include instruction on how to respond to phone inquiries and written communications from 


LEP persons, as well as procedures for accommodating LEP populations as described above 


under Routine Accommodations and Special Projects. Training materials will include instruction 


on how to arrange for translation services.  


 


 


Notification to LEP or Low Literacy Persons 
 


The public must be informed of their rights under Title VI. This will be done in a number of ways: 


• Notification on MTC’s website.  


• Documents or flyers that describe an LEP person’s right to access MTC’s services, 


translated into other languages, will be available at meetings and the MTC office. 


• Notification at MTC’s Library, which is open to the public 


• Routine use of language on printed or electronic announcements for public workshops on 


key planning efforts that alert interested individuals on how to request translation 


services.    


 


 


Monitoring and Updating of the LEP Plan 
 


MTC will monitor requests for translations and adjust practices to meet demand while 


maintaining a basic level of access by LEP populations to key programs and documents. Some of 


MTC’s customer-service oriented programs — including the 511 traveler information program 


— are exploring the costs and feasibility of providing increased access to their programs in 


Spanish and Chinese. MTC’s LEP Plan will be updated periodically as needed to reflect 


significant changes. 
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Table 2: MTC Programs, Activities, Services and LEP Persons 
 


Program, Activity, Service LEP Component 


MTC meetings,  


Key planning and funding 


activities  


• MTC contracts with a firm to translate key documents (or 


summaries of documents) or provide in-person translation 


assistance as needed upon request. 


• Flyers for major community workshops and similar meetings 


include instructions on how to request translation services. 


• MTC’s Web site includes Spanish and Chinese language content, 


including translated versions or summaries of selected documents.  


• Public participation plans for MTC’s long-range plan include 


seeking out views of LEP populations (including conducting 


meetings in other languages and sensitivity to the needs of low-


literacy populations). 


• Multi-lingual notification at meetings on how to request translation 


services. 


Motorist-aid call boxes • Instructions on call boxes in English and Spanish; English- and 


Spanish-speaking dispatchers are available at all times through the 


toll-free dispatch center; for other languages, dispatchers connect 


speakers to a translations service for assistance (available at all 


times). 


Freeway Service Patrol • Tow truck drivers have a card available in multiple languages 


(Spanish and Chinese, Vietnamese, Tagalog); translation service is 


available to assist via telephone through dispatch center. 


FasTrak
®
 • Applications available in Spanish and Chinese; 


• Advertising and news releases done in Spanish and Chinese. 


Clipper
sm
 universal transit 


ticket 


• The program is available in English, Spanish and Chinese. 


Materials are printed in these three languages (separate versions in 


each language). Likewise, advertising is trilingual (separate 


versions in each language), telephone service (automated service) is 


available in these three languages; for self-serve “add value” 


machines, customers can select their language preference when they 


begin a transaction.  


• Website is in English with short program overviews in both Spanish 


and Chinese.  


• Customer service center’s live support can connect with a 


translation service. 


• Card readers themselves are English-only due to limited capacity 


and a small display screen. 







Page 8 


Program, Activity, Service LEP Component 


511 traveler information • 511.org homepage – Google translator drop-down menu, options 


for Chinese and Spanish translations. 


• Traffic page – Google translator drop-down menu, options for 


Chinese and Spanish translations 


• Transit page – includes professionally translated summary of 


Transit site services in Chinese and Spanish as well as Google 


translator for Chinese and Spanish. 


• Rideshare page – includes professionally translated summary of 


Rideshare program services in Chinese and Spanish as well as 


Google translator for Chinese and Spanish. 


• Bicycling page – Google translator links for Chinese and Spanish 


• Language Disclaimer – All websites include language disclaimer 


stating that machine translation is imperfect.  


• 511 Phone – Rideshare and Bicycling menus have prompts in 


Spanish. When transferred to a live operator, customers can speak 


to rideshare/bicycling operators who are proficient in Spanish. For 


customers needing assistance in other languages, the operators use a 


language translation service. The other phone menu selections do 


not include prompts in other languages. 


Regional transit hub signage 


program 


• Way-finding and transit information signs intentionally rely on 


universal icons/pictographs to bridge language barriers. Limited 


space for text on signs precludes use of languages other than 


English in most cases. 
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Snapshot Analysis FollowSnapshot Analysis Follow--Up:Up:
Results and Next StepsResults and Next Steps


MTC Planning Committee
June 11, 2010
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Snapshot Analysis Overview


• Follow up to Transportation 2035 
Equity Analysis


• Close collaboration between staff 
and MCAC during 2009 and early 
2010


• List of 13 transportation metrics to 
drill down on current differences 
between low-income and minority 
communities of concern


• Can be updated regularly to track 
changes over time and inform 
multiple regional planning 
activities
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November 2009 
Planning Committee Input


• More detailed information desired on travel 
behavior of low-income households


• Offer localized data, including data on transit 
service cuts by location


• Provide suggestions on how data from the 
Snapshot might inform the RTP/SCS process
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Low-Income Travelers: 
Regional Trends


• More than half of all trips made by low-income travelers 
are made by non-workers: students, and retirees, and 
other non-workers


• 19% of low-income commuters travel outside their 
county of residence for work (compare 28% of higher-
income commuters)


Highest shares in San Mateo County (34%) and Contra Costa 
County (33%)
Greatest number in Alameda County (22,000) and Contra Costa 
County (15,000)


Source: Bay Area Travel Survey 2000, Census 2000
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Low-Income Travelers: 
Regional Trends Continued


• Driving (as driver or passenger) 
most common travel mode for low-
income travelers (57% of trips), 
followed by walking and biking 
(24%), and transit (14%)


• Compared to higher-income 
travelers, low-income travelers 
are:


~2x as likely to make a trip by 
walking or biking
~4x as likely to make a trip by 
bus
Similarly likely to make a 
rail/ferry trip


Source: Bay Area Travel Survey 2000


Travel Mode by Income Group: 
All Weekday Trips
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Example: Transit Frequency







7


Example: Walkable Destinations
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Example: Auto Availability
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Putting the Picture Together
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On-Road 
Fine Diesel Particulate Emissions


1998-2000 Asthma 
Hospitalization Rates, 
Children 0-14
(Source: BAAQMD)
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Snapshot Follow-Up Items


1. Update demographic and socioeconomic data for 
communities of concern in early 2011 and review 
current definitions of communities of concern


2. Update current set of Snapshot metrics in early 2011 to 
complement and inform RTP/SCS development and 
analysis, and distribute to all partner agencies


3. Advance issues identified in developing Snapshot 
metrics for consideration in the upcoming California 
Household Travel Survey as well as MTC’s future 
regional data collection efforts


























































































































































































































































