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M E M O R A N D U M

Bd. Report No. 16-128

To:

Cc:

From:

Date:

Re.:

AC Transit Board

AC Transit Executive Staff

Chris Peeples (510-891-7151, cpeeples@actransit.org) & Joe Wallace (510-891- 

 7143, jwallace@actransit.org)

27 April 2016

Board Direction On WCCTAC TEP Vote

Colleagues:

Chris and Joe request board direction on whether we can vote for a Transportation

Expenditure Plan (“TEP”) with 16.5% for bus transit in West Contra Costa.  We believe that

given the fact that the measure will probably not be put on the ballot or will be put on the ballot

and lose we leave it is politically advisable to vote in favor of the proposal at the WCCTAC

(West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee) level at this time.

A. Background

Chris provided a fairly extensive background on the Contra Costa Transit Authority

(“CCCA” or “Authority”)’s proposal to expand its “self-help” transportation tax to a full cent and

extended it by 25 years.  Attached is a redacted copy of that Report.

Since that Report the process has continued to be multidimensional chess, very

complicated and time consuming – the 6 Apr. Authority TEP meeting lasted 5 hours and the 20

Apr. meeting lasted 4 hours; the side meetings and calls lasted about twice that long.

The current status is that Authority’s consultants – Gray-Bowen-Scott (GBS) – presented

a revised proposal on 20 Apr. which the Authority has adopted as its “default” or “working”

proposal.  The primary difference is that GBS extends the tax out to 30 years and uses the extra

funds to provide more funding for the highway 680 corridor and some other changes.  I attach the

summary sheet for the WCCTAC funding showing the last 4 versions of the TEP (the current full

draft TEP is 31 pages long).

At the 20 Apr ‘16 Authority Board Special TEP Meeting most of these labor,

environmental, bicycle and transit justice groups have been participating in the process

announced that not only would they not support the proposed tax in it’s current form, but they

would actively oppose it.  In a county were 25 to 28% of the voters oppose any tax increase for

any purpose, this is a bad sign.
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B. Reason For Direction

Chris sits as a non-voting ex-officio member of the Authority representing all four bus

transit agencies in Contra Costa County.  In that position he takes direction from the four bus

agencies, acting through their general managers.  Joe sits on WCCTAC representing AC Transit

and Chris is his alternate.  Given where we are in the TEP process, we believe it is appropriate to

get Board direction on how we vote at WCCTAC. 

As noted in my 9 March President’s Report, we had a meeting with General Manager

Hursh and various staff early on in Mike’s tenure.  Since this is was that our “demand” should be

30% of the measure in West County as reflected in Nathan’s spreadsheet.  We also decided that

Joe and Chris did not vote for any proposal that had less than 20% for bus transit.  We have

negociateed with the other parties, but Joe and Chris have been following that direction and Chris

has abstained the last three times the matter has come up (the votes have come up after Joe has

had to go to work).

As noted in Chris’ President’s Report, over the past year the amount for bus transit in

West Contra Costa has gone from 10% to 8.6% to 14.7%.  Since that time it has gone up to

16.5%.  (4.2% is allocated to paratransit, but unlike Alameda County, it is not clear how much of

that will go to East Bay Paratransit, thus potentially offsetting AC’s contribution to that

partnership.)  We did get a “win” on the definition of the bus category which was originally

limited to “increases” in service and can now be used to “increase” or “maintain” service.  That

may not make much difference now, but it will make a big difference in the next downturn.

We do not see much possibility for improvement in the amount allocated to bus in West

Contra Costa.  As we will expand further at the meeting taking a “hard stance” is increasingly

difficult because of the almost complete lack of visible public support fo bus transit (ATU 192

being the major exception).  In terms if preparing for 2020, Chris believes AC would be better to

vote yes at the 16.5% level.
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M E M O R A N D U M

To: AC Transit Board

Cc: AC Transit Executive Staff

From: Chris Peeples (510-891-7151, cpeeples@actransit.org)

Date: 9 March 2016

Re.: President’s Report (Abridged)

Colleagues:

* * *

A. Expansion/Extension Of Contra Costa Self-Help Transportation Tax (Measure J)

1.. Summary

As you know, Director Wallace and I, along with several staff members, have been

spending a great deal of time trying to influence the transportation expenditure plan (“TEP”) for

the expansion and extension of Contra Costa measure J.  That effort has not been

overwhelmingly successful.  As detailed below, the Western Contra Costa transportation

advisory committee (“WCCTAC”) started with a July proposal that would’ve given the bus

transit and West Contra Costa County (AC transit and WestCat) 10% of the new measure.  We

(AC transit and WestCat) felt that was totally inadequate and argued for the same 30% as was in

the original measure J.  The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“CCTA”) came up with a

draft TEP that recommended 8.6% for “non-rail transit” (they don’t even want to say the word

“bus”).  With a great deal of effort through several WCCTAC meetings we got WCCTAC to

change its recommendation to slightly over 14%.  In Joe’s and my opinion, and that of our

planning staff, that is still totally inadequate.  I will try at CCTA to increase that percentage, but

doubt that I will be successful.  At some point when staff has the opportunity to do a full staff

report, we will need to decide what to do regarding this situation.

2. History

Contra Costa County has passed two “self-help” transportation taxes.  The original

Measure C ½ cent tax was some time ago and in colluded what was then a fairly groundbreaking

urban limit line.  This impacted primarily the suburban areas in central and eastern Contra Costa

County.  In 2004 they went to renew that ½ cent measure and AC transit staff, primarily Nathan

Landau, were very involved in the negotiations for the spending plan.  At the time the WCCTAC

staff member was very supportive of bus transit in general and AC transit service in particular. 

She realized the importance of our service for the poorer members of the West Contra Costa
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community.  At Nathan’s urging and with the Executive Director support the 2004 measure

(Measure J) had 30% for bus transit in the West Contra Costa County area.

Alameda County successfully sought state legislation which allowed us to exceed the

previous maximum level of sales tax for Alameda County.  It then proceeded to add an additional

half cent to the existing half cent “self help” transportation sales tax (2014 Measure BB). 

Through successful advocacy by AC Transit and the number of other advocates that expansion

included 18% for AC Transit bus service and 6% for paratransit, all of which went to East Bay

paratransit, thus reducing AC Transits (and BARTs) paratransit costs.

Contra Costa County considered doing the same thing.  They got the state legislation and

originally intended to do a countywide transportation plan (“CTP”) with a fully EIR prior to

developing the TEP, but that plan went awry.  (If you want more details you can ask me.)  CCTA

then decided to try to develop a TEP independent from the CTP into it in such a way that they

could satisfy all the various interests.

CCTA developed a very complicated structure for developing the TEP.  They have

always had four Sub-County advisory committees – – Regional Transportation Policy

Committees (“RTPCs”).  Each of them was to develop a proposed expenditure plan to be worked

into the statewide expenditure plan.  Parallel to the RTPC’s there was the Expenditure Plan

Advisory Committee (“EPAC”), which had representatives of a number of interest groups (e.g.

environmental groups, suburban office parks, social equity groups, building trades, central labor

Council, etc.) which CCTA hope could be brought together to agree on the TEP.  That process

has been roundly criticized as being quite flawed.  The Sierra Club resigned with a quite

articulate letter explaining why.  All the social equity groups have stopped coming, although they

have not put their complaints down on paper.  A group of environmental and “smart growth”

advocates put together an extremely comprehensive analysis what the TEP should have which

does not seem to of had major influence on CCTA staff.  The EPAC does, however, continued to

meet.

Parallel to the above, CCTA has had a quite robust public outreach program with polling,

telephone town halls, a website and extensive solicitation of comments both on paper and

electronically.  Staff has summarized the results of that public outreach in reports to the

Authority.

Outside of CCTA, but still very important to the proposed extension and expansion the

Contra Costa Board of Supervisors has taken up the issue.  Either Nathan or I have been at all the

CCTA, WCCTAC and EPAC meetings, but we have not been able to make the board of

supervisors meeting instead depending on e-mailed reports from some of our allies.  The Contra

Costa Board of Supervisors, is, needless to say, extremely hostile to bus transit.  They believe

that buses will only be with us for a few more years before their tasks are taken over by

automated vehicles.

As you can see, this effort has been considerable and is like playing multidimensional

chess because each of these entities acts on its own, yet has influence on all of the others.  I have
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to give credit to ATU, which is done a very good job of getting testimony at the WCCTAC

meetings and to much of the rest of our staff, from Mike Hursh on down who has testified.

I should comment, that early in Mike Hursh’s tenure I had a meeting with him and the

number of other staff to brief him on this process and to have planning and financial staff give

him an indication of how much money we were talking about.  He directed Robert Del Rosario

and Beverly Greene to give me all the assistance I needed and I could not have done any of this

without the constant assistance of Nathan Landau from planning and Julie Waters from

legislative infinity affairs. 

Attached are spreadsheets that were developed by Nathan which we used to argue for

30% for bus transit and to show from whence it could be taken.  Also attached is a spreadsheet

that Nathan is developed showing that almost every category from the 2004 measure J has

increased spending, except for bus, which has decreased significantly.

* * *
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1 Local Streets Maintenance and Improvements $152.3 28.0% $119.0 21.9% $119.0 21.9% $69.4 12.8% 

2 Major Streets and Complete Streets Project Grants $27.2 5.0% $19.4 3.6% $19.4 3.6% $69.4 12.8% 

3 BART Capacity, Access and Parking Improvements $43.5 8.0% $69.8 12.8% $69.8 12.8% $69.8 12.8% 

5 High Capacity Transit Improvements along the 1-80 Corridor $54.2 10.0% $50.0 9.2% $20.0 3.7% $20.0 3.7% 

6 1-80 Interchange Improvements (San Pablo Dam Rd & Central Ave.) $60.0 11.0% $60.0 11.0% $60.0 11.0% $60.0 11.0% 

11 Bus and Non-Rail Transit Enhancements $54.4 10.0% $50.0 9.2% $80.0 14.7% $90.0 16.5% 

12 Transportation for Seniors and People with Disabilities $27.2 5.0% $12.9 2.4% $22.9 4.2% $22.9 4.2% 

13 Safe Transportation for Children $27.2 5.0% $21.3 3.9% $21.3 3.9% $21.3 3.9% 

14 Intercity Rail and Ferry Service $38.1 7.0% $35.0 6.4% $35.0 6.4% $35.0 6.4% 

15 Pedestrian, Bicycle and Trail Facilities $27.2 5.0% $16.8 3.1% $16.8 3.1% $21.5 4.0% 

16 Community Development Investment Program $0.0 0.0% $32.6 6.0% $32.6 6.0% $32.6 6.0% 

17 Innovative Transportation Technology I Connected Communities $27.2 5.0% $26.7 4.9% $26.7 4.9% $16.7 3.1% 

18 Transportation Planning, Facilities & Services $0.0 0.0% $5.4 1.0% $5.4 1.0% $5.4 1.00.4, 

19 Regional Transportation Priorities $0.0 0.0% $19.7 3.6% $9.7 1.8% $5.0 0.9% 

20 Administration $0.0 0.0% $5.4 1.00A, $5.4 1.00A, $5.4 1.00A, 

Safe Routes to School $5.4 1.0% $0.0 0.0% $0.0 0.0% $0.0 0.0% 
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