Plan Bay Area — Correspondence/Responses
Job-Housing Connection Scenario and Transportation Investment Strategy
Table of Contents -- May 10, 2012

Date

Name/Signatory

1.
2.

2/7/2012 Steve Glazer, Mayor
3/14/2012 Paul Price, Executive Director

3.

3/23/2012 Eric Angstadt, Director of Planning,
Building
4/6/2012 John Y. Chiang, Mayor
4/9/2012 Paul W. Price, Executive Director

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

4/11/2012 Jim Wunderman, Bay Area Council,
et al
4/12/2012 Downtown Cluster Local
Organizing Committee, PACT
4/13/2012 Ronald Munekawa, Chief of
Planning
4/13/2012 Jeff Hobson, Deputy Director
4/16/2012 Beth Walukas, Deputy Director of
Plan282
4/16/2012 Steven B. Falk, City Manager
4/16/2012 June Catalano, City Manager
4/17/2012 Tina Wehrmeister, Community
Development Director
4/17/2012 Karen Kristiansson, Spangle
Associates, Inc.
4/17/2012 Carla Small, Mayor, et al
4/17/2012 Paul Jensen, Community
Development Director
4/17/2012 Candace Andersen, Mayor, Danville
Tim Sbranti, Mayor, Dublin
John Marchand, Mayor, Livermore
Jennifer Hosterman, Mayor,
Pleasanton
Bill Clarkson, Mayor, San Ramon
4/17/2012 Andrew Smith, Senior Planner
4/18/2012 Cliff Lentz, Mayor
4/18/2012 Catherine Kutsuris, Director, Dept.
of Conservation & Development
4/18/2012 Jeri Ram, Community Development
Director
4/18/2012 Curtis S. Williams, Director of
Planning and Community
Environment

Agency/Organization
City of Orinda
Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency
City of Oakland
City of Piedmont
Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency
Business Coalition
People Acting in Community Together
(PACT)
City of San Mateo
Transform
Alameda County Transportation
Commission
City of Lafayette
City of Pleasant Hill
City of Antioch
Town of Portola Valley
Town of Ross
City of San Rafael
Tri-Valley Cities Councils
(Town of Danville and Cities of Dublin,
Livermore, Pleasanton and San Ramon)

City of Walnut Creek
City of Brisbane
Contra Costa County
City of Dublin
City of Palo Alto

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

4/18/2012 Diane Henderson, Interim Planning
Director
4/18/2012 Lisa Kranz, Supervising Planner
4/19/2012 Dana Hoggatt Ayers, Planning
Manager
4/19/2012 Egon Terplan, Regional Planning
Director
4/19/2012 Jim Fraser, Mayor
4/20/2012 Albert Lopez, Planning Director
4/20/2012 Sandy Donnell, Vice Mayor
4/20/2012 Diane Furst, Vice Mayor
4/20/2012 Kelly Diekmann, Senior Planner
4/20/2012 Elizabeth S.R. Cullinan, Director of
Building and Planning
4/20/2012 Anne Cronin Moore, Planning
Director
4/20/2012 Stephan Kiefer, Community
Development Director
4/20/2012 David Kornfield, Planning Services
Manager
4/20/2012 Steve Kinsey, President, Marin
County Board of Supervisors
4/20/2012 Garry Lion, Mayor
4/20/2012 Denise Athas, Mayor
4/20/2012 Michael Bills, Senior Planner
4/20/2012 Denise Peter, Planner III
4/20/2012 Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer
4/24/2012 Valerie Barone, Interim City Mgr.
4/24/2012 Brian Dolan, Director of Community
Development
4/25/2012 Various
4/26/2012 Alan L. Nagy, Mayor
4/26/2012 Alice Fredericks, Board Chair
4/30/2012 Michael Metcalf, Mayor
5/1/2012 Jennifer West, Mayor
5/9/2012 Letter From Multiple Signatories
5/8/2012 Jenny Bard, Regional Air Quality
Director
5/3/2012 Guy Wilson, Mayor
5/10/2012 Alan Nagy, Mayor
5/16/2012 Stephanie Reyes, Policy Director

Town of San Anselmo
City of Santa Rosa
City of Pittsburg
SPUR
Town of Tiburon
Alameda County
City of Belvedere
Town of Corte Madera
City of Fremont
Town of Hillsborough
City of Larkspur
City of Livermore
City of Los Altos
County of Marin
City of Mill Valley
City of Novato
City of San Jose
County of Sonoma
City of Sunnyvale
City of Concord
City of Pleasanton
6 Wins for Social Equity Network
City of Newark
Transportation Authority of Marin
Town of Moraga
City of Emeryville
American Lung Association
City of Sebastopol City Council
City of Newark
Greenbelt Alliance
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May 2, 2012

Mr. Eric Angstadt
Director of Planning, Building and Neighborhood Preservation
City of Oakland
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, CA 94612-2032
RE:

Comments on Plan Bay Area

Dear Mr. Angstadt:
Thank you for your correspondence dated March 23, 2012, to us concerning Plan Bay Area.
Your comments will be presented to ABAG and MTC board members. Since the inception of Plan
Bay Area, we have received numerous letters such as yours with detailed and thoughtful comments.
ABAG and MTC staffs will present recommendations on a Preferred Scenario at a joint MTC
Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee meeting on May 11, 2012.
Both agencies will meet jointly again on May 17 to approve a final Preferred Scenario. This will
provide the basis for a draft Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) which will undergo an
environmental assessment through the remainder of the calendar year. The draft SCS will be
released at the end of this year, with adoption of a final SCS slated for April 2013.
We appreciate your concerns and suggestions. The outcome of this major planning effort will be
better thanks to your participation.
Sincerely,
Doug Kimsey
Planning Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Kenneth Kirkey
Planning Director
Association of Bay Area Governments
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Distribution:
Jim Wunderman, Bay Area Council
John Coleman, Bay Planning Coalition
Paul Campos, BIA Bay Area
Linda Best, Contra Costa Council
Karen Engel, East Bay EDA
Gregory McConnell, Jobs & Housing Coalition
Cynthia Murray, North Bay Leadership Council
Rosanne Foust, SAMCEDA
Sandy Person, Solano EDC

cc: Ann Flemer, MTC
Doug Kimsey, MTC
Ken Kirkey, ABAG
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Attachment A
BAY AREA BUSINESS
COALITION
Questions on Sustainable Communities
Strategy
February 2012
Process
1. What is the current status of the SCS scenario process?
The Alternative Scenarios have been evaluated and the ABAG Executive
Board released the Preferred Scenario, Jobs-Housing Connection on March
15. MTC will release the Transportation Investment Strategy on April 13.
ABAG and MTC will seek approval of a preferred SCS scenario on May 17,
2012.
2. When will the preferred scenario be identified?
See above.
3. What body (les) will have an opportunity to review and comment on it before
it is adopted?
All stakeholders and agencies will have this opportunity. In addition, MTC
and ABAG will review the recommendations with the Regional Agency
Working Group (RAWG), MTC’s Policy Advisory Council, Partnership
Technical Advisory Committee/Board and Joint Policy Committee.
Presentations will also be made to the BAAQMD (Air District) and Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). Other presentations
will be made upon request, subject to scheduling.
4. How will it be adopted? By what body (ies)?
MTC and ABAG will adopt the preferred SCS by resolution.
5. Will it be a “draft” preferred scenario that is adopted?
In May 2012, MTC and ABAG will be adopting a final preferred SCS
scenario.
6. Is there a possibility of additional scenarios being added for consideration?
MTC and ABAG will adopt one preferred scenario. We will be conducting a
program environmental impact report (EIR) later this year that by law
requires us to evaluate alternatives to the preferred SCS scenario.
7. What is the process/timeline that will follow adoption of the (draft) preferred
scenario?
March 15, 2012: release preferred land use scenario
April 13, 2012: release transportation investment strategy
May 11, 2012: seek MTC Planning/ABAG Administrative Committee
approval of draft preferred SCS scenario.
May 17, 2012: seek MTC/ABAG adoption of a final preferred SCS scenario.

#6
June December, 2012: develop/release draft SCS/program EIR
January April 2013: develop/adopt final SCS/program EIR
—

—

Comments on the scenario will take place in many locations around the
region between May 2012 and early 2013. We are hoping that City Councils
will provide comments during this period.
Scenario Results

8. None of the 5 alternative scenarios comes close to meeting the 2035
target of 15% per capita GHG reduction. Please explain how the agencies
plan to bridge the gap.
We are still evaluating how to achieve the ARB 2035 target for the Bay
Area.

9. Less than one year ago, agency staff presented an analysis of how
“Current Regional Plans” performed. The analysis showed that Current
Regional Plans would reduce GHG by 10% by 2035 (attached). Please explain
how Current Regional Plans performed better than Core Concentration and
Focused Growth despite the fact the latter had the benefit of almost $40 billion
n additional assumed transit improvements for which there is no funding.
Current Regional Plans used different regional demographic control totals; it
also used an earlier version of our new travel model.

10. Please talk a little bit about modeling. Are you using the
same/similar modeling tools/protocols as did SANDAG and SCAG? If
n o t, why not? What are the critical differences?
We are using the latest generation travel model (unknown as “tour-based”)
that tends to be more precise in measuring types of trips than SCAG and
SANDAG. It is our understanding that all the larger regional agencies are
moving toward tour- based models.
ABAG is using an iterative method with local government planners to
update and refine its projections. In addition, ABAG and MTC staffs are
developing an UrbanSim model designed by UC Berkeley. UrbanSim is a
software based system that integrates land use; transportation and
economic conditions.
11. CARB recently determined that SAN DAG’s SCS will meet the
region’s GHG targets. In doing so, CARB concurred with SAN DAG’s
projection that implementing a suite of policies such as smart driving
education campaigns, telecommuting, and vanpool incentives, would
account for 40% of the region’s per capita GHG reduction by 2035 (5%
of the totall3% reduction) even though SANDAG’s computer modeling
did not validate the results of these policies. CARB allowed SANDAG to
2
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justify the GHG efficacy of these policies by using “off-model tools”
(research papers and empirical studies in the literature). The agencies
have suggested similar policies in the Bay Area could reduce GHG by
6.5%. Have you consulted with CARB to confirm that it will give the Bay
Area similar credit? If more money is devoted to these policies than
shown at the Dec. 9, 2011 Planning Committee/Admin Committee
meeting, can we project increased GHG reduction through these
policies?
All three regional agencies that have released their SCSs have taken credit
for similar policy measures that cannot be accurately measured in the travel
forecast model but there is empirical data that they do reduce GHG
emissions. We likely will follow suit with similar measures as part of our
SCS, and will determine whether the measures can reduce GHG5 further if
more funding is provided.
12. Throughout the alternative scenario process, the public and stakeholders
were told that of the 5 scenarios being considered, 3 were reasonable (in
compliance with federalplanning requirements) and financially constrained (in
compliance with federal constrained funding requirements). When the
modeling results were publicly revealed in late 2011, agency staff disclosed
that 2 of the 3 scenarios (“Constrained Core Concentration” and “Focused
Growth”) were not financially constrained and their GHG results reflected
expenditure of almost $40 billion in transit improvements for which there is no
funding. The only I of the 3 that was modeled with a constrained transportation
network was “Outward Growth”). Why did the agencies model CCC and FG
with an unconstrained transit network afterdescribing them throughout the
process as financially constrained? Why was the Outward Growth scenario
alone modeled with a constrained network?
The five land use/transportation scenarios were designed to present a broad
range of impacts. You’ll note from the December 9, 2011 presentation that
you reference that there is relatively small variation among the scenarios
evaluated. This is primarily due to the extensive development/transportation
system already in place in the Bay Area.
Scenario Issues
13. To date, the agencies have not released a “trend” land use scenario.
Disparate stakeholder groups specifically requested a trend scenario be
evaluated last summer. Why haven’t the agencies modeled a trend/baseline
scenario? Do they plan to do so?
We are preparing a No Project option as required for the program EIR that
will reflect current regional plan development capacity.
14. According to agency staff, the MTC Planning and ABAG
Administrative Committees in April2011 gave the following direction for
3
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creating the alternative scenarios: “Take a realistic, pragmatic approach
when defining alternative scenarios.” Do you think the 3 scenarios are
realistic and pragmatic?
Yes. See #12 response.

15. In response to the direction, staff proposed creating “distinctly
different combinations of land use growth patterns, transportation
investments, and supportive policies.” Do you think this has been done?
(see attached SCAG scenario summaries).
Yes. See #12 response. The scenarios presented different allocations of
PDA growth. To compare them to each other, the transportation
investments and policies were held constant.

16. The agencies have declared the 3 scenarios are reasonable and in
compliance with federal planning requirements. Do you agree with this
conclusion?
Yes. See #12 response.

17. On what basis have the agencies determined the 3 scenarios comply with
federal reasonableness requirements? Has a formal analysis been
prepared?
There are no federal or state planning requirements that compel us to
evaluate a set number of scenarios or alternatives.

18. The Bay Area is a nonattainment area and as part of the Clean Air
Act conformity process must consult with federal agencies about the
reasonableness of the land use projections in the RTP/SCS. Please
provide a description of that process, including what agencies will be
involved, the names of the relevant officials, their contact in formation, and
a timeline fo r all meetings and consultations with them.
MTC’s Resolution No. 3757 outlines procedures to be undertaken by the
MTC, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans), FHWA, FTA, State and local air agencies and,
before making transportation conformity determinations on the RTP and
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (see attached email list).
Interagency consultation on transportation conformity and related air quality
planning is facilitated through MTC’s Air Quality Conformity Task Force.
The Task Force meets monthly.

19. The Plan Bay Area Process & Timeline flow chart (attached) identifies as
Step 5 “Assess land use options (ABAG)” and “Compare options to existing
local policies (ABAG)”. It then describes Step 6 as ‘Identify preferred land
use and investment strategy” and “Approve preferred scenario”). Has ABAG
conducted this comparison of the 3 alternative scenarios against “existing local
4
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policies”? What is included in “existing local policies”?
Yes. “Existing local policies” is mostly what’s permitted by local plans.
ABAG also worked very closely with local agency staff to reconcile PDA
housing and job capacity. ABAG communicates with Planning Directors
from the jurisdictions in an iterative process related to that jurisdiction’s land
use policies. In some cases, ABAG looks beyond current land use policies
in its long term projections, but checks these assumptions for
reasonableness with local planning staff.

20. If not addressed in the question above, have the 3 alternative
scenarios been specifically compared to existing General Plans for both
cities and counties included in the planning area?
While ABAG did not complete an explicit comparison among the 3
scenarios and general plans, there were extensive discussions with local
agency staff as described in #20.

21. The Sept. 1, 2011 Memo “Alternative Land Use Scenarios”
indicates that the 3 scenarios “do not yet include input from local
jurisdictions or analysis of land constraints, industrial cluster
support, or public and private in vestments. This input and analysis
will be essential to develop the employment distribution for the
Preferred Scenario.” Has this input and analysis been
conducted?
Yes. See #19 response.

22. Do you consider the projected land use pattern in T2035 to be a “sprawl”
land use pattern? No.
23. At regional agency discussions it seems to be taken as a given that
current land use policies of cities and counties in the region (“business as
usual”) are generally bad and fairly characterized as promoting “sprawL”
Do you consider a significant number of existing Bay Area city or county
general plans to promote “sprawl” in their/and use policies for the future? If
yes, what prominent general plans fit that description?
No. Many recent general plan updates reflect more focused growth policies
that were not evident in plans developed over the past couple of RTPs.

24. How does this perspective align with the position that the Bay Area
region is unable to meet the GARB emission reductions because its land
use and transportation policies had already produced lower per capita
GHG emissions and were on a trajectory to further lessen emissions
(relative to SCAG and SANDAG)?

5
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As a slower growth region it admittedly makes our task somewhat more
difficult.

25. None of the alternative scenarios accommodates 100% of the region’s
forecasted housing need. Does SB 375 require the SCS to identify sufficient
areas for housing to meet the region’s entire projected housing need so that if
the housing were built there would be no in commuting from other regions? if
not, do you nonetheless believe the adopted SCS should do so as a
discretionary policy matter?
The preferred land use scenario does not forecast any net new commuting
into the Bay Area. We believe this is reasonable given that we will not likely
be able to induce those already in-commuting to the Bay Area given the
large housing price differential with the Central Valley. The alternative
scenarios were created with estimates and not an official forecast of the
region. The draft forecast is now complete and demonstrates that 100% of
the region’s housing need can be met with 660,000 units by 2040.

26. The materials the agencies regularly distribute describing the PDA
place types do not mention densities. The place types come from the 2009
Station Area Planning ManuaL The manual does identify densities for each
place type. The densities range from 20/acre to 300/acre. The three
“reasonable” scenarios assume between 67-79%
a. Does this mean that the agencies expect that circa 70% of the
new population through 2040 will five in new development that is
at least 20 units/acre?
b. Will the SCS specify density projections within respective PDA5?
c. How do projections for housing units within PDA5 compare to existing
General Plan designations for those PDA5?
a) Yes, by 2040, 70% of the new households will be living in higher density
development. The units being produced in the PDAs will meet or exceed
20 units per acre. There is a shortage of this type of housing in the Bay
Area, and the demographics indicate a substantial demand for more of this
type of unit. The PDA place type and densities are generally consistent with
the existing General Plan designations.
b) Yes.
c) That data are still being developed. GP data do not uniformly go out 25
years; our new land use model under development will provide us with that
information based on policy and market information.

27. How does each scenario treat the remaining 30% of new units not
projected to be accommodated in PDAs? Is the projection that they will live
in similar place types with similar densities?
Generally speaking, growth outside the PDAs is assumed to be single
family residential or townhouses. ABAG has not yet made specific
projections with respect to these densities outside the PDAs.

6
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Transportation

28. Regarding transportation investments, do you support the “compelling
case” proposed policy that prohibits a project from being included in the RTP
if it has a moderately negative impact on the Performance Targets-no matter
how well the project scores on a cost benefit.
We have established protocols for compelling cases. See:
http ://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting packet documents/agenda 1823/Agenda item
2 Guidance for Applying Proj. Perf. Assessment to Plan Bay Area
Investments.pdf

29. Under each scenario, how would the share of total future
transportation spending differ for each county as compared to the current
RTP?
We didn’t figure in county shares; however we will do so for the preferred
investment strategy.

30. The Bay Area currently spends 2% of totaltransportation funding on the
category Road Expansion: HOV, HOT, ML; and 1% on Road Expansion:
General Purpose. The corresponding figures for the other regions are SCAG
(20% /5%), SANDAG (16% /23%), SACOG (3% / 13%) (see attached
document). Do you think the SCS should have as a goal reducing the future
share in the BayArea to below the 2% and 1% figures?
We don’t aim for a specific share. Given that our current plan dedicates 80%
nf fi inrhnri tc mintnnn nH nnrtinnc w

morn intrtH in

strategically expanding the syem with those projects that pern the best
against to our perlormance measures.
Workshops

31. What are the main observations/conclusions you take away from the
series of scenario workshops?
That there are diverse opinions on how we should grow and what role
regional government should play.

32. The workshops asked participants (in person and online) to state their
preference for how the region should accommodate projected growth. The
alternatives are described as:
A. Allow new housing, offices, and shops to be built in the centers of
cities and town near public transit.
B. Build more affordable housing near public transit for residents
7
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without cars who depend on public transit while presenting
the character of single-family residential neighborhoods.
C. Build more affordable housing in existing communities that
already have a strong job base.
Are these descriptions proxies for the 3 identified scenarios? If
so, what description corresponds to what scenario? Are the
results of this question going to be presented by the agencies as
the measure of public support for the scenarios.
a) The descriptions are not proxies for these scenarios but do describe a
direction that we need to put more of the projected regional housing and job
growth in established communities with good transit service.
b) The same questions were asked as part of our telephone poll, focus
groups and community based workshops. The results of these were
presented at the April 13, 2012 joint MTC Planning/ABAG
Administrative Committee

33. In the contest of defining “complete communities”, the workshop
materials told participants (in person and online) that “New development
(housing) and transportation investments need to be carefully designed to
maximize benefits for residents.” At the San Francisco workshop, agency
staff confirmed that this referred to existinci residents. As examples of
benefits, the materials identified increased parks and open space through
development impact fees and better schools though school impact fees. Do
you agree that creation of complete communities depends fundamentally on
requiring new housing projects to provide maximum benefits to existing
residents?
The question’s intent was mainly to gauge respondent’s opinion to what
extent new development should mitigate its impacts. It does not require the
new housing projects to provide these benefits entirely, but they should
contribute to the benefits. Neighborhood-level plans associated with PDAs
identify issues associated with the neighborhood and ways to address them.
New housing units alone cannot bear the financial burden of improving
these areas. That decision ultimately rests with the cities and counties,
not the regional agencies.
OBAG

34. What do you think are some of the key drivers in a community’s
decision to approve housing? How might programs line the One Bay
Area Grant help influence that decision?
The drivers likely vary by geography. In the inland areas of the region it may
be more of an economic necessity where the financial viability of a city
depends on its ability to generate additional revenue from new housing. For
the more urban areas, the new housing may be a way to rebuild older
8
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communities to make them more attractive and more desirable for
businesses and services to locate.
OBAG is intended to reward those jurisdictions that are agreeing to take on
more of the growth and have done the appropriate planning to take on this
growth. Our experience has shown that neighborhood planning and
community engagement early in the process is far better than presenting
growth by individual projects. The OBAG helps support neighborhood
planning.
35. Do you have any thoughts on how OBAG (maybe in future iterations)
could be used to incentivize job density?
ABAG staff is considering public policy to promoting job centers in the
region. More work needs to be done to articulate how these centers would
be defined and is something we could consider in the next OBAG funding
cycle to the extent that OBAG helps incentivize employment centers or
mixed use neighborhoods, it will assist employers who want to locate in that
area.
36. The Business Coalition’s comment letter on the initial OBAG
proposal suggested that examination of jurisdictions’ efforts to identify
and remove or mitigate policies within its control that constrain housing
development should be part of the criteria for considering grant
applications. The revised OBAG proposal does not include this
proposal. We believe it is vely important that this issue be included in
some way in the OBAG program. At the very least it should be a part of
the application process if only as an information item that can be
tracked over time. Will you support including this concept in the final
zi (
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The OBAG guidance is currently being revised based on all comments
received. A revised proposal will be distributed in April 2012.
37. Once the RTP/SCS is adopted, what do you envision will be the
process and specific factors used to determine whether an
individual proposed project is consistent with the SCS? What agency
do you envision making the consistency determination: the local lead
agency (city/county) or ABA G/MTC?
The consistency determination process is still under consideration by
MTC and ABAG.
38. Have you had any conversations with the Attorney General’s office
with regard to the RTP/SCS and the alternative scenarios?
Not at this time, but we intend to.
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39. Have you had any conversations with CARB staff about the
alternative scenarios?
Nothing substantive, but they have been following our process.

40. What lessons, if any, have you learned from the MPO5
proceeding before the Bay Area in developing and
adopting their RTP/SCS5?
Mainly that we are all pursuing somewhat similar processes.

41. Have you reviewed the EIR’s prepared for the SANDAG and SCAG
RTP/SCSs? How do you anticipate the Bay Area’s approach to compare
to theirs?
Yes. We are still developing our own approach to the program EIR.

42. Is the Bay Area adopting an Alternative Planning Strategy a
reasonably foreseeable outcome? What are the benefits/drawbacks of
such an outcome?
Our intent is to meet the GHG target with the SCS. The main benefit will be
that we can meet the GHG target with reasonable land use and
transportation assumptions allowing local agencies more flexibility when
taking advantage of SB 375 CEQA streamlining provisions.

43. What role will the adopted SCS have on implementing climate change?
The SCS, by definition, will reduce GHG emissions per capita by at least
I
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Requests for Additional Information and Analysis
1.
For the following land use scenarios: IVS; Core Concentration I; Core Concentration II;
Focused Growth; Outward Growth; Current Regional Plans; Current General Plans; T.2035
Most Ambitious (one of the alternatives studied for T2035*) using the same overall jobs and
housing numbers and the same level of transportation funding and other assumptions that
will be used for the Preferred Scenario: The land use scenarios listed above were developed between
2008 and 2012 and utilized different assumptions and control totals. The Sustainable Communities
Strategy development process has been iterative involving a great deal of input from many sources and
analysis by staff and expert consultants. The results of prior scenarios have been utilized in the
development of subsequent scenarios. The Current Regional Plans scenario used different regional
demographic control totals and an earlier version of our travel model. The T2035 land-use forecast
utilized different regional control totals and our prior travel model. Information pertaining to the SCS
related scenarios described above is available at:
http://www.onebayarea.org/plan_bay_arealland_use.htm
The number of total new housing units for the region
The average overall residential density for the projected new housing development in the
region
The total number of new jobs in the region
The average overall job density for the projected new jobs in the region
The number an d % of the region’s total new housing units that will be multifamily
The number a n d % of the region’s total new housing units that will be single-family
The number and % of the region’s total new single housing units that will be “small
lot” (<5,500 sq. ft. lot size)
The number of total new housing units for each local jurisdiction in the region
The average overall residential density for the projected new housing development in
each local jurisdiction
The total number of new jobs for each local jurisdiction
The number of new jobs categorized by job type for each local jurisdiction
The average job density for new jobs for each local jurisdiction
The number and % of each jurisdiction’s new housing units that will be multifamily
The number and % of each jurisdiction’s new housing units that will be single-family
The number and % of each jurisdiction’s new singe-family housing units that will be
“small lot”
Provide a final PDA status report. The staff memo distributed to the RPC in Sept. 2010
2.
(Planned Priority Development Area Assessment- Planned Growth & Infrastructure Needs,
attached) described the need for such an analysis and committed to completing one: Please
See Attachment B
The two primary goals of the PDA Assessment are to gain information about
Planned PDAs in order to help hasten development of these areas as complete
communities and to support the development of a realistic SCS. While all of the
Planned PDA5 have been proposed by local jurisdictions committed to sustainable
transit-oriented development through local plans, they vary greatly in their visions
of complete communities and readiness to produce new housing.
Using information primarily provided by local governments, the assessment will
evaluate the scale and type of growth planned to occur in Planned PDAs, the
strategies needed to ensure that this growth results in complete communities,
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how ready local governments and communities are for growth to occur, and the
investments needed to make this growth a reality.-The desired outcomes of the
assessment are to identify the PDAs most ready for implementation and growth
potential, identify policies and resources needed to support essential elements of
complete communities, and consider policies for prioritizing additional funding to
the PDAs via the SCS. The Assessment may additionally assist the Potential
PDA5 by identifying strategies and policies to facilitate plan implementation.
Assessment Approach

The information to be used in the PDA Assessment has been
gathered from our local government partners through one-on-one
meetings with local city staff and an extensive survey. This information
will be complemented by data from other sources, such as the U.S.
Census. The assessment is organized around four main topics related
to future development in the Planned PDAs:
• The Growth Potential assessment looks at amount
and type of growth planned in the PDAs.
• The Need assessment evaluates the amount of types of funding
that the PDAs need to achieve their
desired growth. It also identifies policy
changes needed to support growth in the PDAs.
• The Readiness assessment will gauge which PDAs are ready for
higher-density, transit-oriented development. This analysis will focus
on funding needs, entitlement process, transit capacity and
c connectivity, community support, and implementation feasibility.
• The Completeness assessment evaluates local plans and
community characteristics to determine the
extent to which PDAs are poised to
become complete communities. This analysis focuses on housing choices, multimodal access and mobility, and neighborhood identity and vitality.
We request the final report also include the following information for each
PDA, to the extent not already contemplated in the September 2010 memo:
Allowed residential density range
• Allowed job/employment density range
• Environmental review status: Can the planned housing and jobs
(including at the maximum allowable density) be constructed without
additional environmental review? If not, what specific type of additional
environmental review is necessary?
Can the planned housing and jobs (including at the maximum allowable
density) be constructed without any additional “legislative” land use
approvals (general plan, specific plan, rezoning, PUD zoning)? If not,
what legislative land use approvals are necessary?
Total cost of planned infrastructure
• Cost of planned infrastructure/housing unit based on mid-range of allowable
density
• Does the PDA assume redevelopment funding as part of its financing? If so, how
much?
How much of this funding has been eliminated with the shut down of RDAs?
• What is the total public cost necessary to make the PDA economically feasible?*

12

*When the business caucus met with agency staff and the agencies’ economic consultant to
develop the Economy Performance Target, the economic consultant stated that the scenario
assessments would require these public costs to be accounted for in order to assess each
scenario’s progress toward meeting the Economy Performance Target accurately. The
consultant stated that since the PDAs are planner/local public sector driven, rather than
landowner/developer/market proposals, there will be public subsidy dri costs necessarily
incurred with each tested scenario, in contradistinction to a trend/market driven scenario,
and these costs must be internalized and captured for each scenario being considered.
C:\Temp\XPgrpwise\ATTACHMENTA_Bay Area Business Final 03271 2_2_kk_1 .doc
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BAY AREA BUSINESS COALITION
Questions on Sustainable Communities Strategy
April 11, 2012

Process
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

There does not seem to have been an analysis done for a “trend” land use scenario. Disparate
stakeholder groups specifically requested a trend scenario be modeled last summer in the same
manner as the other scenarios. Are there plans to conduct such an analysis? See Attachment A
response # 13
According to analysis done about a year ago by agency staff, the Current Regional Plans would
reduce GHG by up to 10% by 2035 (attached). How does the CRPs GHG reductions compare
to the expected GHG reductions under the DPS (Draft Preferred Scenario)? Please explain how
Current Regional Plans performed better than Core Concentration and Focused Growth despite
the fact the latter had the benefit of almost $40 billion in additional assumed transit
improvements for which there is no funding. See Attachment A response # 9
The agencies have declared that the Jobs-Housing Draft Preferred Scenario is reasonable and
in compliance with federal planning requirements. Can you explain further how the agencies
determined the scenarios comply with federal reasonableness requirements? Has a formal
analysis been prepared? See Attachment A response # 18; the Draft Jobs-Housing
Connection report, which is currently being revised, is the formal land use analysis.
The Bay Area is a nonattainment area and as part of the Clean Air Act conformity process must
consult with federal agencies about the reasonableness of the land use projections in the
RTP/SCA. Can you please provide a description of that process, including the agencies
involved, the relevant officials from each agency, and a timeline of meetings/events. See
Attachment A response # 18
Have you reviewed the EIR’s prepared for the SANDAG and SCAG RTP/SCSs? How do you
anticipate the Bay Area’s approach to compare to theirs? See Attachment A response # 41

(Thnsishnr.v with inmily idnptd (3nernl Plnn

6.

7.

8.

The Plan Bay Area Process & Timeline flowchart (attached)identifies as part of Step5
“Compare options to existing local policies (ABAG)”. Has ABAG conducted this comparison
of the Draft Preferred Scenario against “existing local policies”? What is considered included
in “existing local policies”? See Attachment A response # 19
The Sept.1, 2011 Memo “Alternative Land Use Scenarios” indicates that the 3 scenarios “do
not yet include input from local jurisdictions or analysis of land constraints, industrial cluster
support, or public and private investments. This input and analysis will be essential to develop
the employment distribution for the Preferred Scenario.” Has this input and analysis been
conducted for the Draft Preferred Scenario? See Attachment A response # 19
What do you envision will be the process used to determine whether an individual proposed
project is consistent with the SCS? What agency do you envision making the consistency
determination? See Attachment A response # 37

Regional housing needs
9.

Does the Draft Preferred Scenario scenarios accommodate 100% of the region’s forecasted
housing need? In the agencies’ opinion, does SB375 require the SCS to identify sufficient
areas for housing to meet the region’s entire projected housing need so that if the housing
were built there would be no in-commuting from other regions? Does it require at least a
reduction in current levels of in-commuting? If not, do you believe the adopted SCS should
do one or the other as a discretionary policy matter? See Attachment A response # 25
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Density
10. The materials the agencies regularly distribute describing the PDA place types do not include
densities. The place types come from the 2007 Station Area Planning Manual. The Manual
does identify densities for each place type. The densities range from 20/acre to 300/acre. The
Draft Preferred Scenario projects 75% of new housing units will be in PDAs.
a. Will the SCS specify density projections within respective PDAs?
b. How do projections for housing units within PDAs compare to existing General Plan designations
for the areas covered by each PDA? See Attachment A response # 26
11. How does the Draft Preferred Scenario address the remaining new growth not
projected to be accommodated in PDAs? See Attachment A response # 25
12. At the outset of the SCS process, the agencies suggested that it was reasonable to base the SCS
on PDAs accommodating 50% of the region’s projected growth. Can you explain further why
the agencies determined that it was appropriate to move to7O% (75% for housing)? See
Attachment A response # 26; upon further review, ABAG determined that some PDAs could
accommodate higher densities. In addition there are approximately 60 PDAs that have been
nominated by local governments and adopted by ABAG since the SCS process commenced.
Transportation funding
13. Under the Draft Preferred Scenario, how would the share of total future transportation
spending differ for each county as compared to the current RTP? See Attachment A response
#29
14. The Bay Area currently spends 2% of total transportation funding on the category Road
Expansion: ROy, HOT, ML; and 1% on Road Expansion: General Purpose. The
corresponding figures for the other regions are SCAG (20% I 5%), SANDAG (16% /
23%), SACOG (3% / 13%) (see attached document). Do you think the SCS should have
as a goal reducing the future share in the Bay Area to below the 2% and 1% figures? See
Attachment A response # 30

Regulatory burdens
15. In the context of defining “complete communities,” the workshop materials told participants (in
person and online) “New development (housing) and transportation investments need to be
carefully designed to maximize benefits for residents.” At the San Francisco workshop, agency
staff confirmed that this referred to existing residents. As examples of benefits, the materials
identified increased parks and open space through development impact fees and better schools
through school impact fees. Is it the agencies’ opinion that the creation of complete
communities depends fundamentally on requiring new housing projects to provide maximum
benefits to existing residents? See Attachment A response # 33
16. The Business Coalition’s comment letter on the initial One Bay Area (OBAG) proposal
suggested that examination ofjurisdictions’ efforts to identify and remove or mitigate policies
within its control that constrain housing development should be part of the criteria for
considering grant applications. The revised OBAG proposal does not include this proposal. We
believe it is very important that this issue be included in someway in the OBAG program. At
the very least it should be a part of the application process if only as an information item that
can be tracked over time. Will there be an opportunity to include this concept in the final
OBAG program? If not, can you please explain the agencies’ decision to remove it? See
Attachment A response # 36; the April 2012 revisions/recommendations are available on our
web page at: www.mtc.ca.gov/fundinglonebayarea
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Requests for Additional Information and Analysis
I.

Comparative Analysis of Scenarios

For the following land use scenarios: Jobs-Housing Concentration, Current Regional Plans, and T2035
Most Aggressive (one of the alternatives studied extensively in the current RTP*): using the same over all
jobs and housing numbers and the same level of transportation funding and other assumptions that
will be used for the Preferred Scenario: Information currently available for the DRAFT Jobs-Housing
Connection Scenario is outlined below. Current Regional Plans used different regional demographic
control totals; it also used an earlier version of our new travel model. The T2035 land-use forecast utilized
different regional control totals and our prior travel model.
El
El
El
El
El

The number of total new housing units for the region 660,000
The total number of new jobs in the region 1,119,918
The number of total new housing units for each local jurisdiction in the region
Please see the DRAFT Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario Report; March 9, 2012; Appendices pp 42-45
The total number of new jobs for each local jurisdiction
Please see the DRAFT Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario Report; March 9, 2012; Appendices pp 46-49
The number of new jobs categorized by job type for each local jurisdiction
Please see Attachment C

The following items will be provided shortly under separate cover in relation to the Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario
and the Current Regional Plans forecast.
El
El
El
El

The average overall job density for the projected new jobs in the region
The average job density for new jobs for each local jurisdiction
The average overall residential density for the projected new housing development in the region
The average overall residential density for the projected new housing development in each local
jurisdiction

The following analysis is underway for the preferred scenario and will be modeled for the Sustainable Communities
Strategy. However, it is important to note that the Sustainable Communities Strategy is not binding on local
jurisdictions. Local jurisdictions will determine whether or not the development pattern outlined in the SCS is
incorporated into their plans and zoning.
El
El
El
El
El
El

2.

The number and
The number and
The number and
sq. ft. lot size)
The number and
The number and
The number and

% of the region’s total new housing units that will be multi family
% of the region’s total new housing units that will be single-family
% of the region’s total new single housing units that will be “small lot” (<5,500
% of each jurisdiction’s new housing units that will be multi family
% of each jurisdiction’s new housing units that will be single-family
% of each jurisdiction’s new single-family housing units that will be “small lot”

Provide a final PDA status report.

The PDA Assessment involved multiple interviews with jurisdictional staff and substantial analysis related to planned
PDAs. Some of the analysis initially envisioned as part of a final report was incorporated into the development process
of the SCS including the development of a PDA place type framework for all Priority Development Areas; the selection
of place types by local jurisdictions for their respective PDAs based upon local PDA plans, growth capacity and
readiness as well as work done by staff and our consultant team to inform the Sustainable Communities Strategy as
well as analysis related to the development of the One Bay Area Grant. Please see Attachment C encompassing
reports that have been developed in relation to the PDA Assessment conducted in 2010 and consultant reports and
technical documents containing detailed information regarding the role of PDAs relative to employment and housing
growth.
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The staff memo distributed to the RPC in Sept. 2010 (Planned Priority Development Area Assessment
Planned Growth & Infrastructure Needs, attached) described the need for such an analysis and committed
to completing one:
—

The two primary goals of the PDA Assessment are to gain injbrmation about Planned PDAs in
order to help hasten development of these areas as complete communities and to support the
development of a realistic SCS. While all of the Planned PDAs have been proposed by local
jurisdictions committed to sustainable transit-oriented development through local plans, they vary
greatly in their visions of complete communities and readiness to produce new housing.
Using information primarily provided by local governments, the assessment will evaluate the scale
and type ofgrowth planned to occur in Planned PDAs, the strategies needed to ensure that this
growth results in complete communities, how ready local governments and communities are for
growth to occur, and the investments needed to make this growth a reality. The desired outcomes
of the assessment are to identify the PDAs most ready for implementation and growth potential,
identify policies and resources needed to support essential elements of complete communities, and
consider policies for prioritizing additional funding to the PDAs via the SCS. The Assessment
may additionally assist the Potential PDAs by identifying strategies and policies to facilitate plan
imnplementation.
See attached Table 4 prepared by CARB during the target setting process based on information provided
by MTC/ABAG.
TSee same Table.
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Assessment Approach
The information to be used in the FDA Assessment has been gatheredfrom our local government
partners through one-on-one meetings with local city staff and an extensive survey. This
Information will be complemented by data from other sources, such as the U.S. Census. The
assessment is organized aroundfour main topics related tofhture development in the Planned
PDAs:
o

The Growth Potential assessment looks at amount and type of growth planned in the
PDAs.

o

The Need assessment evaluates the amount of types offfunding that the PDAs need to
achieve their desired growth. It also identifies policy changes needed to support
growth in the PDAs.
The Readiness assessment will gauge which PDAs are ready for higher-density, transit
orien ted development. This analysis willfocus on funding needs, entitlement process,
transit capacity and connectivity, community support, and implementation feasibility.
The Completeness assessment evaluates local plans and community characteristics to
determine the extent to which PDAs are poised to become complete communities. This
analysis focuses on housing choices multi-modal access and mobility, and neighborhood
identity and vitality.

o

o

We request the final report also include the following information for each PDA, to the extent not already
contemplated in the September 2010 memo:
Many of the items outlined below and that were not addressed relative to planned PDAs as part of the
PDA Assessment work in 2010 will be considered in relation to policy development for Plan Bay Area.
We look forward to working collaboratively with the Bay Area Business Coalition to advance the
implementation of Plan Bay Area.
E
fl
D

The minimum and maximum residential density range.
Minimum and Maximum job/employment density range.
Environmental review status: Can the planned housing and jobs (including at the maximum
allowable density) be constructed without additional environmental review? If not, what specific
type of additional environmental review is necessary?

U
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D
D

without any additional “legislative” land use approvals (general plan, specific plan, rezoning, PUD
zoning)? If not, what legislative land use approvals are necessary?
Total cost of planned infrastructure.
Cost of planned infrastructure/housing unit based on mid-range of allowable density.
Does the PDA assume redevelopment funding as part of its financing? If so, how much? How
much of this funding has been eliminated with the shut-down of RDAs?
What is the total public cost necessary to make the PDA economically feasible?

When the business caucus met with agency staff and the agencies’ economic consultant to develop the
Economy Performance Target, the economic consultant stated that the scenario assessments would require
these public costs to be accounted for in order to assess each scenario’s progress toward meeting the
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Economy Performance Target accurately. The consultant stated that since the PDAs are planner/local
public sector driven, rather than landowner/developer/market proposals. there will be public subsidy costs
necessarily incurred with each tested scenario, in contradistinction to a trend/market driven scenario, and
these costs must be internalized and captured for each scenario being considered.
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Date Files:












Jobs-Housing Connection Employment Distribution Details_2.xls
Jobs-Housing Connection Employment Distribution Details_3.xls
Jobs-Housing Connection Employment Distribution Details_1_2.xls
Employment Distribution Patterns Presentation
Memo for Regional Advisory Working Group September 2010 final
Memo for Regional Advisory Working Group October 2010 final
Memo for Regional Advisory Working Group November 2010 final
CCSCE – Bay Area Job Growth to 2040
CCSCE – Regional Projections to 2040 Presentation
CTOD – Demographic Shift and Implications for TOD Housing Dem.
CTOD – Historic and Projected Employments Trends in the Bay Area

See: http://www.onebayarea.org/plan_bay_area/land_use_data.htm
Data compilation is still underway, most notably on housing mix. As this information becomes
available, we will post on this website.
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See 6 Wins comment and response letter #44.
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May 2, 2012

Ms. June Catalano
City Manager
City of Pleasant Hill
100 Gregory Lane
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523-3323
RE:

Comments on Plan Bay Area

Dear Ms. Catalano:
Thank you for your correspondence dated 4/16/2012 to our agencies concerning the Plan Bay Area
Jobs-Housing Scenario and Transportation Investment Strategy.
Your comments will be presented to ABAG and MTC board members. Since the inception of Plan
Bay Area, we have received numerous letters such as yours with detailed and thoughtful comments.
ABAG and MTC staffs will present recommendations on a Preferred Scenario at a joint MTC
Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee meeting on May 11, 2012.
Both agencies will meet jointly again on May 17 to approve a final Preferred Scenario. This will
provide the basis for a draft Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) which will undergo an
environmental assessment through the remainder of the calendar year. The draft SCS will be
released at the end of this year, with adoption of a final SCS slated for April 2013.
We appreciate your concerns and suggestions. The outcome of this major planning effort will be
better thanks to your participation.
Sincerely,
Doug Kimsey
Planning Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Kenneth Kirkey
Planning Director
Association of Bay Area Governments
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Bay Point BART Station Area PDA Growth Potential
General Plan Land Use Designation
SL (Single Family Residential - Low)
1.0 - 2.9 Units per Net Acre

SH (Single Family Residential - High)
5.0 - 7.2 Units per Net Acre

ML (Multiple Family Residential - Low)
7.3 - 11.9 Units per Net Acre

MM (Multiple Family Residential - Medium)
12.0 - 20.9 Units per Net Acre
MH (Multiple Family Residential - High)
21.0 - 29.9 Units per Net Acre
M-4 (Willow Pass Road Mixed Use)

M-5 (Willow Pass Road Commercial Mixed Use)

#20

SCS Proposed Housing Growth: 3,976
Maximum Build Out based on General Plan Land Use Designation: 2,292
Vacant and Underutilized Buildout: 592
Contra Costa County Esimated Housing Growth: 616
Pittsburg/Bay Point PDA
Gross Acres: 335.5
Net Acres: 249

Vacant or Underutlized Property
Est. 32.5 acres
If projected develop is to occur
on existing vacant and underutlized
sites, the density would exceed
100 units/acre

M-6 (Bay Point Residential Mixed Use)
M-7 (Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station Mixed Use)
CO (Commercial)
LI (Light Industry)
HI (Heavy Industry)
PS (Public/Semi-Public)
PR (Parks and Recreation)

General Plan Build Out
Excludes this site,
It is land locked and has
an agricultural easement
that restricts development
If developed, 143 units

City of Pittsburg
Pittsburg/Bay Point Station Area PDA
Esimated Units: 1,150

P i t t s b u r g
Orbisonia Heights Former Redevelopment Project:
Planned Units: 325 units at 65 units/acre (requires an estimated $25 million subsidy to implement)
Most Feasible Development Scenario: 96 Units (requires $7.5 million subsidy)
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Orbisonia Heights Site, Contra Costa County
Limited Market Study
Date: October 24, 2010
Prepared for

Contra Costa County Redevelopment Agency

Urban Land Institute
Young Leader Mentor Group 2010
Patrick Devinger
Peter Maclennan
Daniel Perl
Lisa Vilhauer
Matt Weber
Mentor – Charles A. Long

#20
October 24, 2010

Maureen Toms, AICP
Department of Conservation and Development
Redevelopment Agency
2530 Arnold Drive, Suite 190
Martinez CA 94553

SUBJECT:

Limited Market Study
Orbisonia Heights Site
Bay Point, Contra Costa County, CA

Dear Ms. Toms:

We are please to present to you our findings regarding the 7.6 Acre Orbisonia Heights site located
at the northeast corner of Bailey Road and W. Leland Road, within the Bay Point Community in
Unincorporated Contra Costa County, under the jurisdiction of the Contra Costa County
Redevelopment Agency. The purpose of this report is to present you with a current snapshot of
market fundamentals as they relate to the broader feasibility of the project site, as well as to
provide you with a range of cost feasible metrics upon market recovery. In addition, we have
provided a brief overview of the potential project alternatives based on discussions with various
market participants.
Our findings are outlined in the following format:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Market Overview
Land Residual Analysis
Cost Feasibility Analysis
Potential Alternatives
Recommendations

We are happy to discuss our findings in greater detail. Thank you again for the opportunity to
provide our assistance on this assignment.
Best regards,

Patrick Devinger
Peter Maclennan
Daniel Perl
Lisa Vilhauer
Matt Weber

ULI – YLG Orbisonia Findings

Page 2

10/24/2010

A. MARKET INFORMATION
The following bullet points illustrate the primary demographic considerations within a three-mile
radius of the subject site, which is considered the primary trade area of the location including the
communities of Bay Point and Pittsburg. The information was provided by Claritas and the traffic
counts were provided by Site to do Business.
Population – Estimated at 63,000 and expected to grow roughly 1.5% annually over the next 5
years.
Housing Tenure (2010)– 65% Owner Occupied, 35% Renter
Household Income (2010) – Average = $74,000, Median = $63,408
Resident Age (2000) – Average = 31, Median = 30
Workforce Type (2000) – White collar = 51%, Blue collar = 27%, Service/Farm = 22%
Traffic Counts - - 26,186 VPD at Bailey Rd. and Hwy 4 (South Side)
- 14,200 VPD at the NE corner of Bailey and W. Leland Rd

It is noted that average and median incomes are lower than those within a 5-mile radius, which
are reported at $83,000 and $68,000 respectively. Housing tenure reflects strong owner
occupancy trends and the local workforce reflects a predominantly white collar base. The area is
known for its affordable housing options within the region, which is generally consistent with
demographic trends illustrated above. It should also be noted that the California Employment
Development Department (EDD) reported unemployment for Contra Costa County at 11.3% as of
August 2010, which is compared to 12.4% for the State of California as a whole.
As illustrated above, the site has strong visibility benefitting from its location at the south east
corner of the Bailey Road and Hwy 4 interchange. The site’s exposure is considered excellent and
any development on the site will need to address potential traffic impacts as well as accessibility.
Retail/Office Submarket Trends as of 2Q 2010 – Hwy 4 Submarket
The subject’s site is located within the Hwy 4 Submarket as tracked by CoStar, which includes
the Antioch/Pittsburg, Brentwood and Martinez/Pacheco submarkets. Trends available as of
Second Quarter 2010, are as follows:
HWY 4 SUBMARKET TRENDS RETAIL/OFFICE

Retail
Office

Total Market
Total
Vacancy 12 mo. Asking Rent
Size (SF)
Vacancy %
change (%)
($/SF/Mo.)
15,020,309
7.0%
12.9%
$1.54 NNN
4,107,015

9.0%

45.2%

$1.62 FSG

Rent 12 mo. Capitalization Rate
change (%)
Conclusions
-27.5%
8.00%
-11.0%

8.00%

Source: CoStar 2Q10 Market Report

As illustrated in the table above, both the office and retail submarkets have witnessed significant
deterioration over the previous 12-month period, which is primarily due to the further market
deterioration associated with the housing related recession that began in Fourth Quarter 2007. In
general, while further negative trends may be witnessed in the near-term within the Subject’s
submarket, the majority of market participants report that fundamentals have begun to stabilize,
though a recovery is highly dependant on sustained job creation and increased consumer and
investor confidence.
ULI - YLG Orbisonia Findings
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Apartment Submarket Trends as of 1Q 2010 – Concord/Martinez
Apartment market statistics for the subject’s submarket are tracked by REIS, which includes the
subject’s Pittsburg market within the larger Concord/Martinez submarket. The following table
illustrates trends for the Apartment market as follows:
CONCORD/MARTINEZ SUBMARKET TRENDS APARTMENT
Total Market
Total
Vacancy 12 mo.
Effective
Rent 12 mo. Capitalization
Size (units) Vacancy %
change (%)
Rent ($/Mo.) change (%) Rate Conclusions
Multifamily

19,119

4.5%

4.65%

-4.3%

$1,121

6.50%

Source: REIS

In addition, we have provided the following market information regarding the most recently
constructed Class A project in the subject’s submarket, the San Marcos Villas, located
approximately 1.2 miles away. As outlined below, San Marcos Villas were constructed in 2009
and consist of 330 units. As of First Quarter 2010, vacancy at the project was reportedly 13.0%,
with an average asking rate of $1,571 per month.
SAN MARCOS VILLAS - MARKET DATA AS OF FIRST QUARTER 2010
Project

San Marcos Villas

Avg. Asking Rent/Unit

$1,571

Address

2000 Villa Drive, Pittsburg

Vacancy Rate

13.0%

Reis Submarket

Concord/Martinez
Studio

1BR

2BR

3BR

Current Asking Rent/Unit

N/A

$1,395

$1,723

N/A

Unit Size (SF)
Current Asking Rent/SF

N/A
N/A

810
$1.72

1091
$1.58

N/A
N/A

Source: Reis, Inc.; As of March 31, 2010

The San Marcos Villas project is reflective of new Class A product, with in-unit washer/dryers,
granite counters, 2-tone paint, Jacuzzi style tubs and various community amenities. We contacted
the leasing team at San Marcos Villas, which reported that the property was approximately 92%
occupied as of July 2010. However, it was indicated that while the repercussions from short
sales/foreclosures in the area were having a positive impact on leasing activity as people exited
the ownership market for the rental market, continued job losses were resulting in a higher than
expected attrition rate, with 11-move outs reported at the time.
SFR New Home For-Sale Market Trends – 2Q 2010
The following discussion reflects the trends for the new home sale market as reported by Hanley
Wood, as of Second Quarter 2010. The Orbisonia Heights Site is located in the Contra Costa East
Submarket, which includes Antioch, Bay Point, Brentwood, Discovery Bay, Oakley and
Pittsburg. The following table outlines median pricing for detached housing as well as total sales
volumes including detached and attached product for Second Quarter 2010, as well as over the
last four quarters throughout the Bay Area.
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At $372,250, the Contra Costa East submarket reflects the lowest median detached base price for
all areas within the Bay Area with the exception of Solano County. The median price per square
foot for Contra Costa East at $142 is well below the Bay Area median, and well below Contra
Costa Central and West. Absorption as of Second Quarter was strongest within the subject’s
submarket as compared to Contra Costa Central and West submarkets. The median reported home
size as of Second Quarter 2010 is 2,621 square feet. The lower median pricing and stronger
absorption is generally reflective given the subject site’s new home market is oriented toward
starter homes and there are fewer barriers to entry as compared to the rest of Contra Costa
County.
While there is no current data for attached home pricing, as there is no attached product current
selling in the market per Hanley Wood, pricing as of one year prior in Second Quarter 2009 was
roughly $182/SF for attached product, with a median sale price of $421,500 and a median square
footage of 2,291 square feet.
Quarterly New SFR Inventory Trends - 2Q 2010
The following tables outline the quarterly inventory trends for both detached and attached product
in the Contra Costa and Alameda submarkets. It is noted that a deceleration in sale activity has
been witnessed across the Bay Area, which coincides with the expiration of Federal and State tax
credits and new-home buyer incentives.
Quarterly SFR Detached Sale Trends (April-10 through June-10)
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Quarterly SFR Attached Sale Trends (April-10 through June-10)

Orbisonia Heights MLS Re-sale Market Summary - Attached
Within a two mile radius of the Orbisonia Heights project 62 “Duet”, “Condo”, and “Townhouse”
units were sold via the EBRD MLS between October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2010. The mean
sales price across all product types was $96,400 per unit or $93 per square foot.
The mean sales price for Duet housing was $114,200 per unit. While the mean sales price for
Condominium product within a two mile radius was $67,800 per unit. Townhouse product sold
for a mean price of $105,400 per unit.
As of September 30, 2010 there were 17 active and pending multi-family units within a two mile
radius. Eleven units are pending close and 6 are actively on the market. The mean listing price for
active units is $105,100 per unit or $103 per square foot. The mean price for pending units is
$85,300 per unit or $88 per square foot.
Orbisonia Heights MLS Re-sale Market Summary - Detached
In the community of Bay Point and within a one mile radius of the subject property, 75 singlefamily homes were sold via the EBRD MLS between October 1, 2009 and September 30, 2010.
The mean sales price was $142,500 or $106 per square foot.
Market Information Summary
Based on the preceding, there is limited demand for office, retail, apartment, and for sale
residential in the current market at the subject site. Near term development of the project site is
considered infeasible as current market values are well below replacement cost, which will be
illustrated in the following land residual analysis. In addition, discussions with market
participants familiar with the subject’s location indicated that even under stronger market
conditions, the subject site is not suitable for significant commercial or retail development based
on the tenant demand within the area.
One new project currently selling in the market is Vidrio, located in Downtown Pittsburg, which
represents a foreclosure that was taken over by the City of Pittsburg and represents a substantial
city investment. Reportedly, sales are strong with pricing for 3 bedrooms 2 bath units around
$198,000. Overall, the residential re-sale market is underperforming the new for-sale product in
the current market based on price per square foot. It is noted that many of the residential re-sales
reflect distressed transactions, which has a lower impact on the overall pricing.
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LAND RESIDUAL ANALYSIS
The Orbisonia Heights Site has a General Plan designation of Residential Mixed Use Bay Point
(M-6), and the development goals as outlined in the RFQ, dated August 2005, are to “encourage
a moderately high density, unified residential development which takes advantage of the area’s
close proximity to both the BART Station and Ambrose Park.” The RFQ reflects a development
program for the site including “40,000 square feet of commercial space, with frontage on Bailey
Road or within a plaza, plus 325 residential units based on a density of 65 dwelling units per
acre.” It is noted that development intensity for the site is specified to be no less and 40 dwelling
units per acre, which is permitted by the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station Area Specific Plan.
To provide a current indication of the Orbisonia Heights Site value from a potential development
perspective, we have performed a rough residual land analysis based on various development
scenarios, which rely on current market oriented assumptions for pricing, cost, return, etc. First
we test the current feasibility of the preferred development program as outlined in the RFQ. We
then provide two additional scenarios, each testing reduced degrees of density without any
commercial component. The development scenarios are outlined as follows:
Scenario I – 325 podium residential units; 40,000 SF of commercial.
Scenario II – 205 townhome units. No commercial.
Scenario III – 96 SFR detached. No commercial.
As will be illustrated in the models that follow, the residual land value is negative under each
scenario, indicating that without substantial subsidy, near-term project feasibility at the Orbisonia
Heights Site is highly unlikely, which is largely due to the deterioration of market fundamentals
over the past 2-3 years. It is noted that a direct correlation exists between the level of density and
cost feasibility, whereby as density decreases, achievable sale pricing increases and overall
development costs decrease, resulting in a greater return to the investor/developer.
Based on the preceding discussion, we have used the following market assumptions in our
analysis to arrive at an indication of the land residual based on the current market conditions,
which are generally supported by discussions with various market participants.
PROFORMA ASSUMPTIONS
Project Income Assumptions
Market Rate For Sale Attached ($/SF)

$125

Market Rate For Sale Detached ($/SF)

$150

Affordable Housing ($/SF)

$125

Cap rate (%)

7.0%

Market Rent NNN ($/SF/YR)
Project Cost Assumptions
Podium Residential Building Costs ($/SF)

$150

Townhome Residential Building Costs ($/SF)

$110

Single Family Residential Costs ($/SF)
Commercial Building Costs ($/SF)
Site Development ($/SF)

$90
$150
$20

Podium Parking Stall

$25,000

Development Fees ($/Unit)

$40,000

Condominium Insurance ($/Unit)
1

ULI - YLG Orbisonia Findings
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RFP Preferred - Scenario I Podium
1
2
3

LAND AREA
All parcels

Acres
7.60

4

TOTAL

5

DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND PROJECT VALUE
RESIDENTIAL
Units
Square Feet
Market Rate #1 1BR/1.5 BA
126
850
Market Rate #2 2BR/2.5 BA
150
1,100
Affordable townhomes
49
1,100
Halls and lobbies
15%
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL
325
374,584
COMMERCIAL
Square Feet
Ground Floor retail
40,000

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

7.60

SF
331,056
331,056

$/sf
$125
$125
$125

Total Price Total Value
$106,250 $13,387,500
$137,500 $20,625,000
$137,500
$6,703,125

NNN $/sf
$21

$40,715,625
NOI
Total Value
$781,200 $11,160,000

14
15
16
17
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cap Rate=
TOTAL COMMERCIAL
TOTAL PROJECT VALUE
PROJECT COSTS
Construction costs
Residential Building Costs
Commercial Building Costs
Site Development
Parking
Total Construction Costs

7.0%
40,000
414,584

TOTAL
Square Feet
374,584
40,000
331,056

31
32

Supported investment

@

33

RESIDUAL LAND VALUATION
Residual land Value
$/acre
$/sf
$/Unit

25
26
27
28
29
30

34
35
36
37
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$/stall

Parking stalls

$150
$150
$20
325

$25,000

325

Fee/unit
$40,000
$3,250

Units

%

24

$/sf

Per unit costs
Development Fees
Condominium Insurance
Total per unit costs
Soft Costs
Design
Marketing
Construction management
Finance (Based on construction
and absorption period)
Taxes
Contingency
Total Soft Costs
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

23

$11,160,000
$51,875,625

4.5% Applied to construction only
5.0% Applied to total project value
4.0% Applied to construction only
8.5% Applied to 60% of construction and per unit
1.0% Applied to construction and per unit
10.0% Applied to construction and per unit

20%

Hurdle Rate

$56,187,563
$6,000,000
$6,621,120
$8,125,000
$76,933,683

$12,990,000
$0
$12,990,000

$3,462,016
$2,593,781
$3,077,347
$4,586,108
$899,237
$8,992,368
$23,610,857
$113,534,540
$43,229,688

-$70,304,852
-$9,250,638
-$212.37
-$216,489
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Townhome - Scenario II
1
2

LAND AREA
All parcels

Acres
7.60

SF
331,056

3
4

TOTAL

5

DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND PROJECT VALUE
RESIDENTIAL
Units
Square Feet
Market Rate Townhomes
205
1,400
Halls and lobbies
0%
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL
205
287,000
COMMERCIAL
Square Feet
Ground Floor retail
0

6
7
10
11
12
13

7.60

331,056

$/sf
$125

NNN $/sf

Total Price Total Value
$175,000 $35,875,000

NOI
$0

$35,875,000
Total Value
$0
$0

14
15
16
17
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cap Rate=
TOTAL COMMERCIAL
TOTAL PROJECT VALUE
PROJECT COSTS
Construction costs
Residential Building Costs
Commercial Building Costs
Site Development
Parking
Total Construction Costs

7.0%
0
287,000

TOTAL
Square Feet
287,000
0
331,056

31
32

Supported investment

@

33

RESIDUAL LAND VALUATION
Residual land Value
$/acre
$/sf
$/Unit

25
26
27
28
29
30

34
35
36
37
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$/stall

Parking stalls

$110
$0
$20
0

$0

205
205

Fee/unit
$40,000
$3,250

Units

%

24

$/sf

Per unit costs
Development Fees
Condominium Insurance
Total per unit costs
Soft Costs
Design
Marketing
Construction management
Finance (Based on construction
and absorption period)
Taxes
Contingency
Total Soft Costs
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

23

$0
$35,875,000

4.5% Applied to construction only
5.0% Applied to total project value
4.0% Applied to construction only
8.5% Applied to 60% of construction and per unit
1.0% Applied to construction and per unit
10.0% Applied to construction and per unit

20%

Hurdle Rate

$31,570,000
$0
$6,621,120
$0
$38,191,120

$8,200,000
$666,250
$8,866,250

$1,718,600
$1,793,750
$1,527,645
$2,399,926
$470,574
$4,705,737
$12,616,232
$59,673,602
$29,895,833

-$29,777,768
-$3,918,127
-$89.95
-$145,257

Page 9

#20

10/24/2010
SFR - Scenario III
1
2

LAND AREA
All parcels

Acres
7.60

SF
331,056

3
4

TOTAL

5

DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND PROJECT VALUE
RESIDENTIAL
Units
Square Feet
Market Rate SFR
96
1,800
Halls and lobbies
0%
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL
96
172,800
COMMERCIAL
Square Feet
Ground Floor retail
0

6
7
10
11
12
13

7.60

331,056

$/sf
$150

NNN $/sf

Total Price
$270,000

Total Value
$25,920,000

NOI

$25,920,000
Total Value
$0

$0

$0

14
15
16
17
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cap Rate=
TOTAL COMMERCIAL
TOTAL PROJECT VALUE
PROJECT COSTS
Construction costs
Residential Building Costs
Commercial Building Costs
Site Development
Parking
Total Construction Costs

7.0%
0
172,800

TOTAL
Square Feet
172,800
0
331,056

Units
96
96

31
32

Supported investment

@

33

RESIDUAL LAND VALUATION
Residual land Value
$/acre
$/sf
$/Unit

25
26
27
28
29
30

34
35
36
37
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$/stall

Parking stalls

$90
$0
$20

Per unit costs
Development Fees
Condominium Insurance
Total per unit costs
%

24

$/sf

0

Soft Costs
Design
Marketing
Construction management
Finance (Based on construction
and absorption period)
Taxes
Contingency
Total Soft Costs
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

23

$0
$25,920,000

$0

Fee/unit
$40,000

4.5% Applied to construction only
5.0% Applied to total project value
4.0% Applied to construction only
8.5% Applied to 60% of construction and per unit
1.0% Applied to construction and per unit
10.0% Applied to construction and per unit

20%

Hurdle Rate

$15,552,000
$0
$6,621,120
$0
$22,173,120

$3,840,000
$0
$3,840,000

$997,790
$1,296,000
$886,925
$1,326,669
$260,131
$2,601,312
$7,368,828
$33,381,948
$21,600,000

-$11,781,948
-$1,550,256
-$35.59
-$122,729
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B. COST FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
At your request, we have provided the following analysis of cost feasibility pricing levels for the
Orbisonia Heights site. The following conclusions are based on the preferred development
scenario per the original RFQ, reflecting Scenario I above. Utilizing the previous construction
costs assumptions, the following table illustrates the cost feasible sale pricing, commercial/retail
rents and applicable cap rate necessary to arrive at a positive land residual value.
COST FEASIBLE PRICING INDICATIONS
Project Income Assumptions
For Sale Attached ($/SF)

$390

Affordable Housing ($/SF)

$210

Cap rate (%)

5.0%

Market Rent NNN ($/SF/YR)

$36

As outlined above, there is a significant disparity between the current market pricing and the cost
feasible market pricing necessary to arrive at a positive land residual value. While an in-depth
cost analysis may result in reduced hard and soft cost estimates that would allow for lower
pricing, our cost estimates for the podium product are generally in line with similar construction
budgets for projects of a similar density, at $218/SF per saleable square foot of residential
product. After considering development fees and other soft costs, cost feasible pricing at this level
for attached housing may not be attainable in the market in the mid- to long-term, and would have
to be offset by stronger financial components of the project. Overall, higher density podium
construction has a prohibitive impact on project feasibility due to supplying the required parking.
The table on the following page illustrates the residual value calculation for the preferred
development scenario based on cost feasible pricing.
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RFP Preferred - Scenario I (COST FEASIBLE)
1
2

LAND AREA
All parcels

Acres
7.60

SF
331,056

3
4

TOTAL

5

DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND PROJECT VALUE
RESIDENTIAL
Units
Square Feet
Market Rate #1 1BR/1.5 BA
126
850
Market Rate #2 2BR/2.5 BA
150
1,100
Affordable townhomes
49
1,100
Halls and lobbies
15%
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL
325
374,584
COMMERCIAL
Square Feet
Ground Floor retail
40,000

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

7.60

331,056

$/sf
$390
$390
$210

Total Price Total Value
$331,500 $41,769,000
$429,000 $64,350,000
$231,000 $11,261,250

NNN $/sf
$36

$117,380,250
NOI
Total Value
$1,339,200 $26,784,000

14
15
16
17
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cap Rate=
TOTAL COMMERCIAL
TOTAL PROJECT VALUE
PROJECT COSTS
Construction costs
Residential Building Costs
Commercial Building Costs
Site Development
Parking
Total Construction Costs

5.0%
40,000
414,584

TOTAL
Square Feet
374,584
40,000
331,056

31
32

Supported investment

@

33

RESIDUAL LAND VALUATION
Residual land Value
$/acre
$/sf
$/Unit

25
26
27
28
29
30

34
35
36
37
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$/stall

Parking stalls

$150
$150
$20
325

$25,000

325
325

Fee/unit
$40,000
$3,250

Units

%

24

$/sf

Per unit costs
Development Fees
Condominium Insurance
Total per unit costs
Soft Costs
Design
Marketing
Construction management
Finance (Based on construction
and absorption period)
Taxes
Contingency
Total Soft Costs
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

23

$26,784,000
$144,164,250

4.5% Applied to construction only
5.0% Applied to total project value
4.0% Applied to construction only
8.5% Applied to 60% of construction and per unit
1.0% Applied to construction and per unit
10.0% Applied to construction and per unit

20%

Hurdle Rate

$56,187,563
$6,000,000
$6,621,120
$8,125,000
$76,933,683

$12,990,000
$1,055,438
$14,045,438

$3,462,016
$7,208,213
$3,077,347
$4,639,935
$909,791
$9,097,912
$28,395,214
$119,374,334
$120,136,875

$762,541
$100,334
$2.30
$2,348
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C. POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES
As illustrated in our land residual analysis, current market rents for residential, retail, and office
product does not cover the costs of new development. The development scenarios shown earlier
in this report all highlight a negative residual land value, which would require additional subsidy
from the Redevelopment Agency to try to entice a developer to pursue a project. While the vision
for the site as laid out in the specific plan could have been successful executed at the top of the
market, the vision is no longer in line with market fundamentals in the short- to mid-term. As
such, the vision may need to be revisited to allow exploration of alternate uses.
We have explored several alternate uses for the site. One such option could be the use of the site
on an interim basis while the market recovers (i.e. overflow parking lot for BART patrons).
Another alternative use could include build-to-suit development for a pre-identified tenant (i.e.
Medical Office). Identification of a tenant, office or otherwise, would lower the market risk of
development, and because a Medical Office tenant would presumably sign a long term lease, the
vacancy risk would be reduced. Additionally, a Medical Office tenant would have specialized
build-out requirements, which could limit the competition with existing buildings unable to meet
the specialized build-out requirements. Also, given recent Federal health reform, additional
funding sources may be available to cover some of the development costs of a Medical Office
product. Both of these scenarios would require further analysis to determine their feasibility.
Other alternate development scenarios worth considering, as identified in our discussions with
market participants, could include the development of a new public, charter, or private high
school on the site. Given the proximity to Ambrose Park, which has a pool and other facilitates
that a school could take advantage of, and the fact that Bay Point lacks its own public high
school, development of a new high school may be worth exploring. While a school use does not
produce taxable sales revenues as a retailer would, it does help activate the street, bring vibrancy
to the area, and could meet a greater needs of the community.
At any rate, market rents are at historical lows and are expected to increase in the mid- to longterm. As such, if current development was located on only a portion of the site, the balance of the
site could be developed at a future time when market conditions become more favorable and rents
are higher. This phased development approach could bring activity and to the site in the short
term without sacrificing the potential for future opportunities.
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D. RECOMMENDATIONS
As illustrated in the preceding analysis, project density plays a critical role in the feasibility of the
project reflecting a direct and meaningful relationship. As construction costs increase with
density, project feasible pricing is pushed beyond a range that is supportable in the market. This is
currently evidenced by the large disparity in the market by the Vidrio project in downtown
Pittsburg, which reportedly cost $30 million, or roughly $400,000 per unit to construct and is
currently selling for approximately $198,000 per unit. Accordingly, a higher density project on
the Orbisonia Heights Site will not be feasible without additional subsidy until pricing increases
substantially.
The limited barrier of entry for new single family detached home construction in the subject’s
immediate area should also be considered, as this presents a superior buying alternative for
potential home buyers in the market at a lower price point than higher density product. This is
largely the result of the substantially lower construction costs and the efficiencies afforded by the
production home builders.
Ultimately, the area demographics are such that population growth and future demand will
support development of the site upon a return to cost feasible levels for commercial, retail,
apartment, and for-sale residential product. Forecasting the length of time in which pricing
supports the desired level density is beyond the scope of this analysis, and would be highly
speculative under the current economic conditions.
Based on the preceding, it is our recommendation that the Contra Costa Redevelopment Agency
work toward creating more favorable project conditions or toward identifying a significant
user/tenant for the Orbisonia Heights project site to attract development in the near- to mid-term.
One area where this could be done is by mitigating project risks, real or perceived, associated
with entitlement and approval of the site. The Redevelopment Agency may consider coordinating
with the City of Pittsburg and respective governing agency for Ambrose Park toward presenting a
unified development concept for the Orbisonia Heights project. Another opportunity would be to
pursue a preliminary development plan for the site based on the preferred development scenario.
Having a plan in place that identifies a clear vision for the incorporation of Ambrose Park would
significantly eliminate potential development entitlement risk; this would also potentially serve as
a project catalyst and/or the opportunity for Ambrose Park to realize its potential as a significant
community amenity. The Agency might also consider reducing impact fees or other forms of
subsidy to incentivize development, including land contribution.
In addition, the Redevelopment Agency might leverage market knowledge to identify alternative
project partners, such as a regional public agency office user, non-profit such as the YMCA, or
alternative user that would be committed to operating at the site. With a significant user/tenant
secured, the marketing risk would be substantially reduced as having a project anchor would be
attractive to potential developers. Alternatively, the Agency might consider allowing conditional
uses under the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station Specific Plan, which would allow for
educational uses such as a charter high-school, or a larger concentration of commercial space,
should a large user such as a regional outpatient medical center be identified.
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#32
TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH
SAN MATEO COUNTY
Building & Planning Department

1600 Floribunda Avenue

(650) 375-7422

Hillsborough

April 20, 2012

Johnny Jaramillo
Regional Planner, ABAG
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Dear Mr. Jaramillo:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Jobs-Housing Connection
Scenario Report dated March 9, 2012. We truly appreciate the interactive nature of the
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) process.
We would like to commend the Report's acknowledgement of the need to protect
"unique neighborhood character" and the strategy of directing new development "away
from neighborhoods that are exclusively residential". As you likely know from previous
correspondence, Hillsborough is an exclusively single family residential community.
The Report acknowledges the appropriateness of multifamily housing in most effectively
providing housing for a range of incomes and household sizes, the need for future
housing and jobs to be next to transit, amenities and services, the bayside of the
Peninsula as being home to Fortune 500 headquarters, globally significant firms and
research entities and charming Town centers, that economic clusters support job
growth, and that downtown areas and transit-served neighborhoods are the primary
focus for growth in San Mateo County. Since Hillsborough has neither multi-family nor
commercial zoning districts (thereby not allowing businesses or Town centers within its
jurisdictional boundaries) and is not adjacent to a major transportation center, the
assumptions relating to jobs and housing growth in the Report would not be applicable
to the Town in terms of neighborhood characteristics and potential growth opportunities.
The bottom line is that significant housing growth in Hillsborough would not constitute
"smart growth" since the essential components/assumptions acknowledged in the
Report cannot exist within its boundaries.

#32
April 20, 2012
Johnny Jaramillo
Regional Planner, ABAG
Page -2-

The attached letters indicate the Town's position on projections within previous
iterations of the Initial Vision Scenario (IVS) and Draft SCS. Specifically, the existing
number of jobs within the past and subject reports does not accurately reflect
employment in Hillsborough. The 2009 Certified Hillsborough Housing Element
documents only 607 regular full-time jobs in Hillsborough. All other jobs are either
temporary or home based businesses, both of which are inappropriate to set housing
needs for.
The Report states that the regional growth pattern presented is
representative of key input from local jurisdictions reflecting local character and
aspirations. However, we believe that the subject Report does not yet reflect the Town
of Hillsborough's input.
We are strong supporters of the integrative regional approach to address the
jobs/housing issues, and believe we have successfully accomplished providing
affordable housing in a sustainable way while maintaining the essential character of our
neighborhood through our production of second units. However, the jobs and housing
projections presented in the subject Report have the potential to affect the unique
character of Hillsborough as a single family residential community over the long term.
We do understand that our community is particularly unique as there are only a handful
of communities in the entire State of California that have no commercial businesses.
We again welcome an opportunity for you to tour the Town as your schedule permits,
understand our uniqueness and our constraints and meet with us to answer any
questions you may have or discuss our comments further.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth S.R. Cullinan AICP
Director of Building and Planning
Town of Hillsborough
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May 3, 2012

Ms. Trudi Ryan
Planning Officer
City of Sunnyvale
P.O. Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087-3707
RE:

Comments on Plan Bay Area

Dear Ms. Ryan:
Thank you for your correspondence dated April 20, 2012 to Justin Fried concerning the Plan Bay
Area Jobs-Housing Scenario and Transportation Investment Strategy.
Your comments will be presented to ABAG and MTC board members. Since the inception of Plan
Bay Area, we have received numerous letters such as yours with detailed and thoughtful comments.
ABAG and MTC staffs will present recommendations on a Preferred Scenario at a joint MTC
Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee meeting on May 11, 2012.
Both agencies will meet jointly again on May 17 to approve a final Preferred Scenario. This will
provide the basis for a draft Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) which will undergo an
environmental assessment through the remainder of the calendar year. The draft SCS will be
released at the end of this year, with adoption of a final SCS slated for April 2013.
We appreciate your concerns and suggestions. The outcome of this major planning effort will be
better thanks to your participation.
Sincerely,
Doug Kimsey
Planning Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Kenneth Kirkey
Planning Director
Association of Bay Area Governments

#41

CITY OF SUNNYVALE
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

April 20, 2012
Justin Fried, Regional Planner, ABAG
Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer
Comments on ABAG “Jobs Housing Connection Scenario” updated March 9, 2012

Thank you for the detailed information on ABAG’s projections for growth in Jobs and Housing for the
period 2010-2040. We are pleased to provide feedback on this detail to assure that Sunnyvale’s planning
efforts are appropriately conveyed in regional planning efforts. We are generally comfortable with the total
employment and housing numbers for Sunnyvale and request only changes in the way those numbers
are distributed to our PDAs. The City of Sunnyvale is currently working on an update to the Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE) of the General Plan. We have evaluated the ABAG information in light of
the Draft LUTE that was developed by the Horizon 2035 Committee, a citizen’s advisory committee
selected by the Sunnyvale City Council. The Draft LUTE recommends a slightly more growth than the
current General Plan LUTE. The City of Sunnyvale City Council has taken no position on the draft LUTE.
Employment
ABAG estimates total 2010 employment in Sunnyvale as 74,610. This number is higher than the
employment numbers represented by Sunnyvale Business License data (about 54,000). It is reasonable
that the ABAG number is higher than our business license data because not all businesses require a
business license (e.g. certain financial institutions and government agencies—including: federal, state,
county, local and school districts) and not all businesses have obtained a license.
Based on business license information alone we believe the number of jobs in some of the PDA areas
should be adjusted. The following table shows requested corrections to the data from the Excel
spreadsheet “Jobs-Housing Connection Employment Distribution Details.” No change to the total
employment numbers is requested. Where the numbers are close we request no changes. These
corrections are essentially the same numbers used in the PDA applications for these areas. The
projections for 2040 are listed as “less than” as these are build-out numbers for the area; they should be
adjusted for the appropriate growth rate.
Housing Units
ABAG estimates 2040 housing units as 74,430. Sunnyvale is comfortable with this number as it is fairly
consistent with the draft LUTE build-out projection of 72,160 housing units. The total current and future
housing unit figures appear reasonable for Sunnyvale. We do have a few requested adjustments to the
spreadsheet “Jobs-Housing Connection Housing Distribution Details,” shown in the table below.

Comments on ABAG “Jobs Housing Connection Scenario” updated March 9, 2012
Page 2 of 3

City of Sunnyvale Jobs
PDA Name

2010

2040

Sunnyvale: Lawrence Station Transit Village

4,160

5,380

Sunnyvale: Downtown & Caltrain Station

3,750

5,610

Sunnyvale: El Camino Real Corridor*

13,190
5,000

17,790
<7,500

Sunnyvale: Moffett Park

11,420
27,600

16,010
<50,000

Sunnyvale: Peery Park

5,980
10,400

8,880
<20,100

Sunnyvale: East Sunnyvale

8,050
11,300

9,290
<6,300

Sunnyvale: Reamwood

3,050

3,870

Sunnyvale: Tasman Crossing

1,540

2,400
900

SUB-TOTAL PDA Employment

51,140
66,800

69,230
<102,060

NON-PDA Employment

23,470
7,810

25,620
<???

TOTAL Sunnyvale Employment

74,610

94,850

*Note: El Camino Real is a commercial corridor through Sunnyvale. Commercially zoned, planned and
developed properties are one parcel deep on both sides of El Camino Real. Adjacent properties
are planned, zoned and developed with residential uses. El Camino Real has a few properties
zoned for residential use only and permits mixed use in other areas, primarily the nodes. While
the VTA described corridor for El Camino Real indicates a half-mile wide corridor (quarter mile on
both sides) with the opportunity for mixed-use area, it is only the area that fronts on El Camino
Real that will have commercial and/or mixed uses. The other established residential areas are not
likely to change from their primarily single-family character.
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Comments on ABAG “Jobs Housing Connection Scenario” updated March 9, 2012
Page 3 of 3

City of Sunnyvale Housing Units
PDA Name

HU
2010

HU
2040

Lawrence Station Transit Village

1,657

4,166

Downtown & Caltrain Station

1,835

3,795

10,993
9,806

15,384
12,506

Moffett Park

15
0

15
0

Peery Park

125
0

125
0

1,019

4,270

0

493
338

1,439
1,739

3,248
3,469

SUB-TOTAL PDA Housing Units

14,414
16,056

31,497
28,544

NON-PDA Housing Units

39,316
37,674

42,933
45,886

TOTAL Sunnyvale Housing Units

53,730

74,430

El Camino Real Corridor*

East Sunnyvale ITR
Reamwood Light Rail Station
Tasman Station ITR

*Note: See note to above table

Again, thank you for accepting our requests for modifications to your data tables.
Please contact me if you have any questions,
Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer
City of Sunnyvale
P.O. Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087-3707
tryan@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us
408-730-7435
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April 25, 2012
BY ELECTRONIC MAIL
Adrienne Tissier, Chair, and Members
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Mark Luce, President/Chair, and Members
ABAG Executive Board and Administrative Committee
Re:

Recommendations for Realizing the Promise of Plan Bay Area

Dear Chairs, Commissioners, and Members:
The undersigned organizations represent economic justice, public health, housing,
environmental justice, transportation, faith, and environmental interests. 1 Like you, we
believe in the value of regional planning. When designed fairly to meet the needs of all
residents, regional planning holds great promise for a healthier, more economically
prosperous, and socially equitable Bay Area.
We commend you for the steps you have taken to improve the planning process — for
example, agreeing to analyze the equity impacts of alternative scenarios before selecting a
preferred scenario and to measure the performance of proposed projects before making
investment decisions. However, as adoption of the Plan Bay Area 2 preferred scenario draws
near, it does not appear that these analyses are adequately informing the plan. We urge you
to take the critical steps necessary (detailed below and in Attachment A) to devise a
plan that meets the environmental, economic and equity goals — the “three E’s” — that are
vital to the region’s future.
So far, Plan Bay Area has fallen short on each of the three E’s. According to MTC and
ABAG’s own analyses, each of the alternative scenarios studied fails to meet greenhouse gas
(GHG) reduction goals, exacerbates inequity and burdens on low-income households, and
under-performs economically. As many of you have noted in recent meetings, under each of
MTC/ABAG’s alternative scenarios:
•

The Bay Area will reduce GHG emissions by only 8–9%, falling well short of the
Bay Area’s 15% target under SB 375. 3 Even this level of GHG reduction was
premised on a scenario that increased transit service around PDAs, which staff
estimates would add $52.8 billion in operating expense to the RTP’s price tag.

Many of the undersigned are affiliated with the 6 Wins for Social Equity Network. The 6 Wins Network is a
group of more than 30 economic justice, faith, public health, and environmental organizations. More
information available at:
http://www.publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/6_wins_network_brochure.pdf.
1

Bay Area agencies’ joint efforts to integrate transportation and land use planning by developing a coordinated
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).
3 Plan Bay Area Scenario Analysis/Targets Scorecard, December 2011, available at:
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/ScenarioAnalysisOverview.pdf.
2

#44
•
•
•

By 2040, low-income households will be paying a staggering 84% or more of
their family budgets on housing and transportation costs alone. 4
The lack of adequate workforce housing will also hurt the economy, reducing
potential job-growth by more than 10% over the next 28 years. 5
30–40% of residents in low-income communities of color, most of which are
Priority Development Areas, will be at a high risk of being displaced from their
communities. 6 This flies in the face of one of the important Plan Bay Area
performance targets you adopted, which states that the SCS will “House 100% of
the region’s projected 25-year growth by income level (very-low, low, moderate,
above-moderate) without displacing current low-income residents.” (emphasis added)7

These are not the marks of an economically healthy or equitable plan, nor are they the marks
of a plan that will protect the climate.
Today, more than ever, the Bay Area needs a plan that will achieve the three E’s. Facing
historic budget deficits, nearly every single bus operator has cut service and raised fares since
adoption of the last RTP, reducing transit affordability, reliability, and in some cases
eliminating bus lines altogether. These slashes in services go beyond mere “strategic” or
“surgical” cuts – they are leaving entire communities stranded, unable to rely on transit to
get their basic needs met. (For more detail on the service cuts, see Attachment C). At the same
time, homes in both urban and suburban areas that have good access to jobs, such as San
Francisco, Silicon Valley, Oakland, and the Tri-Valley, are increasingly unaffordable for
people with an average household income. Working families face an impossible choice: live
close to work in overcrowded or unsafe conditions, or struggle through a long and expensive
commute to live in a more affordable home far away. Plan Bay Area is an opportunity to
address these troubling conditions head-on by prioritizing the funding of local transit service
and affordable housing near transit and jobs. While the title of the latest plan — “The JobsHousing Connection Scenario” — recognizes this important goal, the policies and
investments it contains are unlikely to accomplish it.
Under your leadership, our region can and must do better. Because we share your belief in
the promise of regional planning, our organizations have worked to actively and
constructively participate in every phase of the Plan Bay Area process over the past 18
months. Our core recommendations have remained simple and consistent:
•

Incorporate the Equity, Environment, and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario into Plan Bay
Area, including these key elements:

Plan Bay Area Equity Analysis Overview, December 2011, available at:
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/EquityAnalysisOverview.pdf.
4

Jobs-Housing Connection, March 2012, p.8, available at:
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/SCS_Preferred_Scenario_Jobs_Housing_Connection_3-9-12.pdf; Bay Area Job
Growth to 2040, Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy, February 2012, p. 17, available at:
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/3-9-12/CCSCE_Bay_Area_Job_Growth_to_2040.pdf.
5

Plan Bay Area Equity Analysis Overview, December 2011, available at:
http://onebayarea.org/pdf/EquityAnalysisOverview.pdf.
6

Adopted Performance Targets for the 2013 SCS/RTP, January 2011, p.4, available at:
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1599/Revised_-_tmp-3987.pdf.
7
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•
•

o More frequent and affordable local transit service — by restoring transit
service cuts, especially those affecting Communities of Concern, and by
maximizing funding for local transit operations; and
o More affordable housing in all job-rich communities so that everyone has
the opportunity to live, play and go to school in the community where
they work.
Adopt a One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) program that rewards local efforts to
promote affordable housing development and protect against displacement.
Make investment and planning decisions that equalize health outcomes across
incomes and races. Measure public health impacts at a neighborhood level and
monitor real-time conditions, like air quality, noise/vibration impacts, asthma
rates, and traffic injuries, on an ongoing basis.

We have tailored these proposals to the triple bottom line of helping the region achieve its
GHG reduction targets in a manner that enhances its economic competiveness and benefits
all residents of the region fairly. Not only are these proposals strongly supported by a range
of stakeholders, including city staff, public health officials, environmentalists, and transit
providers, many of you as elected officials have endorsed them as well.
Despite that broad support, as the adoption of the RTP and SCS quickly approaches, we are
deeply concerned that our efforts at productive engagement are not affecting the plans.
While many of our proposals have received strong, or even unanimous, support from elected
decision-makers and community stakeholders, they do not appear to have shaped the most
recent drafts of the “Jobs-Housing Connection” Land Use Scenario, the Transportation
Investment Strategy, or the OBAG program. By failing to reflect the explicit direction that
your boards and committees have given executive staff over the past year and by neglecting
to respond to the disproportionate impacts revealed in the Alternative Scenarios Equity
Analysis, the latest Plan Bay Area drafts do not yet fulfill the promise of a stronger, healthier
region.
But it is not too late. Critical decisions lie before you and you still have the opportunity to
make the right choice: Will you and staff seize this opportunity to adopt a visionary plan for
One Bay Area — equal in opportunity and healthy for all — or will we continue as many Bay
Areas, segregated by unequal incomes, unequal access to transit and housing options, and
subjected to unequal environmental and health burdens?
To advance as One Bay Area, you must step in now to correct the course of Plan Bay Area.
Otherwise, the region will continue on the troubling path of business as usual and fall short
of the promise of a stronger Bay Area for all its residents. Disregarding public input,
especially from underprivileged communities, could also send the dangerous message that
MTC and ABAG discourage public participation.
We urge you and staff to take action on the core recommendations (see above) we
have constructively and consistently provided throughout this process. Attachment A lists
the concrete steps you and staff can still take to ensure that Plan Bay Area advances a
healthier, more economically prosperous, environmentally sustainable, and socially
equitable Bay Area for generations to come. Attachment B recaps some of the key
3
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proposals we have offered over the last several months, as well as the fates of those
proposals up until this point. Attachment C provides additional detail about recent transit
service cuts and our recommendations for restoration of that service.
We look forward to hearing from you and staff as you make key decisions in the coming
days.
Sincerely,
Kit Vaq & Alberta Maged, Co-Chairs
ACCE Riders for Transit Justice
Roger Kim, Executive Director
Asian Pacific Environmental Network
Wafaa Aborashed, Executive Director
Bay Area Healthy 880 Communities
Kirsten Schwind, Program Director
Bay Localize
Carl Anthony & Paloma Pavel, Co-Directors
Breakthrough Communities
Wendy Alfsen, Executive Director
California WALKS
Dawn Phillips, Co-Director of Programs
Causa Justa :: Just Cause
Nile Malloy, Northern California Program Director
Communities for a Better Environment.
Adam Kruggel, Executive Director
Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting Community Organization (CCISCO)
Fernando Marti, Co-Director
Council of Community Housing Organizations (SF CCHO)
Ditching Dirty Diesel Collaborative
Amie Fishman, Executive Director
East Bay Housing Organizations (EBHO)
Mahasin Abdul Salaam & Michele Jordan, Transportation Task Force Co-Chairs
Genesis

4
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Gladwyn d’Souza, Project Director
Green Youth Alliance
Joshua S. Hugg, Program Manager
Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County
John Young, Executive Director
Marin Grassroots Leadership Network
Myesha Williams, Co-Director
New Voices are Rising Project
Janis Watkins, Transit Equity Neighborhood Development Task Force Chair
North Bay Organizing Project
Richard Marcantonio, Managing Attorney
Public Advocates
Azibuike Akaba, Policy Associate
Regional Asthma Management and Prevention (RAMP)
Jill Ratner, President
Rose Foundation for Communities and the Environment
Carol Johnson, Executive Director
St. Mary's Center
David Schonbrunn, President
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund
Amy Petré Hill, Board Member
Unitarian Universalist Legislative Ministry of California
Connie Galambos Malloy, Senior Director of Programs
Urban Habitat
Cc:

Steve Heminger, MTC Executive Director
Ann Flemer, MTC Deputy Executive Director, Policy
Ezra Rapport, ABAG Executive Director
Ken Kirkey, ABAG Planning Director
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ATTACHMENT A
Recommended Next Steps and Modifications to Draft Plan Bay Area Proposals
The following proposals and modifications are consistent with those we have made
throughout the Plan Bay Area process. They represent the region’s best shot at advancing
vital goals for the environment, the economy, and equity, and there is still time to act on
them.
1. Plan for affordable housing in all high-opportunity areas, including PDAs and
“PDA-like” places via the SCS and RHNA. High-opportunity places are job-rich
and transit-connected, have good schools, and often have large numbers of lowincome in-commuters, indicating that they lack the affordable workforce housing
needed to meet environmental, economic, and equity goals. Review and make
corrections to the SCS and RHNA housing projection numbers to:
A.
B.
C.

Ensure all job-rich cities in all parts of the Bay Area are planning for enough
affordable housing growth to accommodate their current and future
workforce;
Ensure that all PDAs and PDA-like places are receiving sufficient housing
growth to maximize use of the transit network, including regional transit
lines which benefit from massive regional financial investment; and
Minimize the extent to which new housing growth is over-concentrated in
communities of concern, as disproportionate development pressure is a
leading cause of gentrification and displacement.

2. Restore local transit to a reasonable baseline of service by committing an
additional $70 million per year to restore bus service cuts made over the past five
years (see more detailed information in Attachment C). To accomplish this, the RTP
should:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Prioritize existing transit funding and other flexible funding sources for bus
operations and maintenance before this funding is used for new capital projects
or non-transit needs (with the exception of OBAG funding);
Grow the pie of funding by renegotiating interest rate swaps and seeking new
equitable, not regressive, taxation structures for transit;
Prioritize Transit Performance Initiative funds for high demand bus
corridors; and
Identify and commit future revenues to increase transit service in
Communities of Concern (which highly overlap with Priority Development
Areas).

3. Make investment and planning decisions that equalize health outcomes
across incomes and races. To accomplish this, Plan Bay Area should:

6
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A. Measure public health impacts at a neighborhood level and monitor real-time
conditions, like air quality, noise/vibration impacts, asthma rates and traffic
injuries, on an ongoing basis. 8
B. Plan housing growth with consideration of public health concerns, especially
concerns about air quality near high-volume transit corridors.
4. Ensure the One Bay Area Grant program rewards local governments that
promote affordable housing and protect against displacement. We continue to
believe that the FY 2012-13 distribution of OBAG funding should directly reward
local jurisdictions and require affordable housing and/or anti-displacement policies
to be in place now in all recipient jurisdictions. Even if you decide not to put such
policies in place now, there are still some key modifications to the latest proposal
necessary to advance the core goals of the OBAG program and set a path toward an
even stronger OBAG for the FY 2015-16 funding cycle.
A.

B.
C.
D.

MTC should establish now some core requirements for the FY 2015-16
distribution of OBAG money. This will set clear expectations for CMAs and
jurisdictions so that they can tailor PDA Growth Strategies and other
planning and legislative activities toward meeting these requirements. These
include:
i) Distributing funding to reward local affordable housing production,
ii) Requiring local adoption of policies from a flexible, but clearly
articulated, menu of housing and community stabilization policies
that correspond to those to be studied and considered in the PDA
Growth Strategies
Use the PDA Growth Strategy as a targeted tool to guide and assist local
jurisdictions and CMAs toward meeting these established criteria in time for
the FY 2015-16 OBAG funding cycle.
Clarify the priorities that should be considered by CMAs in distributing the
current (FY 2012-13) cycle of OBAG funding.
Set housing element adoption deadlines that conform more closely to state
statutes:
i. Establish an earlier deadline for adoption of an HCD-approved
housing element for the 2007–2014 period (the proposed deadline is
4 years after the statutorily required adoption date of June 30, 2009),
ii. Require all OBAG recipients to timely adopt housing element
updates for the 2014–2022 planning period, within 18 months of
final SCS adoption.

On April 4, 2012, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Council
unanimously passed a motion directing SCAG staff to develop, track/monitor, and report outcomes of various
health and equity performance measures to better understand health outcomes from implementation of the
SCS. For additional resources, see California Department of Public Health, Climate Action for Health: Integrating Public
Health into Climate Action Planning, February 2012, p. 39, available at:
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/CCDPHP/Documents/CAPS_and_Health_Published3-22-12.pdf. See also
Human Impact Partners, Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process, August
2011, available at: http://www.humanimpact.org/component/jdownloads/finish/16/132/0.
8
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5. Study the Equity, Environment, and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario as an alternative in
the upcoming environmental impact review (EIR) process. If the EEJ Scenario
proves to be the environmentally superior alternative, it should be incorporated into
the final RTP/SCS.

8
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ATTACHMENT B
Recent Key Proposals and Recommendations from the 6 Wins Network and Allies
The following summarizes a selection of the key proposals we have offered over the last
several months, as well as the fates of those proposals up until this point in the Plan Bay
Area process.
1. Incorporate Principles of the Equity, Environment, and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario into
Plan Bay Area
Last summer, dozens of groups and community members joined together to propose the
study of an “Equity, Environment, and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario.” 9 The EEJ Scenario was built
around two common-sense ingredients: (a) a land use component focused on allocating
adequate affordable housing to all job-rich, transit-connected cities, including “PDA-like
places,” and (b) a transportation component that expands local transit service levels,
restoring lost transit service and addressing gaps in the existing transit network affecting lowincome communities and communities of color.
A majority of MTC Commissioners and a unanimous ABAG Executive Board voted to
direct staff to study the EEJ Scenario and to report on how the other five alternative
scenarios addressed the components of the proposed EEJ Scenario. 10 The ABAG Executive
Board specifically directed staff to modify the Focused Growth Scenario by “maximizing the
regional transit network and reducing GHG emissions by providing convenient access to
employment for people of all incomes by distributing total housing growth numbers to: a)
job-rich cities that are PDAs and PDA-like; b) connected to the existing transit
infrastructure; and c) lack the affordable housing needed to accommodate low-income incommuters.” 11 MTC Commissioners ratified the Executive Board’s direction to staff and
also approved staff’s proposed increase in transit service in the Core Capacity Transit
Network. Commissioners also affirmed staff’s promise to provide the public with more
detailed information about the Transit Network. In the months since those votes, however,
staff proposals have failed to carry out your direction faithfully.
A. Land Use Scenario
Last month, ABAG staff released the draft preferred land use scenario, the “JobsHousing Connection.” This scenario’s outcomes do not comport with the land use
proposal adopted by the ABAG Executive Board. Instead, staff incorporated some
components of the Board’s direction into a complicated methodology that did not
actually produce the results that the Executive Board asked for. Specifically, many
job-rich, transit connected communities that failed to volunteer for sufficient
96

Wins Equity, Environment, and Jobs Comment Letter, June 21, 2011, available at:
http://publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/alternative_scenarios_letter_06_21_11_0.pdf.
10Letter

from Ann Flemer and Ezra Rapport to MTC Planning Committee and ABAG Administrative Committee, July 1,
2011, available at:
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1694/2b_PBA_AlternativeScenarios.pdf.
11Proposal

to Modify the Focused Growth Scenario, as adopted by ABAG Executive Board on July 21, 2011, available at:
http://www.publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/proposal_to_modify_the_focused_growth_scenari
o__adopted_on_07_21_11.pdf
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housing growth are not being assigned enough new housing to accommodate their
current and future low-income workforce needs. This means that thousands of lowincome workers will be forced to commute long distances to work in communities
that won’t provide them with affordable housing. Longer commutes and more incommuting workers mean more vehicle miles travelled and greater GHG emissions,
undermining one of the main purposes of this planning process. This also burdens
the economy by making labor less readily available and more expensive for
employers.
B. Transportation Network
As of the date of this letter, MTC staff has not yet released a detailed draft of the
transportation network, nor has it released the information we’ve requested about
the assumed service levels and associated costs in years 5 and 28 of the RTP. 12 The
just-released summary of the Transportation Investment Strategy, however, fails to
provide meaningful details about how the network will maximize equity, how it will
maximize ridership on our existing transit system, or how it will meet the needs of
the riders who rely on transit the most. Given the fast-approaching date for your
approval of a Preferred Scenario and the lack of transparency about the network
MTC staff is considering, we are deeply concerned that neither you nor the affected
public will have the opportunity to understand the plan or provide meaningful input
on it. Achieving a triple bottom line means shifting available funds to operate more
transit service; yet so far, staff has disclosed neither key details of the transit network
they are planning, nor the costs of that network at years 5 and 28 of the RTP.
2. Use One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Funds to Incentivize Local Action:
The One Bay Area Grant program is a critical tool for supporting local governments that
will make the SCS a real action plan rather than a document that gathers dust on a shelf. For
months, dozens of constituents from diverse viewpoints have written and testified before
you, recommending that OBAG funding be used to directly reward those cities taking
concrete steps to provide healthy and affordable neighborhoods for people of all incomes
and races. These are the cities that are doing their part to make sure the Bay Area’s growing
population of low-wage workers have homes they can afford. They are also the cities
working to reduce GHG emissions from cars by making sure that everyone can afford to
live near where they work. We recommended that the OBAG program include clear
eligibility criteria for cities seeking funding:
a) using past affordable housing production to allocate funding at the local and county
levels;
b) requiring all jurisdictions receiving OBAG funding to commit to local policies to
prevent displacement and promote affordable housing.
At their January 13, 2012 meeting, Commissioners on the MTC Planning Committee and the
ABAG Members on the Administrative Committee expressed consensus in support of these
directions. Once again, however, the April 4 revised staff proposal misses the mark. For a
12Stakeholder

Input on Plan Bay Area Transportation Networks, September 2011, p.5, available at:
http://www.publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/6_wins_letter_re_mtc_transp_networks_updated_
signatories_09_12_11.pdf
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program whose primary purpose is to support a region-wide vision of sustainability and equity,
the latest proposal delegates too much decision-making authority to the county Congestion
Management Agencies (CMA) and does not go far enough to reward and incentivize local
jurisdictions that are making critical decisions about housing and land use. Moreover, it fails
to require that strong affordable housing and anti-displacement policies are in place in all
jurisdictions receiving OBAG funds, which will worsen the already serious crises of housing
affordability and displacement in the region. The OBAG program is among the most
important tools MTC and ABAG have to advance the core social equity mandates of the
SCS, and it must be used effectively and fully.

11
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ATTACHMENT C
Restoring a Reasonable Baseline of Local Transit Service in the Bay Area
In the years following adoption of MTC’s last two RTPs (2006-2011), every Bay Area transit
operator has faced deep operating deficits and has responded by cutting service, raising fares,
or both. The State had been steadily reducing transit operations assistance over the past
decade, eliminating the State Transit Assistance (STA) program altogether in 2009, only to
later restore about one-third of it through the “gas tax swap” that permanently reduced
transit operations funding. This was compounded by historic lows in sales tax, gas tax, and
property tax revenues — the other main funding sources for transit operations. Small
operators and bus operators have been hit hardest, given their disproportionate dependence
on STA and non-fare box revenues.
While a few operators have attempted to make “strategic” cuts by discontinuing or reducing
lower-productivity lines, most operators have been forced to cut much more deeply, slashing
substantial levels of service and leaving many riders without options for getting to work,
school, or the doctor. Even in the case of “low-productivity” lines, the cuts seriously impact
riders who depend on the service as a lifeline. Some operators cut service as much as 50%,
with nearly every bus operator cutting service across the Bay Area, of which little has been
restored. A total of 601,591 total annual bus service hours (Revenue Vehicle Hours) have
been cut across the major bus operators. The chart below shows the amount of bus service
that has been lost over the past five years by 12 of the Bay Area’s bus operators, including
the seven largest:

Percent decrease in bus service from highest level of service (Revenue Vehicle Hours) since 2006. Most
operators peaked in service in FY 2008/2009. Sources: National Transit Database (NTD), LAVTA
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2011, Internal Staff reported figures from AC Transit and TriDelta.
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Statistical Summary of Bay Area Transit Operators, 2005-06 – 2009-11 supplemented Benicia Breeze data
missing from NTD.

The loss of bus service has resulted in a major loss of ridership: an estimated 20 million
fewer trips are being made by bus riders since the height of transit service during the past
five years.

Sources: National Transit Database, Statistical Summary of Bay Area Transit Operators, 2005-06 – 2009-11.

Restoring the lost service with fixed-route bus transit would cost nearly $70 million per year
(see table below).
Annual Cost to Restore Regional Bus Service to Highest Levels Since 2006*
(FY$2010)
Cost to Restore Before Farebox
$84,775,732
Cost to Restore Minus Farebox
$69,924,033
*Using the fully allocated operating cost per revenue hour, this gives us the upper bound estimate to restore service lost
since 2006. Fully allocated operating costs and farebox recovery rates vary by operator.

Gas prices are rising and traffic congestion continues to worsen. In spite of the transit cuts,
there is an historic increase in the demand for transit alternatives, particularly amongst the
poor, who have been most burdened by the transit cuts. Studies have shown that restoring
lost transit service recaptures lost riders and attracts new riders. For that reason, it should
be Plan Bay Area’s top transportation priority to provide a reasonable baseline of
local transit service, which would require restoration of transit service cuts made over
the past five years.
13
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Adrienne Tissier, Chairwoman, MTC
Jim Spering, Chair, Joint MTC Planning Committee/ABAG Administrative Comm.
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
Re: Bay Area SCS/RTP and One Bay Area Grant
Dear Chairwoman Tissier, Chairman Spering and Members of the Commission:
Thank you for your leadership on the Sustainable Communities Strategy and the
hard work of staff to work with regional agencies and community stakeholders in
this process. We appreciate the inclusion of public health performance measures
in the evaluation of the scenarios, and the continuing recognition of the potential
for transportation and land use investments to benefit public health.
The Sustainable Communities Strategy process offers an unprecedented
opportunity to maximize public health, social equity and other community benefits
at the same time you are reducing greenhouse gases. While we applaud the
efforts made by MTC members and staff over the past two years to develop this
plan, we believe more can be done to focus investments in innovative ways to get
more people walking, biking and taking transit. We believe this will help to ensure
that our region is on track for clean air and the healthy future that it deserves.
Bay Area SCS/RTP Transportation Investments
One key concern is that the transportation and land use components of the
SCS/RTP would only reduce GHG emissions by 8-9% per capita, well short of our
15% target.
1) To close the gap, we urge MTC to consider additional strategies that
reduce car trips and to increase funding for programs that promote
alternatives to driving such as car sharing, vanpooling and bicycle sharing
which have demonstrated meaningful reductions in greenhouse gases.
Increasing walking and bicycling is an essential strategy to combat air pollution
and global warming while helping to significantly improve physical activity and
reduce skyrocketing chronic disease rates.
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Research by Neil Maizlish, PhD, MPH, of the California Department of Public Health, using
Metropolitan Transportation Commission data, demonstrated that increasing walking and
cycling-related transportation from the current average of 4 minutes to 22 minutes a day would
translate into the following reductions of chronic disease:


14% reduction in heart disease, stroke, and diabetes



6‐7% reduction in dementia and depression



5% reduction in breast and colon cancer

These reductions in chronic disease are unprecedented, would add 9.5 months to life
expectancy and could save up to $22 billion in annual Bay Area health care costs.
2) To help analyze the full health impacts of the various scenarios to be analyzed under
the environmental review process, we urge MTC to run more scenarios using the
Maizlish methodologies and to incorporate health benefits more broadly into the
discussion of benefits from active transportation.
While we support the inclusion of measures to accelerate the transition to electric vehicles, this
must be balanced with robust measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled in order to reach our
climate goals as well as our air quality goals. According to the Natural Resources Defense
Council, to achieve an 80 percent reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050, we will need to
achieve a fleet average of 80 mpg, in addition to a 25 percent VMT reduction (or a 32 percent
reduction in business as usual), and a 45% reduction of carbon in fuel.
3) The Bay Area must commit to a robust set of policies that will dramatically reduce car
trips by providing alternatives to driving and incentivizing alternative transportation
measures and policies, such as congestion pricing and parking pricing. We believe it is
important to achieve emission reductions beyond what is feasible through state
control program measures, in order to maximize reductions to air pollution through
land use and transportation patterns and policies.
One Bay Area Grant
We are disappointed to see that MTC has dropped the requirement for local jurisdictions to
have Community Risk Reduction Plans as a criteria to receive grant funding. These plans are an
important tool to ensure that adequate analysis is conducted and mitigations implemented to
reduce air pollution exposure in developments near high traffic areas where infill development
is often likely to occur.
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4) To protect residents from air pollution exposures, we urge the development of clear
regional guidelines for infill development for use by all Bay Area Congestion
Management Agencies (CMAs) and local jurisdictions based on best practice measures
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
Finally, the Bay Area cannot achieve its climate change goals without a strong commitment to
active transportation. We are pleased that MTC is prioritizing grant funding to Priority
Development Areas (PDA) to maximize transit use and increase walking and cycling.
5) To protect funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects, we urge MTC to define limits
on what constitutes projects that provide proximate access to PDAs, to ensure that
limited funds are not shifted from bicycle and pedestrian projects to road
rehabilitation.
Thank you very much for your consideration of these recommendations to strengthen the Bay
Area Sustainable Communities Strategy to improve and protect public health.
Sincerely,

Jenny Bard
American Lung Association in California
CC:
Steve Heminger, Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Jack Broadbent, Chief Executive Officer, Bay Area Air Quality Management District
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May 17, 2012

Honorable Alan L. Nagy
Mayor
City of Newark
37101 Newark Blvd.
Newark, CA 94607
Dear Mayor Nagy:
Thank you for your May 10, 2012 letter to Steve Heminger, MTC’s Executive Director, regarding the
Dumbarton Rail Service project’s status in the current RTP update (known as Plan Bay Area).
The current title for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project Phase 1 (RTP ID#240018) in the RTP
is: “Implement commuter service between Peninsula and East Bay, including implementation of
Phase 1 service as determined by on-going environmental work, railroad right-of-way
acquisition, and environmental only for rail improvements.” This language was agreed to by the
ACTC staff.
The agreed-upon project definition language accomplishes two things:
1. It does not pre-suppose the final outcome of your ongoing environmental analysis
2. The RTP is required to be financially constrained – every project included must
demonstrate full funding to be included in the plan. As such, the agreed-upon project
description recognizes that there currently is not a viable capital plan to construct the
complete rail project, but is intended to give you maximum flexibility as you proceed
forward with the environmental, right-of-way purchase and project development.
Keep in mind that the RTP is updated every four years and can be amended earlier as new conditions
warrant.
I hope this letter addresses your concerns. If you or your staff have further questions regarding this
issue, please contact me at dkimsey@mtc.ca.gov or 510-817-5790
Sincerely,

Doug Kimsey
MTC Planning Director
J:\PROJECT\2013 RTP_SCS\Correspondence\Response_City of Newark_5-10-2012.doc

Cc: Beth Walukas, ACTA
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