
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
Thursday, April 17, 2014 

9:00 a.m. 
 

CCCTA Paratransit Facility 
Gayle B. Uilkema Memorial Board Room 

2477 Arnold Industrial Way 
Concord, California 

 
 

The CCCTA Board of Directors may take action on each item on the agenda.  The action may 
consist of the recommended action, a related action or no action.  Staff recommendations are 
subject to action and/or change by the Board of Directors. 
 

1) Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance 

2) Roll Call/Confirm Quorum 

3) Public Communication 

4) Consent Calendar 

a. Approval of Minutes of Regular Meeting of March 20, 2014* 

5) Report of Chair 

6) Report of General Manager 

a. Recognition of Employees of the 3rd & 4th Quarters, 2013 

b. Recognition of Employee with 30 Years of Service 

c. APTA Annual Meeting & Expo, Houston, TX-October 12-15, 2014 

7) Report of Standing Committees 

a. Administration & Finance Committee 
(Committee Chair:  Director Al Dessayer) 

1) Creation of an Eco Pass Demonstration Program* 
(The A & F Committee recommends that the Board direct staff to take the 
steps necessary to implement the CoCoPass program on a 
demonstration basis with no more than three contracts, based upon a 
proposed annual price of $140 per pass and a minimum purchase of 
50 passes.) 



2) FY2015 Draft Budget, FY2014 Estimated Actual and Ten Year Forecast 
Resolution No. 2014-016 
(The A & F Committee recommends that the Board approve the draft budget 
for the purpose of filing a timely TDA claim. An updated draft budget will be 
presented in May and the final proposed budget will be submitted in June for 
Board approval.) 

b. Operations & Scheduling Committee 
(Committee Chair: Director Jack Weir) 

1) Service Changes to Routes #2, 5, and 7 and Resolution No. 2014-017* 
(The O & S Committee recommends that the Board adopt proposed service 
changes.) 

2) Recommendation to Award Contract for Provision of Paratransit Operations 
& Maintenance Services* 
Resolution No. 2014-015 
(The O&S Committee recommends the Board approve award of an 
agreement with First Transit Inc. for three years with two one year options 
for the provision of Paratransit Operations & Maintenance services.) 

8) Board Communication 
Under this item, Directors are limited to providing information, asking clarifying questions 
about matters not on the agenda, responding to public comment, referring matters to 
committee or staff for information, or requesting a report (on any matter) be made at 
another meeting. 

9) Adjournment 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

*Enclosure 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



General Information 

   Possible Action: The Board may act upon any item listed on the agenda. 
 

Public Comment:  Each person wishing to address the County Connection Board of Directors is requested to complete a 
Speakers Card for submittal to the Clerk of the Board before the meeting convenes or the applicable agenda item is 
discussed.  Persons who address the Board are also asked to furnish a copy of any written statement to the Clerk. 
Persons who wish to speak on matters set for Public Hearings will be heard when the Chair calls for comments from 
the public.  After individuals have spoken, the Public Hearing is closed and the matter is subject to discussion and 
action by the Board. 
 
A period of thirty (30) minutes has been allocated for public comments concerning items of interest within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the Board.  Each individual will be allotted three minutes, which may be extended at the 
discretion of the Board Chair. 

 
Consent Items:  All matters listed under the Consent Calendar are considered by the Board to be routine and will be 

enacted by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless requested by a Board Member or a 
member of the public prior to when the Board votes on the motion to adopt. 

 
Availability of Public Records:  All public records relating to an open session item on this agenda, which are not exempt 

from disclosure pursuant to the California Public Records Act, that are distributed to a majority of the legislative 
body, will be available for public inspection at 2477 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord, California, at the same time that 
the public records are distributed or made available to the legislative body.  The agenda and enclosures for this 
meeting are posted also on our website at www.countyconnection.com. 

 
Accessible Public Meetings:  Upon request, County Connection will provide written agenda materials in appropriate 

alternative formats, or disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to enable 
individuals with disabilities to participate in public meetings.  Please send a written request, including your name, 
mailing address, phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative format or 
auxiliary aid or service so that it is received by County Connection at least 48 hours before the meeting convenes.  
Requests should be sent to the Board Clerk, Lathina Hill, at 2477 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord, CA 94520 or 
hill@countyconnection.com 

 
Shuttle Service:  With 24-hour notice, a County Connection LINK shuttle can be available at the North Concord BART 

station for individuals who want to attend the Board meetings.  To arrange for the shuttle service, please call Robert 
Greenwood – 925/680 2072, no later than 24 hours prior to the start of the meeting. 

 
Currently Scheduled Board and Committee Meetings 

 
Board of Directors: Thursday, May 15, 9:00 a.m., County Connection Board Room 
Administration & Finance: Wednesday, April 30, 9:00 a.m. 1676 N. California Blvd., Suite 620, Walnut Creek 
Advisory Committee: TBA, County Connection Board Room 
Marketing, Planning & Legislative: Thursday, May 1, 8:30 a.m., 3338 Mt. Diablo Blvd. in Lafayette 
Operations & Scheduling: Friday, May 2, 8:30 a.m., Pleasant Hill City Offices 
 

The above meeting schedules are subject to change.  Please check  
the County Connection Website (www.countyconnection.com) or contact County Connection staff  

at 925/676-1976 to verify date, time and location prior to attending a meeting. 
 

This agenda is posted on County Connection’s Website (www.countyconnection.com) and  
at the County Connection Administrative Offices, 2477 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord, California 

 



 

 

Agenda Item No. 4.a. 
  

 
CCCTA BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

 
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 
March 20, 2014 

 
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL/CONFIRM QUORUM 
 
Chair Simmons called the regular meeting of the Board of Directors to order at 9 a.m.  Board Members 
present were Directors Andersen, Dessayer, Hudson, Manning, Schroder, Storer and Weir. Directors 
Hoffmeister, Tatzin and Worth arrived after the meeting convened.  
 
Staff: Ramacier, Chun, Abdelrahman, Barnes, Barrientos, Bowron, Brown, Burdick, Casenave, Churchill, 

Dean, Hill, Jefferson, Martinez, Mitchell, Moran, Muzzini, Porter, Rettig, Robinson, Thompson and 
Vassallo 

 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATION:  
 
Rethamae Abdelrahman, a County Connection bus operator for 29 years, expressed how some of the 
passengers are disrespectful to drivers and would like management to prevent these passengers from 
riding the buses.  
(Director Worth arrived.) 
 
Judy Barrrientos, ATU Local 1605 President, addressed the Board regarding the bus operators that are 
being disrespected and harassed by passengers.  The operators would like to see some action taken and 
to feel that their concerns are being heard and cared about. She also addressed the Board regarding the 
timing devices on the buses which she believes are still not accurate and cause confusion for the 
operators and the passengers.  
 
Said Saadat, a bus operator with County Connection, spoke to the Board about problem passengers that 
are disrespecting operators and fellow passengers. He felt that management should help to ensure the 
safety of all.  
 
Chair Bob Simmons, thanked the speakers for coming.  On behalf of the Board he expressed 
appreciation to their comments, noting that some of these issues need to be presented to management 
first, since the Board is a policy making body.  He expressed regret that bus operators are sometimes 
subjected to bad language and negative attitudes from the public, and asked Rick Ramacier, General 
Manager to comment.  
 
Rick Ramacier expressed his concern for the drivers and passengers.  He noted that bus operators must 
report these occurrences, so that management can investigate, document the claims and provide a plan 
of action. He stated that he is always open to meeting with employees with any and all of their concerns.  
He advised that additional training will be provided to the drivers to help deal with these issues. 
Additional road supervision will also be provided. 
 



 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

MOTION: Director Storer moved approval of the Consent Calendar, consisting of the following items: 
(a) Approval of Minutes of Regular Meeting of February 20, 2014; (b) Amendment to the Recognition of 
Retiring or Departing County Connection Employees Policy, Resolution No. 2014-014.  Director Manning 
seconded the motion and it received the following vote of approval.   

Aye: Directors Andersen, Dessayer, Hudson, Manning, Schroder, Simmons, Storer, 
Weir and Worth 

No: None  
Abstain: None 
Absent: Directors Hoffmeister and Tatzin 
 

REPORT OF CHAIR 
(Director Schroder left the meeting.) 
 
Chair Simmons stated that County Connection has received an award from the Contra Costa Mental 
Health Department for its free mid-day service for seniors. It was an honor to accept this award on behalf 
of the Board, and he thanked the Board members for authorizing this service for seniors. 
 
Chair Simmons also reported on the APTA Legislative Conference that he attended in Washington, DC., 
along with three other Board members 
.   Overall, he found the conference interesting, but the outlook for positive Congressional action for 
public transportation is not good.  He will seek better coordination with the regional transportation 
agencies, and suggested that Chairs of the boards for the suburban operators (ECCTA, Westcat and 
LAVTA) meet periodically.  
 
Directors Dessayer, Storer, and Worth offered additional comments on the Legislative Conference, 
reiterating that it is unlikely that anything of great impact will happen this year, and that no new capital 
funding is anticipated.  Director Worth noted that he impending insolvency of the Highway Trust Fund is 
of serious concern, and that the partnership between MTC and the transit agencies has been effective in 
approaching Congressional members.   
(Directors Hoffmeister and Tatzin arrived.) 
 
REPORT OF GENERAL MANAGER:  
 
General Manager Rick Ramacier updated the Board on implementation of the service plan changes 
recommended in the Adaptive Service Plan. County Connection is currently holding public hearings in the 
Martinez and Walnut Creek areas. The public comments received seem to reflect more concern in 
Martinez and more support in Walnut Creek.  County Connection is receiving a lot of feedback both in 
person at the hearings as well as in emails via the website. 
 
Recognition of Employees with 30 Years of Service  
 
Kenneth Walters, has been a bus operator for 30 years. He is very humble, honest, and has a stellar 
safety record. 
 
Recognition of Retiring Employees  
 
Derrick Hamilton has been an employee in the maintenance department for almost 32 years. He has 
been a positive and upbeat employee the entire time. He enjoyed his job so much that he has 16 years of 
perfect attendance. He will be greatly missed. 



 
 
Update on Meetings with Contra Costa Transit Authority RTPCs regarding County Connection Mobility 
Management Plan 
 
The General Manager reported that he has addressed three of the 4 Boards, SWAT, TRANSPAC, and 
TRANSPLAN and will meet with WCCTAC later this month.  The consensus is to identify the best ideas in 
the e Mobility Plan for CCTA to take the lead on to move forward.  
 
Rick Ramacier mentioned that the ribbon cutting ceremony for the Pacheco Transit Hub will be April 1 at 
10am if any Board members would like to attend. 
 
REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
Marketing, Planning & Legislative Committee 
 
Support AB1720 (Bloom) & AB2445 (Chau) 
 
Director Worth stated that the MP& L Committee  recommends the support of two bills, AB1720 (Bloom) 
& AB2445 (Chau). AB1720 is similar to a bill that County Connection has supported in the past, to 
extend the exemption on axle weight limits for transit agencies until January 2016. Kristina Vassallo 
explained that since the first bill was passed in 1974, a lot of additional equipment requirements for 
buses, such as safety and ADA requirements, has caused buses to exceed the axle weight limit. 
Supporting this bill will allow the State to conduct a study to come up with new limitations. 
 
MOTION: Director Worth moved approval of supporting AB1720(Bloom). Director Hoffmeister 
seconded the motion and it received the following vote of approval.   

Aye: Directors Andersen, Dessayer, Hoffmeister, Hudson, Manning, Simmons, Storer, 
Tatzin, Weir and Worth 

No: None  
Abstain: None 
Absent: Director Schroder 

 
Kristina Vassallo went on to explain AB2445 (Chau), which would allow fees for transportation services 
provided under agreements between community colleges and transit agencies to be approved by 
students on a campus by campus level.  Board support is requested so that the General Manager can 
explore options for using college parking fees to subsidize public transportation fees. 
 
MOTION: Director Worth moved approval of supporting AB2445 (Chau) .  Director Tatzin seconded the 
motion and it received the following vote of approval.   

Aye: Directors Andersen, Dessayer, Hoffmeister, Hudson, Manning, Simmons, Storer, 
Tatzin, Weir and Worth 

No: None  
Abstain: None 
Absent: Director Schroder 

 
Operations & Scheduling Committee 
 
Adoption of Transit Access Improvement Project 
 
Director Weir stated that the O & S Committee has reviewed the results of a comprehensive study to 
identify opportunities for Access Improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists to access bus stops. 
Andrew Kluter and Laramie Bowron explained how the study was conducted and how the information 



 
 
can be useful in identifying and prioritizing improvements. The study reviewed bus ridership data, the 
socio-economic composition of riders,  and how they are they using public transit. Several directors 
commented on the study.  It was noted that the information should be shared with cities and the County 
so that the recommendations can be considered when a development or road improvement project is 
proposed.  It is a useful tool for working with cities and developers. 
 
MOTION: Director Weir moved approval of County Connection Transit Access Improvement Project.  
Director Hudson seconded the motion and it received the following vote of approval.   

Aye: Directors Andersen, Dessayer, Hoffmeister, Hudson, Manning, Simmons, Storer, 
Tatzin, Weir and Worth 

No: None  
Abstain: None 
Absent: Director Schroder 

 
BOARD COMMUNICATION:   
 
Director Hudson commented on the public comments regarding race as a factor with  disrespectful 
passengers. His wife has been in transportation for over 46 years and she experiences just as much 
disrespectful people in the public as anyone else. It’s not always about race as it is just people in general 
being rude and disrespectful.  
 
Director Manning stated that the negative experiences on the buses impact both the drivers and the 
passengers. The victims are typically secondary to the rights of the perpetrators; punishment should be 
swift but is not. He also has talked to some seniors about County Connection’s free ride for seniors, and 
he has received all positive feedback and they hope that the program continues. 
 
Director Weir offered his empathy towards the drivers and their negative experiences.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: Chair Simmons adjourned the regular Board meeting at 10:10 a.m. 
 
 
 
 Minutes prepared by 
 
____________________________________  ___________________________________ 
   Lathina Hill    Date 
  Assistant to the General Manager 



 
 

To: Board of Directors      Date: April, 2014 

From: Anne Muzzini, Director of Planning & Marketing  Reviewed by:
 

Subject:  Creation of an Eco Pass
 

Summary:   

The concept of creating an Eco Pass has been reviewed by the Administration and 
Finance Committee to determine the financial impact and address issues related to 
potential fraud.  The Committee recommends that we move forward on implementation 
in a limited way to determine demand for bulk purchase of annual passes and 
determine average ridership.  

What is an Eco Pass? 

Many transit agencies offer bulk discount passes that enable employers, developers, 
and neighborhoods to purchase large quantities of an annual transit pass.  AC Transit 
has an “Easy Pass” that costs $121 per year if you buy at least 100 passes.  In Santa 
Clara, the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) sells their “Residential Eco Pass” for 
$120 a year with a minimum of 25 passes.  In Boulder Colorado they have a 
neighborhood pricing and an employer pricing for an annual pass that ranges between 
$80 and $146 depending on the volume.  

In Boulder the Eco Pass program has evolved to include neighborhood associations as 
well as employers.  A group of neighbors can go in together to purchase bulk volume of 
the annual passes and get the discount.  In Salt Lake City, residents will be able to 
purchase an annual bus pass and have the cost spread out monthly and included in 
their utility bill. 

Viability of Steep Discount 

Eco passes offered by others are priced around $100 a year which is significantly less 
than if a person purchased 12 monthly passes which in our case go for $60 each.  The 
reason this steep discount makes financial sense is that when an employer or 
residential developer purchases passes for everyone only a percentage (10 – 16%) 
take advantage of the benefit and use the bus.  The programs are structured so that all 
employees or residents count toward the bulk purchase, not just those who want the 
pass.  If there are 110 units the developer would need to purchase passes for all units.        



Does it work? 

When Cambridge Systematics studied the AC Transit pilot program in 2008 they found 
that when 1,500 residents the transit oriented development were given transit passes, 
23% tried using AC Transit for the first time and 50% of them used transit more.   

A Nelson/Nygaard evaluation of the VTA program in 2006 found that when a pass was 
provided by the employer or home owner association there was a 16% decrease in the 
number of people who drove and a 16% increase in use of transit for work trips.  

In 2012 VTA analyzed their Eco Pass program to determine how well it was working 
and found that 13% of all bus boardings were with the pass and 16% of all revenue 
was generated through the pass program.  The average fare revenue per passenger 
trip $0.67 was lower than the Board goal for the program set at $1.57 per passenger 
trip.   

Examples 

On example where extensive traffic reduction strategies are being employed is Green 
Village in Berkeley.  Transit passes (AC’s Easy Pass), bike link cards, car share 
memberships will be given to new residents and there is zero car parking.   

3800 San Pablo in Emeryville is another project that has been “green trip” certified by 
Transform.  The project completed last year provides transit passes (AC’s Easy Pass), 
car sharing, and bike sharing on site.   

Fourth Street Family Apartments in San Jose is a 100 unit apartment complex that 
gives transit passes (VTA’s Eco Pass) to all the residents.   

A developer in Contra Costa, RCD (Resources for Community Development) is 
interested in offering transit passes to the future residents of Riviera Family Apartments 
north of the WC BART station.     

A full list of projects in the Bay Area that have been certified as Green Trip projects can 
be found at: http://www.transformca.org/GreenTRIP/certified-projects 

Fraud 

On way to eliminate fraud is to create an eco pass that has a photo on it.  In Denver 
they require photos and have the following process established to reduce fraud. 

Before heading down to one of our photo locations, employees must arrive with 
a driver's license or a Colorado state I.D. The employee must also present a 
completed, signed and dated official RTD authorization form from the employer 
on company letterhead. Authorization forms must be dated within 30 days of the 



photo appointment. The EcoPass photo I.D. will not be valid until a current decal 
is placed on the EcoPass. Decals must be applied by an authorized employer 
representative or by RTD staff. 

VTA in Santa Clara has worked out a system where the photo ID is on the back of the 
Clipper card and employers are able to activate and deactivate cards.      

 

Why create a County Connection Eco Pass now? 

Cities and developers are focused on including trip reduction strategies in their plans to 
comply with the new transit oriented development requirements, and to qualify for low 
interest loan programs through the California Dept. of Housing and Community 
Development.  For example, for Prop 1C Transit Oriented Development Funds you can 
score extra points if you offer transit passes for each unit.  Transform, an organization 
that supports “green” development and is partially funded by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has developed a Green Trip certification program in 
the Bay Area that rewards multi-family and mixed use projects that have traffic 
reduction strategies; one of these being a requirement that each unit gets 2 transit 
passes for a 40 year period of time.                

As Cities make plans for their Priority Development Areas (PDA’s) there is an 
opportunity to include traffic reduction strategies such as a transit pass program.  
Creating an Eco Pass gives us something to offer Cities, developers, and employers 
who are looking for traffic reduction options.   



As a result of SB1339 the BAAQMD and MTC are able to require employers with more 
than 50 employees to provide a commute benefit.  An Eco Pass program would be an 
option for employers who want a tax deductible commuter benefit.     

Pass Use Estimates and Impact on Pricing  

Determining an Eco Pass price that is revenue neutral depends upon the amount of 
transit trips taken by Eco Pass holders.  It is difficult to know in advance what this will 
be and it is likely to vary depending on the employer, neighborhood, or residential 
development that is making the bulk purchase.           

Bishop Ranch Experience 

We can look to Bishop Ranch to see how the pass benefit translates into bus rides.   
They have approximately 30,000 employees that are offered the transit pass; but only 
3,500 (12%) pick one up.  We track the trips taken by Bishop Ranch pass holders and 
know that they equaled 203,528 last year (FY2012-13); an average of 58 trips a year 
for each pass holder.  This is low use on average however we know that a share of the 
pass holders use it every day to commute.  Therefore many are keeping in their pocket 
and not using it regularly.   

If we look at it from a different angle there were 844 weekday trips in October paid for 
with the Bishop Ranch pass.  If these represent a worker going to and from the office, 
then we’re seeing 422 individuals taking a round trip.  We can estimate that of the 
3,500 pass holders only 422 (12%) use it for their commute.     

 The share of pass use and transit ridership is confirmed by the Boulder statistics that 
have found that there is approximately 10% of transit use when all employees and 
neighbors are given the pass.    

Pricing and Ridership Math 

Current Monthly Pass 
Cost = $60/month 
Estimated Trips/Month = 42 (21 weekdays x 2 trips per day) 
Fare Revenue per Trip = $1.43   

The following examples illustrate what the fare revenue per trip would be given various 
assumptions.  All use the example of a 55 unit complex purchasing 2 passes per unit 
for a total of 110 passes.  If pass use is low then the fare revenue per trip is high and if 
pass use is high then fare revenue per trip is low.   

 
 
 



Eco Pass Scenario 1 
(100% use the pass; current profile of ridership frequency – 60% use it 5 days a week) 

Cost per Pass = $140 
Total Passes = 110 
Total Cost = $15,400 
Trips per Year = 43,542 
Fare Revenue per Trip = $0.35 
 

Eco Pass Scenario 2 
 (20% use the pass; current profile of ridership frequency) 

Total Cost = $15,400 
Trips per Year = 8,708 
Fare Revenue per Trip = $1.77 
 

Eco Pass Scenario 3 
(Bishop Ranch profile: 12% use the pass; 12% of them use it often) 

Total Cost = $13,200 
Trips per Year = 765 
Fare Revenue per Trip = $17.25 

 
Other Issues – Title 6 and Clipper 

Title 6 - There is no way to know the impact of an Eco Pass on minority and low 
income riders until after the program is implemented.  This fare structure change is 
unlike a service change where we know who will be impacted.  It is unlike the midday 
free fare change because we can’t use the onboard survey demographic data.  The 
best way to comply with Title 6 would be to adopt the program on a demonstration 
basis, then analyze the use patterns and demographics of the riders using the pass.    

Clipper - The clipper card has been combined with the Eco pass at VTA and with the 
Bishop Ranch employer pass.  In VTA’s case it tracks use and in Bishop Ranch’s case 
the card is personalized to be used as a flash pass as well as a stored value card.        

Implementation 

In all cases a contract is executed between the Eco pass purchaser and the transit 
agency.  Often there is a sliding scale pricing for volume and length of contract.  
Sometimes there are minimums set for volume and contract length.  To start with staff 
recommends that the program be made as simple as possible with one price, a 
minimum volume of 50 passes, and a contract term of one year.  The price for the pass 
can be adjusted each year as ridership patterns become available.  The price would 
need to be adjusted if the average fare per passenger dropped below a goal of meeting 
the average fare per passenger received from monthly pass purchasers, which is 
currently $1.43/trip.   



To implement the plan it will be necessary to create marketing materials, develop a 
boilerplate contract, set up procedures for photo taking and pass distribution, and 
establish a performance measurement system.   

What to Call It? 

Board members have suggested that we name the annual pass something other than 
EcoPass.  The A&F Committee suggests that we call it the CoCoPass, short for County 
Connection Pass. 

Recommendation:  

The A&F Committee recommends that the Board direct staff to take the steps 
necessary to implement the CoCoPass program on a demonstration basis with no 
more than three contracts.  The annual price would be set at $140 per pass and there 
would need to be a minimum of 50 passes purchased.   

 































































 
 

To: Board of Directors       Date: April 10, 2014 

From: Anne Muzzini, Director of Planning and Marketing  Reviewed by:
 

SUBJECT: Recommended Service Changes in Walnut Creek 
 

Summary: 

Staff is proposing the following service changes to routes serving Walnut Creek: 

• Route 2: Reduce service to two morning and two evening commute trips while re-
routing to provide more direct service to Walnut Creek BART.  

• Route 5: Increase frequency and re-route to provide more direct service from 
Creekside to Walnut Creek BART. 

• Route 7: Streamline service between Shadelands and Pleasant Hill BART. 

This proposal originated in the Adaptive Service Analysis Plan and evolved through extensive 
outreach. A Title VI Equity Analysis has been completed and finds that neither minority nor low-
income populations will be disproportionately burdened by these changes.  

Background: 

At the December 2013 Board of Directors meeting, the Board approved the Adaptive Service 
Analysis Plan. The study focused on alternatives for transit service in areas where the current 
service is not productive.  The consultant team first selected neighborhoods for study and 
narrowed down the choices to the Trotter/South Walnut Creek area, Downtown Martinez, and 
Shadelands.  Service options were developed and specific recommendations were made to 
improve service effectiveness in these neighborhoods.  

The proposed changes from the Adaptive Service Analysis Plan are listed below: 

Walnut Creek 

• Re-route the #7 to provide more frequent and direct service between Pleasant Hill 
BART and Shadelands. 

• Eliminate the Route 2 and modify the Route 5 to provide more frequent and direct 
service from Creekside to Walnut Creek BART. 

 

 

 



Martinez 

• Modify the #18 and #28 by eliminating service on Howe rd. to increase service to the 
retail centers on Arnold. 

• Eliminate the Route 19 and redirect the service hours to a new community shuttle 
route.  

• Operate a community shuttle between downtown Martinez and retail on Arnold. 

Outreach: 

Beginning in February staff conducted outreach to receive public comments on these service 
recommendations. Nearly 200 comments were received. 

The public was able to comment on the proposed changes in the following ways: 

• Attending public meetings (one in Martinez City Hall and one in the Walnut Creek 
Library),   

• Emailing planning@countyconnection.com, 
• Calling County Connection Customer Service, 
• Commenting on County Connection’s website, or 
• Completing a text survey via Textizen (see attached summary). 
• Writing to the Director of Planning 

 

Notices for the public meetings were placed on the buses as well as in the Contra Costa Times 
and information on the other outreach efforts was placed on buses as well as on County 
Connection’s website. 

Because some individuals submitted comments through more than one avenue, the numbers for 
total comments and individuals will not match exactly. 

The chart below shows the public participation by type: 

 

 

 

 

Route #2 and Route #19 

Venue # of Comments/Participants
Martinez - 14
Walnut Creek - 15

Email 30
Customer Service 14

English - 71
Spanish - 8

Website 29

Textizen

Public Meetings



Not surprisingly, most respondents commented on the two routes that were proposed to be 
eliminated (Routes #2 and #19).   

Through the website, customer service, and email, 24 comments were received requesting that 
service continue on the Route #19. The comments showed that passengers in Martinez depend 
on the Route 19 to access public health and social services. Many commented at the public 
meeting that they wanted more frequency on the route.   

The Route 2 recommendation generated 19 comments through the website, email, and customer 
service with only 3 supporting its elimination; though 10 suggested retaining at least the commute 
service. Most of the respondents (from all public input) use the Route #2 to commute to work or 
school and Route #19 for work and medical trips. 

Route #5   

Overall only two people commented on the Route #5 change via the website and both supported 
the recommendation. Further, 23 respondents who filled out the texting survey supported the 
change while 14 did not.  

Route #7   

The change to the Route #7 received 6 comments in favor and 7 in opposition. Comments in 
support of the recommendation were from those that work in Shadelands and the Children’s 
Hospital. Comments received via text were also evenly split in their support.  

Route #28 and Martinez Shuttle   

Though only a minor service change was recommended, the Route 28 generated significant 
public interest and comments were skewed towards keeping the current routing. The Martinez 
shuttle was strongly supported but not at the expense of the Route 19. 

Recommendation:  

Staff recommends the following: 

• Make no changes in Martinez 
• Route 2: Retain two morning and two evening commute trips. Re-route via Broadway 
• Route 5: Streamline service to BART 
• Route 7: Streamline service between Shadelands and Pleasant Hill BART 

The public comments reflected a significant need for the Route 19 and the need for a modest 
level of service on the Route 2. As the Martinez Shuttle was contingent on savings from 
eliminating the Route 19 and the recommended re-routing of Route #28 was not supported, staff 
has revised the recommendation to keep all current service in Martinez intact and not implement 
the shuttle.  

 

The recommendation for the Route 2 has also been revised to retain 2 morning commute trips 
and 2 evening commute trips and re-route the service via Broadway instead of California.  

Based on the comments received on the Route #5 proposal, staff is supporting the initial 
recommendation to modify the route to provide more direct service between Creekside and 



Walnut Creek BART. Staff is recommending that the Route #5 operate on 20-minute headways 
during peak commute hours and 45 minutes during the midday. Currently the Route 5 operates 
on 35-minute headways during commute times and over 90 minute headways during midday. 

In Walnut Creek, there was support for the modified Route #7 to expedite service between 
Pleasant Hill BART and Shadelands. It is recommended that this service operate on 15-minute 
headways between the hours of 7:00am and 10:30am and 3:00pm and 7:00pm.  Currently it 
operates on 45 minute headways. 

The maps below illustrate the changes to the Routes #2, #5, and #7. 







 

 

 

 

Title VI:  



Because the level of service that is proposed qualifies as a “Major Service Change”, staff has 
conducted an Equity Analysis. The Census 2010 census-tract data was used to compare the 
change in revenue miles and hours in minority tracts to non-minority tracts and low-income tracts 
to non-low-income tracts. Based on Census 2010 data 37.1% of the population residing in County 
Connection’s service area is minority so any census tract with greater than 37.1% minority 
population is designated a “minority tract.” Because 5.7% of the population residing in County 
Connection’s service area is determined to be below the poverty level, any tract with greater than 
5.7% below the poverty level is designated a “low-income tract.” 

The tables below compare the proposed service change in revenue miles and hours operated in 
low-income to non-low-income and minority to non-minority tracts. The data shows that although 
total revenue hours and miles will decrease slightly, the service going to low-income and minority 
tracts will increase (with the exception of low-income revenue miles which would decline 0.01%).  

 

 

This data demonstrates that the service recommendations will not have a disproportionate burden 
on low-income and minority populations. 

Recommendation:  

The O&S Committee has reviewed the proposed service changes and recommends the Board 
approve Resolution 2014-017 authorizing staff to implement the proposed changes. If approved 
at the April Board meeting, service changes would take effect at the Fall Bid (August 17, 2014).  

 

 

 

Attachment: Summary of Textizen Survey Responses 

Current Proposed % Difference
Low-Income Rt. Miles 112.02 112.01     -0.01%
Non-Low-Income Rt. Miles 316.68 262.59     -17.08%
Total Rt. Miles 428.70 374.60     -12.62%

Low-Income Rt. Hours 12.74    13.71       7.65%
Non-Low-Income Rt. Hours 35.15    27.34       -22.23%
Total Rt. Hours 47.89    41.05       -14.28%

Current Proposed % Difference
Minority Rt. Miles 63.83    92.09       44.27%
Non-Minority Rt. Miles 364.87 283.63     -22.27%
Total Rt. Miles 428.70 374.60     -12.62%

Minority Rt. Hours 6.85      11.80       72.26%
Non-Minority Rt. Hours 41.04    29.35       -28.47%
Total Rt. Hours 47.89    41.05       -14.28%



 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-017 
 

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY  
BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

* * * 
AUTHORIZING THE SERVICE CHANGES TO ROUTES #2, #5, AND #7  

 
WHEREAS, the County of Contra Costa and the Cities of Clayton, Concord, the Town of 

Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, the Town of Moraga, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon and Walnut 
Creek (hereinafter “Member Jurisdictions”) have formed the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 
(“CCCTA”), a joint exercise of powers agency created under California Government Code Section 
6500 et seq., for the joint exercise of certain powers to provide coordinated and integrated public 
transportation services within the area of its Member Jurisdictions; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the CCCTA Board of Directors adopted the Adaptive Service Plan which 

evaluated service in Walnut Creek and Martinez and recommended changes to routes in those areas to 
improve productivity; and  

 
 WHEREAS, subsequent to adoption of the Adaptive Service Plan, staff conducted extensive 

public outreach including 2 public hearings in accordance with Board policy and evaluated all 
comments received, and 

 
 WHEREAS, in response to public comment, staff is recommending that only changes to 

Routes #2, #5, and #7, be implemented, and  
 
 WHEREAS, the changes proposed by staff do trigger the requirement to conduct a Title VI 

analysis, and  
 
 WHEREAS, staff has conducted a Title VI Analysis on the proposed changes and found that 

those changes will not have a disparate impact on  minority communities and will not  disproportionate 
burden low income communities and staff will be completing necessary steps including detailed 
documentation for submittal to the FTA, and  

 
 WHEREAS the Board has reviewed, accepted, and approved the Title VI analysis, and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors has carefully considered the public input received, and 

the potential for increasing ridership,    
   
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Central Contra 

Costa Transit Authority, that the General Manager, or his designee, is hereby authorized to implement 
the proposed changes to Routes #2, 5, and 7 for implementation at the Fall bid 2014. 

 
Regularly passed and adopted this 17th day of April, 2014 by the following vote:   
 
AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:  

_____________________________________ 
Bob Simmons, Chair, Board of Directors  

 
ATTEST:  ______________________________ 

                   Lathina Hill, Clerk to the Board  



 
 

To: Board of Directors      Date: April 11, 2014 

From: William Churchill, Director of Transportation  Subject: Recommendation to  
          Award Contract for Provision of  
          Paratransit Operations &   
          Maintenance Services 

     
 

Summary: 
  
On December 31, 2013, following board approval, staff released a Request for Proposal (RFP) 
for the provision of transportation services including LINK and BART ADA Paratransit, Saint 
Mary’s Shuttle, California State University East Bay, Alamo Creek, Concord Police Department 
and other special transportation services as needed. 

Four bids were received by the deadline of March 14th 2014, from the following companies; 
First Transit, Keolis Transit Services, MV Transportation and Veolia Transportation.  All four 
proposals met the minimum standards set forth in the RFP and were subsequently evaluated.  
A review panel was formed which evaluated each proposal and interviewed the applicants on 
Monday March 31st, 2014.  

The review panel reached a consensus on their recommendation to award a contract to First 
Transit Inc. as the highest scoring bidder for the provision of Transportation & Maintenance 
Services. 

 

Recommendation: The O&S committee recommends the board approve resolution No. 2014-015 
authorizing the General Manager to enter into an agreement with First Transit 
Inc. for three years with two one year options for the provision of Paratransit 
Operations & Maintenance services. The contract will be developed by Legal 
Counsel with the appropriate mechanisms to provide contractual protections for 
County Connection   

 Financial Implications: The draft FY 2015 budget for purchased transportation is $5,210,386. The  
     recommended bidder, First Transit, provided a bid of $5,241,792 for the   
     first year which is slightly higher than the current draft budget. It is    
     important to note the current draft budget for FY 2015 will not be finalized   
     until May 2014. The total cost for the three year contract will be $16,401,051  

 Attachments:  1) Resolution No. 2014-015 

2) Master Evaluation & Scoring Sheet 

Additional Background Information: 



The O&S Committee work with staff for several months to develop a scope of work for the 
provision of Paratransit Operations and Maintenance services.  From this work a Request for 
Proposals was developed and released on December 31, 2013.  

Four bids were received by the deadline of March 14th 2014, from the following companies; 
First Transit, Keolis Transit Services, MV Transportation and Veolia Transportation.  All four 
proposals met the minimum standards set forth in the RFP and were subsequently evaluated.  
A review panel consisting of The General Manager, the Director of Transportation, the Senior 
Manager of Transportation and two General Managers from other Authorities was formed to 
evaluate the proposals.  Proposals were evaluated by each member of the evaluation team 
across the following parameters and a combined average score was created.    

 

Financial Viability and Stability of Organization ............................... 10% 

Firm Experience, including Technical Competence demonstrated on Past 
Projects. ............................................................................................. 20% 
 
Qualifications and Experience of Key Personnel and staffing plan, including 
training, technical experience and other service quality programs   25% 
 
Creative Approach/Service Improvement Plan ................................. 15% 
 
Corporate Support, and Implementation Plan  ................................  10% 
 
Reasonableness of Cost Proposal...................................................... 20% 
 
Retention of Current Employees – Labor Code 1070 et seq. ............. 10% 
 
Total ................................................................................................110% 

  

Additionally, each of the four firms was interviewed by the evaluation team providing the 
opportunity for each firm to earn an additional twenty five points toward their total score.  The 
interview process was designed to gain a better understanding and receive clarification where 
necessary regarding the submitted proposals.   

Following the interview process the evaluation team, upon review of proposal scoring and 
interview scoring, reached a consensus on their recommendation to award a contract to First 
Transit as the highest scoring proposer.  While the proposals varied in their strengths and 
weaknesses from staffing levels to technology solutions and financial viability, in the end the 
evaluation team was unanimous in its recommendation of First Transit. Please refer to 
attached evaluation & scoring sheet.    

 

 

Financial Implications: 



Although the evaluation team looked at all components of the proposals, there were two 
primary areas that received additional focus, reasonableness of the cost proposal and the cost 
reduction/service improvement plan.  From a financial perspective the evaluation team was 
rather surprised at the wide spread of proposed costs.  There was a 4.5 million dollar 
difference between the lowest cost proposal and the most expensive proposal.  The following 
chart provides a table of total bid costs across the various proposals as well as total hourly 
cost created by adding the hourly expenses and the fixed monthly expenses together and 
dividing by the total projected hours of service. 

 

Proposal Cost Comparison 
Total Contract Costs and  Combined Monthly + Hour Cost/ Total Annual Hours 

      
  

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 3 Year Total 
First 
Transit Total Annual Expense    5,241,792.00      5,462,809.00     5,696,450.00    16,401,051.00  
  Combined Hourly Rate                52.27                  53.45                 54.69    
            
Keolis Total Annual Expense    6,114,816.00      6,284,830.00     6,545,860.00    18,945,506.00  
  Combined Hourly Rate                60.97                  61.49                 62.85    
            
MV Total Annual Expense    4,830,680.00      4,770,279.00     4,804,885.00    14,405,844.00  
  Combined Hourly Rate                48.17                  46.67                 46.13    
            
Veolia Total Annual Expense    5,708,295.00      5,983,748.00     6,226,826.00    17,918,869.00  
  Combined Hourly Rate                56.92                  58.55                 59.78    
            
 

 

Although MV Transportation presented the lowest cost proposal it was not sufficient to 
overcome the total scores when all aspects of the other proposals were evaluated. When 
considering the reasonableness of the various cost proposals within the context of the services 
to be provided the clear winner is First Transit.  The proposed first contract year proposal 
represents a 2.3% increase over the projected current year costs.  Veolia Transportation 
provided the closest more expensive first year contract proposal representing a 10.3% 
increase over the current year projected expenses.  Keolis Transportation provided the highest 
first year contract cost representing an increase of 16.2% over the projected current year 
expense.    

All firms proposed the development of a relationship with taxi companies as one of the 
methods for improving productivity and reducing costs.  None of the firms built any savings into 
their proposals but rather stated that as relationships with taxi companies were formed and 
opportunities to defer rides to taxis the savings would be passed on to County Connection.  
Through the interview process it became clear the only firm to actually contact and meet with 
various taxi providers was First Transit.  The consensus from the proposers implied that taxi 
companies in central Contra Costa are not well regulated and need to mature before they can 
be valuable partners in absorbing some LINK trips.  Having said this all proposers expressed a 



willingness to actively work with a couple of taxi companies to help the process along in 
meeting the County connection goals. 

In addition to developing relationships with taxi providers all firms proposed different software 
tools that provide enhanced management of the existing Trapeeze paratransit scheduling 
software that will result in improved on-time performance and ridership productivity.  The 
evaluation team spent considerable time evaluating these tools and interviewing proposers to 
gain a stronger knowledge of how they work.  Similar to developing a relationship with a taxi 
provider the potential savings for the use of these technological solutions are not built into the 
base cost proposals but would rather would be passed on to County Connection as the tools 
are implemented.   

         

  



 

Co
ns

ol
id

at
ed

 S
co

re
 S

he
et

Cr
ite

ria
M

ax
 P

oi
nt

s
Fir

st
 T

ra
ns

it
Ke

ol
is

M
V

Ve
ol

ia
I.

Ov
er

al
l Q

ua
lit

y 
of

 th
e 

pr
op

os
al

II.
Pr

op
os

er
 M

an
ag

em
en

t E
xp

er
ie

nc
e

III
.

St
af

fin
g 

Pl
an

IV
.

Ov
er

al
l C

om
pa

ny
 E

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
in

 P
ro

vi
di

ng
 S

im
ila

r S
er

vi
ce

s

V.
Ov

er
al

l T
ec

hn
ica

l C
ap

ab
ili

ty
 to

 P
ro

vi
de

 Q
ua

lit
y 

Se
rv

ice
 

VI
.

Fin
an

cia
l V

ia
bi

lit
y 

& 
St

ab
ili

ty
 o

f O
rg

an
iza

tio
n

VI
I.

Re
as

on
ab

le
ne

ss
 o

f C
os

t P
ro

po
sa

l

VI
II.

Co
st

 R
ed

uc
tio

n/
Se

rv
ice

 Im
pr

ov
em

en
t P

la
n

*
To

ta
l P

ro
po

se
r S

co
re

*
Sin

ce
 a

ll 
pr

op
os

al
s r

ec
ei

ve
d 

th
e 

10
% 

Em
pl

oy
ee

 R
et

en
tio

n 
Pr

ef
er

en
ce

, C
A 

La
bo

r C
od

e 
§ 

10
71

(d
),

th
is 

ch
ar

t d
id

 in
clu

de
 th

e 
sc

or
e 

fo
r r

et
en

tio
n 

in
 o

rd
er

 to
 d

em
on

st
ra

te
 th

e 
ra

w 
sc

or
e 

of
 e

ac
h 

pr
op

os
al

. 

M
as

te
r E

va
lu

at
io

n 
& 

Sc
or

in
g S

he
et

Co
un

ty
 C

on
ne

ct
io

n 
Re

qu
es

t f
or

 P
ro

po
sa

l f
or

 P
ar

at
ra

ns
it 

Se
rv

ice
s

4.
2

13
.6

11

10
05 15 10 15 10 10 20 15

18
.3

12
.8

4.
2

14
.4

4.
8

14
.2

4

8.
8

9
6.

6
9.

2

15
13

14
.8

15

9
9.

2

10
9.

6
8.

2
10

9
9.

6

83
.8

81
.4

85
.2

89
.1

13
.8

16
.8

9.
4

10
.8

11
.4

9.
8



 
6229941.3 

RESOLUTION NO.  2014-015 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

*  *  * 

AUTHORIZING AWARD OF A CONTRACT 
TO FIRST TRANSIT, INC. TO PROVIDE PARATRANSIT  

AND ASSOCIATED SERVICES  
 
 

 WHEREAS, the County of Contra Costa and the Cities of Clayton, Concord, the Town of Danville, 
Lafayette, Martinez, the Town of Moraga, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon and Walnut Creek (hereinafter 
“Member Jurisdictions”) have formed the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (“County Connection”), a joint 
exercise of powers agency created under California Government Code Section 6500 et seq., for the joint exercise of 
certain powers to provide coordinated and integrated public transportation services within the area of its Member 
Jurisdictions: and 

 
 WHEREAS, on December 31, 2013 County Connection issued a Request for Proposals To Provide 
Paratransit and Associated Services (RFP 2013-MA-02) for the operation and maintenance of (1) County 
Connection ADA paratransit services (LINK), (2) BART ADA paratransit services, (3) Route 250, (4) Route 260, 
(5) the Alamo Creek Demand Responsive Flex Route, (6) Concord Police Department special requests; and (7) other 
special transportation services as needed; and 
 
 WHEREAS, four proposals were received by the March 14, 2014 deadline and were evaluated by a five-
member evaluation committee, which also conducted interviews with all of the proposers on March 31, 2014; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the evaluation committee unanimously concluded that First Transit, Inc. was the highest 
ranked proposer based on the evaluation criteria contained within the Request for Proposals; and  
 

WHEREAS, the evaluation committee recommends award of the subject contract to First Transit, Inc. 
which recommendation was supported by the Operations and Scheduling Committee at its April 11, 2014 meeting. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority Board of 
Directors authorizes award of a contract to First Transit, Inc. for paratransit and associated services as described in 
RFP 2013-MA-02 for a three-year base term commencing July 1, 2014,  for a total three-year  estimated cost of 
$16,401,051, based upon the following:   
 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
Fixed Monthly Rate $87,813 $90,829 $94,293 
Service Hour Rate $41.75 $42.79 $43.83 
Estimated Service Hours 100,287 102,203 104,157 
Total Annual Cost $5,241,792 $5,462,809 $5,696,450 
; and   
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the General Manager is authorized to execute a contract with First 
Transit, Inc. on behalf of County Connection in full conformity with all of the terms and conditions of the 
solicitation documents, subject to approval as to form by Legal Counsel. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the General Manager is authorized to execute up to two additional 
one-year option terms to the contract with First Transit, Inc. in accordance with the price proposal submitted by First 
Transit, Inc. for the option terms, provided that exercise of such options is in the best interest of CCCTA.  
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 Regularly passed and adopted this 17th day of April 2014, by the following vote: 
 

AYES: 
 

NOES: 
 

ABSTAIN: 
 

ABSENT: 
 
      __________________________________________ 
      Bob Simmons, Chair, Board of Directors 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________________________ 
Lathina Hill, Clerk to the Board 
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