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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
Thursday, May 21, 2015 

9:00 a.m. 
 

CCCTA Paratransit Facility 
Gayle B. Uilkema Memorial Board Room 

2477 Arnold Industrial Way 
Concord, California 

 
 

The County Connection 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 April 16, 2015* 

b. Lifeline Cycle 4 Grant Funding* 
Resolution No. 2015-029* 

5) Report of Chair 

a. Recognition of Chair’s Award for 2014  

6) Report of General Manager 

a. Recognition of Retiring Employee 

b. Recognition of Employee with 30 Years of Service 

c. Recognition of Employees of the 1st Quarters, 2015 

d. Recognition of APTA National Rodeo Participant, Monroe Woodard 

e. Recognition of 2014 General Manager’s Employee of the Year Award 

f. Recognition of 2014 CCCTA Employee of the Year Award 

7) Report of Standing Committees 

a. Administration & Finance Committee 
(Committee Chair: Director Don Tatzin) 



1) FY2016 Draft Budget* 
(The Board will review the FY2016 Draft Budget.) 

b. Marketing, Planning & Legislative Committee 
(Committee Chair: Rob Schroder) 

1) State Legislation: Support AB 1250, SB 391, and SB 508; Oppose SB 231 and 
AB 1347* 
(The MP & L Committee recommends that the Board support AB 1250, SB 
391 and SB 391. The MP & L also recommends that the Board oppose SB 231 
and AB1347.) 

2) Review Recent Marketing Campaigns*  
(The MP & L Committee would like the Board to review Recent Marketing 
Campaigns.) 

3) Review of Spring 2015 On Board Survey Results* 
(The MP & L Committee would like the Board to review the On Board Survey 
Results from Spring 2015.) 

8) Report from the Advisory Committee 

a. Appointment of Sam Kumar to the Advisory Committee as an Alternate 
Representative from the City of Pleasant Hill* 

b. Appointment of Cary Kennerly to the Advisory Committee as a Representative from 
the City of Martinez* 

9) 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. 

10) Closed Session: 
 

Conference with Labor Negotiator (pursuant to Government code Section 54957.6) 
Employee Organizations: 
Machinists Automotive Trades District Lodge No. 1173 

Public Employee Performance Evaluation 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957 
Position: General Manager 
Conference with Labor Negotiators – Unrepresented employee (General Manager) 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6 

11) Adjournment 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

*Enclosure 
**It will be available at the Board meeting. 

 
 

 

 

 



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, June 18, 9:00 a.m., County Connection Board Room 
Administration & Finance: Wednesday, June 3, 9:00 a.m. 1676 N. California Blvd., Suite 620, Walnut Creek 
Advisory Committee: TBA, County Connection Board Room 
Marketing, Planning & Legislative: Thursday, June 4, 8:30 a.m., 100 Gregory Ln, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 
Operations & Scheduling: Friday, June 5, 8:00a.m., Supervisor Andersen's Office 309 Diablo Road, Danville, 

CA  
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 
 

April 16, 2015 
 
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL/CONFIRM QUORUM 
 
Vice Chair Storer called the regular meeting of the Board of Directors to order at 9 a.m.  Board Members 
present were Directors Andersen, Hudson, Manning, Noack, Schroder, Simmons, Tatzin and Worth. 
Directors Dessayer and Hoffmeister were absent. 
 
Staff: Ramacier, Chun, Barnes, Barrientos, Bowron, Casenave, Churchill, Dean, Hill, Martinez, Mitchell, 

Moran, Muzzini and Rettig 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

MOTION: Director Tatzin moved approval of the Consent Calendar, consisting of the following items: 
(a) Approval of Minutes of Regular Meeting of March 19, 2015; (b) CCCTA Investment Policy-
Quarterly Reporting; (c) Resolution No. 2015-026, Resolution of Local Support for MTC 
Transit Performance Initiative Grant; (d) Independent Accountant’s Report on National 
Transit Database Report Form FFA-10.: Director Manning seconded the motion and it 
received the following vote of approval:   

 
Aye: Directors Andersen, Hudson, Manning, Noack, Schroder, Simmons, Storer, Tatzin 

and Worth 
No: None  
Abstain: None 
Absent: Directors Dessayer and Hoffmeister 

 
REPORT OF CHAIR: None 
 
REPORT OF GENERAL MANAGER:  
 
General Manager Rick Ramacier informed the staff that CCCTA now has a couple of Clipper units to test 
in two buses, which will allow CCCTA to see how Clipper will interface with the existing bus system. The 
public has seen these and are now calling to find out when CCCTA will go live with Clipper. As of now, 
November 2015 is the projected time to go live with Clipper.  Rick will keep the Board informed.  
 
REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
Administration & Finance Committee 
 



 
 
FY2016 Draft Budget 
 
Director Tatzin introduced the item to the Board and stated that the A & F Committee has looked at and 
made adjustments to the Draft FY2016 Budget. The draft budget will be the basis for filing the annual 
TDA, STA and RM2 claim with MTC. He turned it over to Kathy Casenave, Financial Director.  She 
explained that the draft budget assumes that the vacant positions that we currently have will be filled, 
the Martinez shuttle will be implemented, STA Funds will increase 2.5% and TDA Funds will increase to 
3.5%.  After some Board discussion, Director Tatzin made a motion.  
 
MOTION: Director Tatzin moved approval of Resolution No. 2015-027, Authorize Filing Applications 
and Supporting Documents with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for Allocation of 
Transportation Development Act, State Transit Assistance, and RM2 Funds for FY 2016. Director 
Manning seconded the motion and it received the following vote of approval: 
 

Aye: Directors Andersen, Hudson, Manning, Noack, Schroder, Simmons, Storer, Tatzin 
and Worth 

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

Marketing, Planning & Legislative Committee 
 
Revision of Public Hearing Policy  
 
Director Schroder explained that the recent FTA triennial review included a finding that CCCTA's Public 
Hearing Policy should be more specific regarding how public comments are collected and considered, 
including emails and blogs.  Director of Planning Anne Muzzini presented an amended Public Hearing 
and Public Comment Policy to comply with the FTA finding..  
 
MOTION: Director Schroder moved approval of  Resolution No. 2015-028. Adopt Amended Public 
Hearing and Public Comment Policy. Director Worth seconded the motion and it received the following 
vote of approval: 
 

Aye: Directors Andersen, Hudson, Manning, Noack, Schroder, Simmons, Storer, Tatzin 
and Worth 

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

 
 
Report from the Advisory Committee 
 
Appointment of David Loyd to the Advisory Committee as a Representative from the City of Pleasant Hill 
 
Vice Chair Robert Storer stated that it is always a good thing to have people of the community serve on 
any sub-committee, so thanks to David Loyd for making this commitment.  
 
MOTION: Director Noack moved approval of the Appointment of David Loyd to the Advisory 
Committee as a Representative from the City of Pleasant Hill. Director Manning seconded the motion 
and it received the following vote of approval: 



 
 

Aye: Directors Andersen, Hudson, Manning, Noack, Schroder, Simmons, Storer, Tatzin 
and Worth 

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

 
BOARD COMMUNICATION: None 
 
ADJOURNMENT: Vice Chair Storer adjourned the regular Board meeting at 9:15 a.m. 
 
 Minutes prepared by 
 
____________________________________  ___________________________________ 
   Lathina Hill    Date 
   Assistant to the General Manager 



 
          Agenda Item # 4.b. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: May 11, 2015 

From: Laramie Bowron, Manager of Planning    Reviewed by:
 

Subject:  Lifeline Cycle 4 Grant Funding
 

Summary: 

As part of County Connection’s Lifeline Cycle 4 grant application, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) requires the adoption of a resolution of local 
support. 

Background:   

The Lifeline Transportation Program funds projects that improve mobility for low-
income residents of the Bay Area. It supports community-based transportation projects 
that improve a range of transportation choices by adding a variety of new or expanded 
services. 
 
Cycle 4 covers a three-year programming cycle, FY2013-14 to FY2015-16 and is funded with: 
State Transit Assistance (STA), Proposition 1B, and Section 5307 Job Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) funds.  
 
The STA and JARC funds are assigned to counties based on their share of the regional low-
income population.  
 
Prop. 1B is assigned directly to transit operators based on a formula that distributes half of the 
funds according to the transit operators’ share of the regional low-income ridership, and half of 
the funds according to the transit operators’ share of the regional low-income population. 
 
County Connection was allocated $255,194 in Prop. 1B funds and the Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority (CCTA) was allocated $5,628,449 in STA and JARC funds, 
$1,600,000 of which was subsequently allocated to County Connection. 
 
County Connection submitted the following projects which received concurrence from 
CCTA and MTC: 



 
 

Recommendation:  

The Committee recommends the Board approve the use of the Lifeline funds to 
complete the projects listed above by signing Resolution 2015-029.      

Financial Implications:  

The required local match would be funded with TDA funds and farebox revenues. 

 

Project Fund 
Source

Funding 
Amount

Local 
Match

Total Project Description

City of Concord - 
Bus Stop Access 
Improvement

Prop. 1B $255,194 $63,798 $318,992

Improve access to bus stops in the Monument 
Cooridor. Improvements include: 
Reconstructing Concrete Sidewalks, 
Reconstructing Driveways, Install ing Red Curb, 
Install  Concrete Surfaces (Pedestrian 
Landings), Reconstructing ADA Ramps, 
Install ing Concrete Bus Pads, Install ing 
Pedestrian Scale Light posts, and adding street 
furniture including shelters and benches.

Lifeline Service 
Preservation

Lifeline $1,600,000 $7,998,697 $9,598,697

Funds will  be util ized to continue service to 
Communities of Concern in the Central 
portions of Contra Costa County. Funding this 
project would preserve existing headways and 
service span on the following routes: 11, 14, 
16, 18, 19, 311, 314, and 316



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-029 
 

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

 
*** 

SUPPORT FOR CYCLE 4 LIFELINE PROJECT FUNDING 
 
 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;  
 
 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has established a 
Lifeline Transportation Program to assist in funding projects that 1) are intended to result in 
improved mobility for low-income residents of the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties, 2) are 
developed through a collaborative and inclusive planning process and 3) are proposed to address 
transportation gaps and/or barriers identified through a substantive community-based 
transportation plan or are otherwise based on a documented assessment of needs; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MTC has adopted principles, pursuant to MTC Resolution No. 4159, to 
guide implementation of the Lifeline Transportation Program for the three year period from 
Fiscal Year 2013-14 through Fiscal Year 2015-16, and has designated the County Congestion 
Management Agency in each of the nine bay area counties to help with recommending project 
selections and project administration; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Contra Costa Transportation Authority has been designated by MTC to 
assist with the Lifeline Transportation Program in Contra Costa County on behalf of MTC; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Contra Costa Transportation Authority conducted a competitive call for 
projects for the Lifeline Transportation Program  in Contra Costa County; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Central Contra Costa Transit Authority submitted a project(s) in response to 
the competitive call for projects; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Contra Costa Transportation Authority has confirmed that Central Contra 
Costa Transit Authority’s proposed project(s), described more fully on Attachment A to this 
Resolution, attached to and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, is consistent with the 
Lifeline Transportation Program goals as set out in MTC Resolution No. 4159; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Contra Costa Transportation Authority, after review, recommends Central 
Contra Costa Transit Authority’s proposed project(s), described more fully on Attachment A to 
this Resolution, attached to and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, be funded in 
part under the Lifeline Transportation Program; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Central Contra Costa Transit Authority agrees to meet project delivery and 
obligation deadlines, comply with funding conditions placed on the receipt of funds allocated to 



the Lifeline Transportation Program, provide for the required local matching funds, and satisfy all 
other conditions set forth in MTC Resolution No. 4159; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Central Contra Costa Transit Authority certifies that the project(s) and 
purpose(s) for which funds are being requested is in compliance with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with 
the State Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 
1500 et seq.) and if relevant the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC Section 4-1 
et seq. and the applicable regulations thereunder; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there is no legal impediment to Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 
making the funding request; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there is no pending or threatened litigation which might in any way 
adversely affect the ability of Central Contra Costa Transit Authority to deliver the proposed 
project(s) for which funds are being requested, now therefore be it 
 
 RESOLVED, that Central Contra Costa Transit Authority requests that MTC program 
funds available under its Lifeline Transportation Program, in the amounts requested for which 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority is eligible, for the project(s) described in Attachment A of 
this Resolution; and be it further 
 
 RESOLVED, that staff of Central Contra Costa Transit Authority shall forward a copy of 
this Resolution, and such other information as may be required, to MTC, Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority, and such other agencies as may be appropriate. 
 
Regularly passed and adopted this 21st day of May 2015, by the following vote: 
 

AYES:  
 
NOES: 
  
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  

 
                       
_________________________________  
Chair, A.G. Dessayer 
CCCTA Board of Directors 

 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Lathina Hill, Clerk to the Board 



 
ATTACHMENT A 

Lifeline Transportation Program Cycle 4 Projects 
 

 
 

Project Name Project Description 

Lifeline Transportation Program Funding 
Amounts 

Local 
Match 

Amount 

Total 
Project 

Cost 

Prop 
1B STA 5307/JA

RC 

Total 
Lifeline 
Funding 

  

City of Concord - 
Bus Stop Access 
Improvement 

Insert Project Description 
 

$255,19
4 

$ $ $255,194 $63,798 $318,992 

Lifeline Service 
Preservation 

Insert Project Description 
 

$ $1,224,03
8 

$375,962 $1,600,000 $7,998,697 $9,598,697 

Total $255,19
4 

$1,224,03
8 

$375,962 $1,855,194 $8,062,495 $9,917,689 

 



 
           Agenda Item 7.a.1. 

 

To: Board of Directors     Date: May 11, 2015 

From: Kathy Casenave, Director of Finance   Reviewed by: 

 

SUBJECT:  Updated FY 2016 Draft Budget and Ten Year Forecast 
 

This updated draft budget and forecast are submitted for your review and discussion. There have been some 
minor changes since submitting the draft budget in April. 

Staff will submit a final proposed budget for Board approval at the June meeting. If the Board approves the 
Lifeline grant, (on the May consent calendar), the revenue will be incorporated in the final budget and forecast.  

FY 2015 Estimated Actual: 

Estimated Operating Expenses (Page 2) for FY 2015 are expected to be $32,990,757, and are $2,074,581 (5.9%) 
under budget. 

Most of this is attributable to: 

• lower than expected materials and supplies (mainly diesel fuel ($814K) and repair parts ($101K)) 
• lower estimated wages and benefits ($155K) 
• the contingency expense not needed ($883K). 

The estimated actual operating expenses and revenues in this draft are slightly lower than the estimate in April 
($39,818).  

FY 2015 Operating expense changes: 

$  (93,572) Wages are estimated to be lower than previously projected, mainly in 
operator wages ($86,500). 

$   53,754 
_________ 

Benefits are expected to be higher, mainly in sick leave ($36K) and other 
paid time off. 

$  (39,818)  

FY 2015 Operating revenue changes: 

$ (140,044) Passenger fare projections are lower than previously estimated in both the farebox 
and in pass sales.  

$    35,284 Special fares revenue is projected to be slightly higher than the last estimate due 
to change in projection for the Walnut Creek expanded service, ACE, and minor 
changes in other estimates for contracted service such as St. Mary’s shuttle. 

$    64,942 
 
_________ 

TDA 4.0 earned is expected to be more than previously projected because 
passenger fares are lower, partially offset by lower expenses and an increase in 
the special fare revenue projection. 

$  (39,818)  
 

FY 2016 Draft Budget 



The proposed draft budget is $36,438,876, 10.5% more than the FY 2015 estimate actual. It includes an 
operating contingency of $1,024,107. The largest variances compared to FY 2015 estimated actual are: 

+$  509,030 A potential increase in cost due to wage increases, filling vacancies, and an 
increase in service (Martinez shuttle) which will be 80% reimbursed. 

+$  772,392 Fringe benefits are expected to be higher for a variety of reasons-mainly 
$392K in PERS retirement; $104K in medical, which includes OPEB retiree 
benefits; and $224K in cafeteria contributions. 

+$  201,410 Services are expected to be higher mainly for Clipper maintenance ($100k) 
and various outside repairs. 

+$  589,767 Materials and supplies are expected to be higher mainly due to diesel fuel 
($439k) and repair parts ($102k). 

+$  247,653 Paratransit purchased transportation is expected to increase due to an 
increase service hours and a contract increase. 

 
The FY 2016 budgeted operating expenses and revenues in this draft are slightly lower than the estimate in April 
($106,855).  

FY 2016 Operating expense changes: 

$  (90,593) Wages are estimated to be lower than previously projected, mainly in 
operator wages ($80,100). 

$  (15,370) Benefits are expected to be lower mainly in various paid time off categories. 

$  (     893)_ The contingency line time was adjusted to balance. 

$ (106,855)  

FY 2016 Operating revenue changes: 

$  (142,845) Passenger fare projections are lower than in both the farebox and in pass sales 
based on a lower projection for FY 2015 revenue..  

$     35,989 
__________ 

Special fares revenue is projected to be slightly higher than the last estimate due to 
the change in projection for FY 2015 estimated actual. 

$ (106,855)  
 
 
 
Key Assumptions Used for the Ten-Year Financial Forecast –  
 
TDA Revenue- 

The Contra Costa Auditor Controller’s revised estimate for FY 2015 is $16,295,500; this amount is 4.58% over the 
FY 2014 actual. The estimate for FY 2016 is $17,054,847, a 4.7% increase.  

The Auditor Controller does not provide a projection beyond FY 2016. In this forecast, staff has estimated the 
TDA growth rate for FY 2017 as 3.5% and 3% in all years after. This is less than the Measure J sales tax 
projection in the Strategic Plan published in July 2011 (4.03% in FY 2017 going up to 4.53% in FY 2020). Even 
with a conservative growth rate, the forecast shows a positive reserve balance in all years. 

 
Operating Revenues- 
 

• Passenger fares are increased 2% annually for Fixed route and 3% for Paratransit. Fare increases are 
projected for FY2017, FY 2020 and FY 2023.  

• STA revenue for FY 2016 is estimated by MTC; a 2.5% growth rate is assumed in the out years.  

• Measure J is projected to grow at the rate used in the Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s revised 
Measure J Strategic Plan published in July 2011- 4.03% for FY 2017- FY 2019, and 4.54% for FY 2020 
and beyond.  

Operating Expenses- 
 



The forecast assumes that the service levels will remain the same, except for the Martinez shuttle, which will be 
80% funded with new revenue. 
 
A 2.5% growth rate in the out years has been used for fixed route nonwage expenses except as noted in the 
following bullets: 

• 3% was used in FY 2017 and FY 2018. 

• Paratransit expenses have been increased by 3% per year 

• Cafeteria plan expenses have been increased 4-6% per year. 

• Diesel fuel has been increased by 25% for FY 2016; a 3%-2.5% increase thereafter. 

• PERS employer rate for FY 2015 is 7.105%. The rate for FY 2016 will be 8.997%- and almost 27% 
increase. CalPERS estimated that the rates will be 9.2% for FY 2017; 9%, FY 2018; 8.8%. FY 2019; 
8.6%, FY 2020; and 8.4%, FY 2021. Staff has used the 8.4% from then on. Although the rates for FY 
2016-FY 2018 are higher than the previous CalPERS estimate, the rates from after that are lower (ex. FY 
2020 is now 8.6%, 10.6% was used in the June 2014 forecast). The result is a reduction in estimated 
PERS expense for the 10 year forecast. 

 

Capital Program Page 7- 

There are no vehicle purchases slated for FY 2016. In FY 2017, 42 Paratransit vehicles will be due for 
replacement. The next large vehicle purchase will be in FY 2022- 40 fixed route vehicles and 45 Paratransit 
vehicles. There have been no changes in the capital program since the April draft. 

 

TDA Reserve- 

The TDA Reserve is $4.337 million at the end of FY 2024. This is an increase of $1.486 million from the April 
2015 draft.  

There are several factors that have contributed to the differences in the two projections: 

• Passenger Fares- Fares for FY 2015 and FY 2016 are projected to be lower than the previous draft.  The 
lower fare projections are carried forward to subsequent years. The result is that total fares projected for 
FY 2015-FY 2024 in this forecast is $1.781 million less than the April forecast. 

• Offsetting the reduction in passenger fares, operating expenses for the FY 2015-FY 2024 period are 
$2.881 million less than the April forecast, mainly in wages and benefits. 

• Also offsetting the reduced passenger fare revenue, special fares are $386K more than the April 
forecast. 

• The net result of the above three changes is that TDA revenue needed to match expenses has been 
reduced by $1.486 million, creating a larger TDA reserve.. 

The reserve at the end of FY 2015 is estimated to be 10% of the operating budget. The lowest reserve is 
projected to be in FY 2022, at 7% of the operating budget. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

This draft budget and forecast is submitted for Board review and comment. A final proposed budget will be 
submitted in June for approval. 

















































 

To: Board of Directors       Date: May 12, 2015 

From: Kristina Martinez, Civil Rights Administrator   Reviewed by:  

 

SUBJECT:  State Legislation: Support AB 1250, SB 391, and SB 508; Oppose SB 231 and AB 1347

 

Action Requested:  

The MP&L Committee requests that the Board of Directors: 

 Support AB 1250, SB 391, and SB 508 

 Oppose SB 231 and AB 1347 

MP&L Committee Discussion:  

Staff brought a series of bills which may affect County Connection to the MP&L committee for discussion. The committee 

has forwarded the following recommendations to the Board of Directors.   

Staff Recommendation:  

Staff requests that the MP&L committee discuss and forward to the Board of Directors recommendations to:  

 Support AB 1250, SB 391, and SB 508 

 Oppose SB 231 and AB 1347 

Background:  

AB 1250 (Bloom)  

Recent legislation has proposed an exemption period (originally January 1, 2015) which allowed agencies to procure buses 

while legislators addressed the concern of the current bus axle weight limit of 20,500 lbs. AB 1250 proposes to extend this 

period through January 1, 2016 in which any bus procurement that was placed prior to this date would be exempt from the 

bus axle weight limit. Staff recommends that the MP&L committee forward a support position to the Board of Directors.  

SB 391 (Huff) 

Existing law provides protection from assault on the property of a public transportation vehicle or battery against an operator, 

driver, or passenger of a bus. Both acts are punishable by a fine, imprisonment, or both. SB 391 increases the types of 

offenses and penalties for assault and battery on public transportation providers by double. Staff recommends that the MP&L 

committee forward a support position to the Board of Directors in its measures of increasing public transportation safety and 

protection.  

SB 508 (Beall) 

Existing law provides eligibility standards for use of STA funds to transit operators. Funding is currently generated from a 

¼% sales tax, available to counties based upon operator financial requirements, or by a specific fare box recovery ratio. SB 

508 proposes to amend eligibility requirements by deleting fare box requirements that transit operators needed to maintain 



based on fiscal year 1978-1979 and also further exempts categories related to operating costs (fuel, insurance, and claims 

settlement).  

SB 508 further includes provisions to its safety education programs under TDA. Alongside its ability to disburse 2% of its 

funds to bicycle safety education, SB 508 also proposes to amend its programs to include pedestrian safety education to 

become eligible for funding allocation.  

Lastly, SB 508 proposes to amend existing STA criteria which require transit operators to meet efficiency standards in order 

to receive funding. This is rated upon the total operating cost per revenue vehicle hour in comparison to the Consumer Price 

Index. Instead, this bill would reduce funding allocations based upon the percentage that the operator did not meet in 

efficiency criteria rather than deem them ineligible altogether. Staff recommends that the MP&L committee forward a 

support position to the Board of Directors.  

SB 231 (Gaines) 

SB 231 is an amendment to current law which allocates specific portions of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund to programs 

such as the Low Carbon Transit Operations Program and the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program. SB 

231 would be amended to include eligible water-borne transit projects that could potentially be funded under both programs 

above.  

This bill would also amend allocation formulas for STA funds, which are currently based on 50% of the population and 50% 

on the transit operator revenue. This bill references allocation amendments with regard to the Tahoe Regional Planning 

Agency, whose population is based on 145,000 individuals, although the actual population is lower. This number is based 

upon the number of visitors rather than actual residents. Staff recommends that the MP&L committee forward an oppose 

position to the Board of Directors, setting an unfair precedence for formula abuse of STA funds.  

AB 1347 (Chiu)  

AB 1347 intends to establish a claim resolution process for public contracts which are entered beginning January 1, 2016. 

This bill intends to further regulate public contracts as a written, formal process from a contractor to an agency. Examples of 

the process may include a 7-day payment processing mechanism for any undisputed portion of the claim, with accrued 

interest on any unpaid claims. Third parties, including mediators may also become involved as part of the claims process. 

Staff recommends that the MP&L committee forward an oppose position to the Board of Directors as it is unworkable for 

public agencies whose Boards do not meet on a weekly basis and therefore, are unable to address ongoing issues related to 

claims. Furthermore, there are no current surrounding issues with agencies’ inability to pay or address immediate issues 

related public contracts without a formal claims process.   

  



 
          Agenda Item # 7.b.2. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: May 14, 2015 

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

Subject:  2015 Marketing Campaigns 
 

Background: 
In recent months two new promotional campaigns have been developed and implemented 
with the Marketing, Planning, and Legislative Committee direction.  The ideas for the 
campaign came from reviewing past APTA Adwheel winners in particular Toledo’s print 
campaign promoting mobile real time information and Kansas City’s short video “we’re all 
in this together”.    
 
Mobile Real Time - Print Promotion 
This campaign promotes the ease of trip planning when using the mobile transit app that 
can be downloaded for free from County Connection’s website.  Advertising has been 
placed on County Connection buses and at BART stations in our service area. Digital 
formats will also be used in social media platforms.  The cost for production and ad space 
was $65,000. 
 

 
 
Video for Cable/Digital Campaign 
The second promotion targets commuters, students, and seniors and includes production 
of (4) thirty second video clips to be used in a combination Comcast cable and digital 
media buy to span a three to four month period. The cost for production and media buys 
will be $36,000.    
 

 



 
          Agenda Item # 7.b.3. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: May 13, 2015 

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

Subject:  On Board Survey
 

Background: 
The Board has established a goal of conducting an onboard survey every three years and 
the last one was done by MTC in 2012.  In March Moore and Associates was retained to 
conduct an onboard passenger survey for a price not to exceed $40,000.  The onboard 
survey will inform the Board regarding the impact of service and fare changes and gives 
the marketing and planning staff valuable information.   
 
Details: 
The survey was printed in Spanish and English and a total of 3,353 surveys were 
completed including 411 on the school tripper routes.  The school tripper survey, done 
only on the 600 routes, had fewer questions and was developed with students in mind. 
The final report separates the results obtained from regular route and student (600) route 
riders. 
 
Key Findings: 

• 36% of riders still pay with cash 
• 75% of riders transfer to another bus or BART (35% BART) 
• 35% of riders already have the Clipper card 
• 10% ride because they prefer transit to driving  
• 40% want more frequent service 
• We scored well in the areas of bus connections, on time performance, condition of 

buses, and driver courtesy 
• 36% of regular riders reported household income of less than $15,000 
• 88% speak English with proficiency 
• 63% still get schedule information from a printed schedule or at the bus stop 

 
Board Action: 
 
The Final Report is attached and will be reviewed in detail at the Board meeting.   
 
There is no required action.  The report will be folded into the Short Range Transit Plan.   
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Section 1 

Overview and Methodology 
 

Project Overview 

In Spring 2015, the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (County Connection) engaged Moore & 

Associates, Inc. to conduct an onboard survey of its fixed-route customers.  The survey codified 

customer travel behavior, assessed customer satisfaction regarding a variety of County Connection 

service attributes, provided valuable insight into current as well as future/potential marketing activities, 

and compiled a variety of rider demographic data to support the agency’s federal Title VI reporting. 

 

A comprehensive survey of County Connection riders has not been undertaken since 2007.  Since that 

time there have been many changes to the local and regional transportation landscape, significant 

development in the regional and national economies, and a variety of changes regarding the County 

Connection’s approach to service delivery. 

 

Quality market research, conducted on a regular basis, provides valuable insight into program/service 

strengths and weaknesses.  Given external influences such as changing gas prices and evolving 

employment patterns, quality market research will support the Authority’s overall mission.  Sound 

planning decisions can often be problematic absent the availability of quality, current market data. 

 

Project Management 

A key component of our project management was the use of Basecamp, an online platform which 

allowed us to share documents and results with CCCTA staff as well as document discussions among the 

project team.  As-needed telephone conferences between CCCTA staff and our project team were held 

during the project initiation, survey development, and data collection aspects of the engagement. 

 

Survey Development 

Our project team created a specific survey instrument for the County Connection fixed-route service.  

The survey instrument was posted to Basecamp for CCCTA review and approval.  Upon approval, it was 

translated into Spanish.  A separate, simpler survey instrument was created for use on the school tripper 

routes. 

 

Sampling Plan 

We utilized a stratified random-sampling methodology to collect data that accurately represented all 

rider types on County Connection fixed-route service.  A formal sampling target was calculated for each 

route reflective of actual ridership data provided by CCCTA.   

 

Our sampling plan was weighted such that the overall sampling target ensured a confidence level of 95 

percent and a +/- 5 percent margin of error.  Weekday and weekend sampling targets, as well as the 

actual samples, are shown in Exhibit 1.1.  Data collection resulted in a total valid data sample five 

percent larger than the initial sampling target.   
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Exhibit 1.1  Sampling by Route1 

 
 

  

                                                
1
 Note: Approximately 175 of the school tripper surveys were subsequently deemed invalid.  See page 4 for discussion. 

Weekday 

Route

Sampling 

Target

Actual 

Sample

Weekday 

Route

Sampling 

Target

Actual 

Sample

Weekend 

Route

Sampling 

Target

Actual 

Sample

1 46 65 601 34 32 4 65 81

2 12 13 602 36 32 6 35 70

4 92 121 603 18 21 301 25 30

5 44 48 605 31 21 310 48 59

6 50 56 606 47 15 311 43 51

7 37 44 608 11 12 314 51 63

9 50 56 609 5 7 315 24 38

10 450 499 610 10 11 316 46 54

11 46 59 611 27 29 320 42 47

14 75 81 612 18 20 321 43 47

15 50 107 613 28 20 Total 422 540

16 52 56 614 24 15

17 44 44 615 20 15

18 49 54 616 19 21

19 36 43 619 24 30

20 472 496 622 12 20

21 72 91 623 18 20

25 27 32 625 18 19

28 45 50 626 13 14

35 49 71 635 7 17

36 42 46 636 22 20

91X 12 12 Total 442 411

92X 42 49

93X 42 4

95X 37 16

96X 75 78

97X 31 34

98X 48 51

627 22 24

649 2 2

Total 2151 2402
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Survey Administration 

Staffing/Recruitment 

Moore & Associates contracted with a local temporary staffing firm to recruit surveyor candidates.  Our 

goal was to recruit individuals with a professional appearance and demeanor as well as the skills 

necessary to conduct the survey.    While the staffing firm conducted a background check and ensured 

each recruit was legally eligible to work in the United States, our criteria for selection included the 

following: 

 

• Fluency in English (written and oral),  

• Fluency in Spanish (preferred), 

• Ability to read and understand a bus schedule,  

• “Common sense” problem solving capabilities, 

• Ability to conform with appearance standards (“business casual” dress code – black or 

khaki pants, polo or collared shirt, and comfortable shoes), 

• No facial tattoos or extensive visible piercings, 

• The physical ability to board and ride the bus unassisted, 

• Punctuality (ability to arrive 15 minutes before the start of the shift), 

• Availability of reliable transportation (including public transit, bicycle, or ride from 

friend/family), and 

• Possession of a cell phone for communication with field supervisory personnel. 

 

All surveyors were screened and then trained by our project team.  Training included an overview of the 

project, discussion of surveyor performance expectations, familiarization with the County Connection 

system and survey instruments, onboard etiquette, protocol for conducting the survey, and a review of 

individual assignments.  Moore & Associates trained more surveyors than we anticipated needing in 

order to have trained back-up personnel immediately available should a surveyor fail to report or be 

dismissed. 

 

Unacceptable behavior – which included making or receiving calls from persons other than the Moore & 

Associates’ field supervisors, listening to music on an iPod or phone, causing any type of disruption 

onboard the vehicle, use of profanity, failure to comply with appearance standards, and tardiness – was 

communicated to all recruits as cause for immediate dismissal. 

 

Recruitment and training of surveyors was completed on Tuesday, March 24, 2015, prior to survey pre-

test fielding.  Training took place at the Labor Ready office on Clayton Rd.  Twelve surveyors were 

trained as part of this engagement.  Each surveyor was assigned to a specific field supervisor for the 

duration of the engagement. 

 

Data Collection 

Data collection was accomplished using an onboard intercept methodology.  All survey questionnaires 

were printed on 100-pound stock to eliminate the need for clipboards. Survey instruments were printed 

double-sided, with English on one side and Spanish on the other.   

 

Surveyors were easily identified by an identification badge worn on a lanyard around the neck as well as 

a reflective vest.  Prior to boarding the assigned vehicle, each surveyor was provided with a surveyor bag 
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containing survey forms, sharpened pencils, a system map, a route-specific map and schedule, and an 

individual surveyor “paddle.”  Each surveyor was also provided with the cell phone contact information 

for his/her assigned field supervisor, who conducted spot-checks of surveyor performance and 

maintaining a presence in the service area throughout the entire data collection period as a quality 

control measure. 

 

Surveyors offered the bilingual (English/Spanish) survey to all customers boarding the vehicle while also 

making themselves available to answer questions regarding the survey.  Respondents were instructed to 

return the completed instrument to the surveyor or leave it on their seat for retrieval by our surveyor.  

At the conclusion of each day’s surveying, all collected surveys, identification badges, and reflective 

vests were returned to the assigned field supervisor. 

 

Our field supervisors completed an in-field pretest of the approved survey instruments on March 24, 

2015. A pretest sample of 161 valid responses was achieved.  No significant issues were identified.  

Therefore, the pretest responses were incorporated into the total sample. 

 

Moore & Associates successfully managed the fielding of a transit rider survey using an onboard 

intercept methodology from March 24 through March 28, 2015. The data collection covered all County 

Connection fixed-routes. A total sample of 3,353 (2,942 fixed-route surveys and 4112 school tripper 

surveys) was collected against a sample target of 3,015.  Ultimately 3,178 were deemed valid, exceeding 

the target by more than five percent. 

 

Data Processing 

Data Entry 

All survey data was entered into an Excel spreadsheet using trained data entry personnel.  Moore & 

Associates’ staff monitored the entire data entry process, reviewing data entry work on a daily basis 

while also conducting spot-checks throughout each day. 

 

Data Cleaning 

Data cleaning was undertaken by trained personnel following completion of data entry.  This process 

addressed differing data formatting that resulted in identical responses being sorted as different.  The 

cleaned data was then imported into a Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) database for 

further analysis.  Following data cleaning, simple frequencies were compiled and posted to Basecamp 

for CCCTA review. 

 

Analytical Methods 

The SPSS database allowed our project team to compile simple frequencies as well as data cross-

tabulations within each dataset.  Cross-tabulations allow comparisons between survey responses that 

can provide additional insight into customer profiles, travel patterns, perceptions of service, and 

demographics. 

  

                                                
2
 Note: While 411 surveys were collected onboard the school tripper routes, only 235 were subsequently deemed valid as many 

of the student respondents provided nonsense responses or drew pictures on the survey forms. 
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Section 2 

Fixed-Route Analysis and Key Findings 
 

Profile Rider 

By analyzing the simple frequencies associated with the 2015 Onboard Survey we can compile a profile 

of the “typical” County Connection rider. This “typical” rider reflects rider responses from across the 

entire County Connection fixed-route network and therefore may not be reflective of riders on a specific 

or individual route. (Note: Riders on the school tripper service utilized a separate survey instrument and 

the results of that survey are explored in detail in Section 3. Those results are not included in this 

section.)  Given their nature, Routes 627 and 649 utilized the fixed-route survey and are therefore 

included in the fixed-route analysis in this section. 

 

The profile County Connection rider resides in Concord and is between the ages of 19 and 35.  Gender is 

not specific given the even split noted between surveyed riders.  The rider identifies as white and speaks 

English very well.  Employed full-time, the profile rider resides in a household of no more than two 

persons, with an annual household income of less than $35,000. 

 

Our profile rider patronizes County Connection at least four days per week, most commonly using the 

service to travel between home and work.  While the rider may be a licensed driver, he/she has limited 

access to a personal vehicle.  Despite his/her frequent use of County Connection (which occasionally 

includes a connection with BART), our profile rider relies chiefly on cash as the method of fare payment.  

Given the frequent weekly ridership, this person would be a good candidate for purchase of the Clipper 

card (which would enhance the travel experience by eliminating the need for exact fare as well as 

provide modest per-ride savings). 

 

While it is likely the profile rider either owns or has access to a smartphone, he/she still most commonly 

obtains County Connection service information via traditional channels: printed brochure, at the bus 

stop, and via the agency’s website. 

 

While lack or limited access to a personal vehicle is the likely motivator for utilizing County Connection, 

it is quite likely that the proximity of a bus stop to the profile rider’s common origin and destination 

points is also a factor.  While “more frequent service” is the preferred service improvement, it is unclear 

if the introduction of this improvement would result in an increase in actual patronage given the profile 

rider is already riding County Connection at least four days per week.  (Note: The full survey data 

revealed that 66.8 percent of surveyed riders rated “service frequency” good or excellent.) 

 

The following analysis examines each survey question on a more in-depth basis, offering data cross-

tabulations where appropriate to drill down further.  All survey instruments are included in the 

Appendix. 

 

Question 1: What route are you telling us about today? 

See Section 1 for a breakdown of data collection by route. 
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Question 2: Where did you begin your trip today? 

Respondents were asked to indicate the city, neighborhood, or landmark where they began their trip.  

The top ten most common origin locations are presented below.  BART stations make up three of the 

top ten locations. 

 

Exhibit 2.1  Top Origin Locations 

Origin Location Frequency 

Concord 254 

BART – Concord 196 

BART – Walnut Creek 155 

Diablo Valley College 122 

Clayton Rd 119 

Martinez 110 

San Ramon 76 

Walnut Creek 72 

BART – Pittsburg 44 

San Francisco 43 

 

 

Question 3: Where will you end your trip today? 

Respondents were asked to indicate the city, neighborhood, or landmark where they would end their 

trip.  The top ten most common destination locations are presented below. 

 

Exhibit 2.2  Top Destination Locations 

Destination Location Frequency 

BART – Concord 222 

Concord 213 

Diablo Valley College 134 

Walnut Creek 114 

BART – Walnut Creek 112 

Sun Valley Mall 80 

Clayton Rd 78 

Pleasant Hill 67 

Martinez 66 

San Ramon 62 

 

 

Question 4: Does this trip include a transfer? 

Fifty-one percent of respondents indicated making a transfer as part of the surveyed trip. Of those 

responding affirmatively, 1,228 indicated where they transferred to/from.  Of the ten connection 

response options (including “other”), only two garnered more than five percent: “another County 

Connection bus” (40.7 percent) and “BART” (34.9 percent). 
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Exhibit 2.3  Incidence of Transfers 

 
 

Question 5: How did you pay for your fare? 

Nearly thirty-six percent of respondents indicated “cash” as the method of payment for the surveyed 

trip. “Cash” was by far the most common means of fare payment.   

 

Including “cash,” nine response options were provided. “Monthly pass” was selected by 25 percent of 

respondents while “12-ride punch card” was cited by 11.1 percent.  The other numerically significant 

option was “free” (7.5 percent).  The “commuter card” (3.0 percent) and “12-ride express punch card” 

(2.4 percent) garnered only modest reporting during the survey period. 

 

Exhibit 2.4  Method of Payment 
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3.3%
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n = 1,228

35.8%

7.2%

11.1%
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25.0%

7.0%

0.9%

3.1%

7.5%
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By contrast, the 12-Ride Punch card was the most common method of payment on the school tripper 

routes, where 47.3 percent of riders reported paying with the 12-Ride Punch card (see Section 3, 

Question 3).   

 

Cross-tabulation: Fare Media Used (Question 5) vs. Frequency of Use (Question 12) 

Exhibit 2.5 shows the relationship between “fare type” and “ridership frequency.”  While “cash fare” 

was common across all fare response options, it was most common among persons riding no more than 

two days per week.  With that said, the data suggest little variation between method of fare payment 

and frequency of use, though the use of the monthly pass does increase proportionally with the number 

of days per week the respondents rides. 

 

Exhibit 2.5  Method of Payment vs. Frequency of Use 

 
 

  

38.8%

40.2%

34.7%

34.0%

8.0%

6.6%

8.2%
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0.5%

1.1%

1.0%

0.8%
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2.8%

3.7%

3.3%

9.0%

8.3%

8.2%

6.9%
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Cross-tabulation: Route (Question 1) vs. Fare Media Used (Question 5) 

By examining the fare type across all routes, pictures emerge of locational tendencies. For example, cash 

was far and away the most common fare type reported on Route 25 (86.7 percent), and it was used 

approximately 60 percent of the time by riders on routes 14, 35, 98X, and 301. On other routes, 

combined usage of 12-Ride Punch cards and 12-Ride Express Punch cards exceeded all other options, 

including combined usage of monthly passes and express monthly passes. Nearly half of riders on Route 

2 used one of the punch card options, including 38.5 percent who used the 12-Ride Punch card.  Half of 

riders on Route 627 paid their fare with a punch cards.   

 

More than 56 percent of riders on route 95X used the Monthly Pass, while 41.7 percent of riders on 91X 

used the Express Monthly pass.  The Monthly Pass was the only fare media reported on Route 649; 

however, the extremely small sample size (two respondents) must be taken into consideration.  

 

Given the number of routes, the cross-tabulation is presented in two exhibits for ease of review. 

 

Exhibit 2.6  Route vs. Method of Payment (Routes 1 – 36) 
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Exhibit 2.7  Route vs. Method of Payment (Routes 91X - 649) 

 
 

 

 

  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

91X

92X

94X

95X

96X

97X

98X

301

310

311

314

315

316

320

321

627

649

Cash Transfer - BART or Bus 12-Ride Punch card

12-Ride Express Punch card Monthly Pass Express Monthly Pass

20-Ride Senior/Medicare Punch card Commuter Card Free



 2015 Fixed-Route Transit Onboard Survey 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 

Final Report 

 

 Moore & Associates, Inc. | 2015 

11 

Cross-tabulation: Fare Media Used (Question 5) vs. Household Income (Question17) 

Of note is the relationship between “fare type” and “annual household income.”  There was little 

difference between higher and lower income levels with respect to cash, transfer, and monthly pass use.  

Interestingly, those who cited an income of $100,000 or more were most likely to indicate riding free or 

using a transfer.  Use of “free” fare is discussed further under Question 10. 

 

Exhibit 2.8  Method of Payment vs. Household Income 
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Question 6: How many transfers are required to complete your trip? 

Approximately 70 percent of survey respondents cited the need to make a transfer (both on-line and/or 

off-line) in order to complete the surveyed trip. The most common response indicated “one transfer” 

(48 percent), with an additional 21 percent requiring “two transfers.” 

 

As noted in Question 4, the greatest transfer activity was between County Connection buses (e.g., on-

line), followed by transfers to/from BART (off-line).   

 

Exhibit 2.9 Transfer Usage 
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Question 7: Do you currently use the Clipper card? 

The County Connection plans to introduce the regional Clipper card in Fall 2015. Question 7 asked 

County Connection riders whether or not they currently use the Clipper card (as part of their use of 

other Bay Area public transportation services).  Nearly 36 percent responded positively. This suggests 

two things regarding the likely impact of the Clipper card on County Connection ridership. First, County 

Connection riders who have used the Clipper card on other Bay Area transit services will welcome its 

acceptance on the County Connection. Second, given ease of use and general popularity which the card 

has experienced, it is likely the Clipper card will supplant other forms of (historic) County Connection 

non-cash fare media (e.g., monthly pass and 12-ride punch card). Assuming this “fare use” evolution 

occurs, it will benefit the County Connection through stream-lined fare collection processes and 

supporting costs. 

 

Exhibit 2.10 Current Clipper Card Usage 

 
 

Cross-tabulation: Clipper Card Usage (Question 7) vs. Frequency of Use (Question 12) 

The results of Exhibit 2.11 suggest great potential for County Connection when it introduces the Clipper 

card in late 2015.  At least 60 percent of respondents in each of the four “frequency of use” categories 

report no current use of the Clipper card.  Our market research in other communities reveals that use of 

non-cash (stored fare) media generally results in increased transit usage (and brand loyalty).  

 

Exhibit 2.11 Current Clipper Card Usage vs. Frequency of Use 
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Cross-tabulation: Clipper Card Usage (Question 7) vs. Household Income (Question 17) 

When comparing “Clipper card usage” with “household income,” it is apparent more persons with 

higher household incomes exhibit greater use of this non-cash (stored fare) transit media than those at 

lower income levels.  However, at only the highest income level do a majority of respondents utilize the 

Clipper card.  We believe this is due largely to the fact that the rider needs to be able to afford making a 

higher fare deposit on the card.  It does represent a significant opportunity to expand use by higher-

income riders once the Clipper card once the program becomes available on County Connection in Fall 

2015. 

 

Exhibit 2.12 Current Clipper Card Usage vs. Household Income 

 
 

Question 8: How did you get to the bus stop for this trip? 

Survey participants were provided with seven response options including “other.” “Walked” was the 

most popular response (63.9 percent), followed by “transferred from BART” (21 percent).  “Transferred 

from bus” (presumably a County Connection bus) ranked third (6.4 percent). 
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Question 9: How will you travel to your destination once you get off this bus? 

Several response options including “other” were provided.  “Walking” was the most common response 

(70.5 percent) followed by “transfer to BART” (14.5 percent).  “Transfer to another bus” (presumably a 

County Connection bus) ranked third (7.3 percent).  

 

Exhibit 2.14 Method of Destination Access 
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Question 10: What is the primary purpose of this trip?   

Three responses stood out (in terms of number): “work” (42.4 percent), “school” (17.3 percent), and 

“personal business” (unspecified) (14.9 percent). 

 

Exhibit 2.15 Trip Purpose 
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Cross-tabulation: Fare Media Used (Question 5) vs. Trip Purpose (Question 10) 

Those citing “work” and “school” as their trip purpose are the most common customers, and their 

method of fare payment appears similar – cash, followed by the monthly pass and 12-Ride punch card.  

Cash and monthly pass were the top two fare media for all groups. 

 

Exhibit 2.16 Fare Media Used vs. Trip Purpose 

 
 

By looking at these two questions another way, we can assess the top trip purpose by each fare 

payment method.  Given work is the most popular trip purpose overall, it is not surprising that it is also 

the top trip purpose for the majority of fare categories.  The one exception is the 12-ride express punch 

card, for which school is the most frequently cited trip purpose. 

 

A notable observation is the incidence of “free” work trips.  While additional details are not available to 

confirm this, it may be that many “free” riders use an employer-subsidized fare to travel to and from 

work.  While this would be free to the rider, it would not necessarily be considered a free fare given it 

was paid by the employer.  We believe this may explain the frequency of work trips being categorized as 

free.  This may also explain the incidence of free rides among individuals in the highest income category 

(as noted in Question 5). 
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Exhibit 2.17 Trip Purpose vs. Fare Media Used 
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Question 11: What is your primary reason for choosing County Connection for this trip? 

Absence of a personal vehicle was the reason cited by nearly 32 percent of surveyed riders.  Another 

22.5 percent said they ride County Connection because of the “proximity of bus stop to my destination.”  

Surprisingly few riders indicated riding the bus as a means of “avoid traffic/parking.”  Other common 

responses included “cost” (14.7 percent) and “not able to drive (12.1 percent).   

 

Exhibit 2.18 Reason for Riding 

Cost

14.7%

Proximity of 

bus stop to my 

destination

22.5%

Lack of car

31.8%

Avoid 

traffic/parking

4.8%

Not able to 

drive

12.1%

Prefer public 

transit to 

driving

9.6%

Other
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Taken collectively, responses to this question suggest a relatively high incidence of “transit-dependency” 

among surveyed riders.  We believe this assumption is borne out given rider responses regarding 

“annual household income,”  “auto ownership,” and “frequency of use.”    

 

Cross-tabulation: Reason for Riding (Question 11 – Other) vs. Route (Question 1) and Household Income 

(Question 17) 

More anecdotal than substantive are the 20 riders who cited “environmental consciousness” as the 

motivator for riding County Connection.  Given transit’s role as a green alternative to driving a single 

occupant vehicle, we drilled down to see if there were any commonalities among those respondents 

citing environmental reasons for riding.  Of these 20 respondents, 16 were Route 98X riders, with the 

balance split between Routes 20 and 320.  Route 98X is a weekday express service linking the Walnut 

Creek BART station and the Amtrak station in Martinez.  Eighteen of the 20 respondents cited an annual 

household income of between $35,000 and $74,999.  

 

Cross-tabulation: Trip Purpose (Question 10) vs. Reason for Riding (Question 11) 

The link between “school” as a trip purpose and “reason for riding” (i.e., lack of a car) is not surprising 

given the number of school-age youth identified as County Connection riders.  This stands in contrast to 

the link between “work” and “lack of car” (31 percent). While the initial conclusion may suggest a lack of 

affordability, it could also be attributable to a growing relationship among young working adults to make 
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residential location and work location choices based on availability of public transit (thereby foregoing 

the need to own a car). 

 

The preference for “public transit versus driving” among riders in the “personal business” category is 

interesting but not inclusive. 

 

Exhibit 2.19 Trip Purpose vs. Reason for Riding 
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Question 12: How often do you ride County Connection?  

The majority of survey respondents (71.3 percent) indicated riding The County Connection at least “3-4 

days per week.”  More than forty percent cited riding “5 or more days per week.”   This is consistent 

with the high numbers of respondents indicating either “work” or “school” as their primary trip purpose. 

(See Question 10.) 

 

Exhibit 2.20 Frequency of Ridership 
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Question 13: How many bus trips will you make today using County Connections? 

Nearly 28 percent of surveyed riders indicated riding The County Connection at least once on the day 

they completed the customer survey.  Another 53 percent indicated making two rides on the survey 

date.  “Three rides” and “four rides” garnered eight percent each. 

 

Exhibit 2.21 Total Anticipated Trips on Day of Survey 
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Question 14: How would you have made this trip if County Connection had not been available? 

Less than 13 percent of respondents said they would “drive their own vehicle” if The County Connection 

had not been available (operating) on the survey date.  Nearly 27 percent said they would “get a ride 

with a friend/family member,” while an additional 21 percent said they would “walk.”   

 

Slightly more than 19 percent indicated they would not have been able to make the intended trip if 

County Connection had not been available.  Taken collectively, this suggests a relatively high incidence 

of transit-dependency among the surveyed riders.    

 

Exhibit 2.22 Alternatives to County Connection 

12.5%

1.8%

6.0%

26.6%

21.3%

19.4%

9.1%

3.3%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Drive own vehicle

Carpool/vanpool

Ride bicycle

Get a ride with friend/family member

Walk

Wouldn't make trip

Taxi

Other
n = 2,392

 
 

 

Question 15: What ONE change would encourage you to ride County Connection more often? 

Four responses stood out: “more frequent service” (40.7 percent), “more Saturday service” (20.7 

percent), “later service” (16.3 percent), and “earlier service” (11.8 percent).  

 

“More frequent service” was cited most commonly by persons riding Routes 20 (1.8 percent), 10 (1.6 

percent), 15 (1.6 percent), and 17 (1.3 percent).  “More Saturday service” was cited most frequently by 

persons riding Route 310.  The desired service start time was split between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. 

 

“Later service” was cited most frequently by persons riding Routes 6 (1.0 percent), 10 (1.0 percent), 97X 

(0.8 percent), and 17 (0.6 percent).  In terms of service hours, 29 persons requested 10 p.m., 23 cited 11 

p.m., 22 listed 10:30 p.m., and 15 preferred 8 p.m.   

 

“Earlier service” was cited most frequently by riders on Routes 20 (12 responses) and 6 (11 responses).  

The desired service hours were split fairly evenly before 5 a.m., 6:30 a.m., and 7 a.m.  
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Exhibit 2.23 Motivators for More Frequent Ridership 

 
 

Question 16: How do you rate County Connection? 

Respondents were asked to rate a series of attributes on a scale of one to five, where one equaled 

“poor” and five equaled “excellent.”  Responses were aggregated and a mean rating was calculated, 

allowing the attributes to be compared to one another.  The mean ratings are provided in Exhibit 2.24. 

 

Exhibit 2.24 Mean Attribute Ratings 
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“Connections with other buses” was the highest-rated attributed, with a mean rating of 4.18.  Nearly 80 

percent of respondents rated this attribute as “good” or “excellent.”  “Condition of buses” was the 

second highest-rated attribute, with a mean rating of 4.09.  More than 77 percent rated this attribute as 

“good” or “excellent.” 

 

The lowest rated attribute was “time service begins,” followed closely by “length of trip” (mean ratings 

of 3.40 and 3.41, respectively).  Slightly more than half (52.5 percent) of respondents rated the time 

service begins as “excellent” or “good,” while more than a quarter (26.1 percent) rated it as “fair” or 

“poor.”  A similar pattern is observed with respect to length of trip – just 53.5 percent rated it 

“excellent” or “good,” while 25.6 percent rated this attribute “fair” or “poor.” 
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Interestingly, while “time service begins” was the lowest-rated attribute, just 11.8 percent of 

respondents cited it as the one change that would make them ride County Connection more (Question 

15).  This implies that while people would like service to begin earlier, it may not actually result in 

increased ridership. 

 

Question 17: What is your approximate annual household income? 

More than 20 percent of survey participants declined to provide a response to this question.  Among 

those who did, the household income levels of County Connection riders were dramatically different 

than those of Contra Costa County as a whole. More than one-third (36 percent) of County Connection 

riders reported an income of less than $15,000 per year, compared to just 7.6 percent of Contra Costa 

County residents overall.   A little more than 17 percent of riders cited a household income amount of 

$75,000 or greater, compared to 52.2 percent of Contra Costra residents overall.   Nearly 40 percent cite 

an income of $100,000 or more.  The mean household income in Contra Costa County is $106,018.3  It is 

not uncommon in transit ridership to see ridership inversely proportional to income. 

 

Exhibit 2.25 Annual Household Income 
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Question 18: How many persons reside in your household?   

More than 17 percent of respondents declined to respond to this question.  Among those who did 

provide a response, the majority of respondents (67.7 percent) cited living in a household composed of 

four or fewer persons. Of those, 38 percent live in a one- or two-person household.  The average 

household size in Contra Costa County is 2.77, while the average family size is 3.26.4 

 

Exhibit 2.26 Household Size (Number of Persons) 

 
 

Thirty-six percent of respondents cited an annual household income of less than $15,000.  Depending 

upon the size of the household, many of these individuals are at risk of being at or below the federal 

poverty level guidelines. Currently, $15,930 is the poverty threshold for a two-person household.   

 

Cross-tabulation: Household Income (Question 17) vs. Household Size (Question 18) 

To assess the likelihood of customers living below federal poverty guidelines, we compared household 

size to annual household income.  Darker red squares indicate increased likelihood of living below the 

poverty line, while lighter red squares indicate individuals at risk of living in poverty.  Each percentage is 

shown as the percentage of total respondents who answered both questions.  This translates to 1,138 

individuals, or 52.4 percent of the total sample, who are at risk for living below federal poverty 

guidelines. 
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Exhibit 2.27 Risk for Poverty 

  Number of Persons in Household 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
9 or 

more 

Less than $15,000 8.8% 8.3% 6.5% 4.7% 3.7% 1.7% 0.9% 0.5% 0.3% 

$15,000 to $34,999 5.9% 5.6% 4.2% 2.9% 2.3% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.1% 

$35,000 to $74,999 4.3% 6.9% 4.9% 5.1% 2.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 

$75,000 to $99,999 0.5% 1.9% 1.7% 1.2% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

$100,000 or more 0.7% 3.7% 2.3% 2.4% 1.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.00% 

n = 2,174 

 

Question 19: With which of the following do you most identify? (select one) 

More than 17 percent of survey participants declined to provide a response to this question.  Among 

those who did respond, “White” was the most common racial identify (40.6 percent), followed by 

“Hispanic/Latino” (19.5 percent).  Other common responses were “Asian” (19.2 percent) and 

“Black/African-American” (16 percent). 

 

Exhibit 2.28 Race/Ethnicity 

 
 

When compared to the overall demographics of Contra Costa County as a whole, County Connection 

riders are generally in line with countywide patterns.  Bear in mind that in the countywide data, 

Hispanic/Latino is not provided as a separate response option for race, which may explain the 

significantly higher incidence of “white” reported in the American Community Survey. 
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Question 20: Do you speak a language other than English at home? 

Nearly 36 percent of respondents indicated they spoke a language other than English at home.  This 

could indicate a moderate percentage of non-native English speakers among County Connection’s 

ridership. 

 

Exhibit 2.29 Language Spoken at Home 

 
 

 

Question 21: How well do you speak English? 

Four response options were provided, ranging from “very well” to “not at all.”  Nearly 89 percent of 

those riders surveyed indicated speaking English “very well” or “acceptable.”  This suggests that only in a 

relatively limited number of cases does language serve as a barrier to effective use of County 

Connection as a means of travel around the county. 

 

Exhibit 2.30 English Proficiency 

 

Speak a language 

other than English 

at home

35.5%

Do not speak a 

language other 

than English at 

home

55.8%

Decline to state

8.7%

n = 2,942

77.3%

11.3%

1.4% 0.1%

Very well Acceptable Not well Not at all

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

n = 2,649



 2015 Fixed-Route Transit Onboard Survey 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 

Final Report 

 

 Moore & Associates, Inc. | 2015 

27 

Question 22: What is your gender? 

Respondents who identified their gender were nearly evenly split between female (44.9 percent) and 

male (44.5 percent).  More than 10 percent declined to identify a gender. 

 

Exhibit 2.31 Gender 

 
 

Question 23: What is your age? 

Persons aged 19 to 35 were the largest single group of respondents (35.9 percent), followed by those 

age 36 to 55 (22.3 percent).  Those 75 years and older were the smallest group of respondents (1.6 

percent). 

 

Exhibit 2.32 Age 
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Question 24: How do you typically obtain schedule information about the County Connection? 

Respondents were presented with a series of ten information options, including “other,” and were 

invited to select all that applied.  The printed schedule was the most commonly cited source, selected by 

35.3 percent of all respondents, followed by the County Connection website (31.8 percent) and 

information located at the bus stop (28.3 percent).  Just 17.1 percent cited use of the County 

Connection’s mobile application, while only 8.5 percent used the Bus Tracker real-time information 

system. 

 

Exhibit 2.33 Typical Source of Service Information 
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Cross-tabulation: Household Income (Question 17) vs. Source of Service Information (Question 24) 

We compared household income against typical source of service information in order to determine if 

the type of service information used varied depending upon income.  Among the lowest income group, 

the printed schedule and bus stop information are the top two sources of information.  Among the 

highest income group, the County Connection website and mobile application are the top two sources of 

information.  The $35,000 to $74,999 group represents the highest usage of the County Connection 

website, while those citing an income $75,000 or higher are most likely to use the Bus Tracker real-time 

information. 

 

Exhibit 2.34 Household Income vs. Typical Source of Service Information 

 
 

Cross-tabulation: Route (Questions 1) vs. Schedule Information Source (Question 24)   

The schedule information source data was broken down by route to identify which information source 

was preferred by which route.  Exhibit 2.35 identifies in green the most frequently cited response for 

each route (in the case of a tie, multiple responses were highlighted).  The printed schedule was used 

most by the highest percentage of respondents on 21 of the 38 routes, while the County Connection 

website was used most on 14 routes.  On three routes (Routes 20, 310, and 627), the bus stop was cited 

as the most frequent source of information. 

 

It should be noted that respondents were allowed to select more than one response, as many riders 

utilize multiple sources of information.  As a result, total percentages for each route may not equal 100 

percent. 
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Exhibit 2.35 Route vs. Typical Source of Service Information 

 
 

 

  

Printed 

schedule

County 

Connection 

website

At the bus 

stop

Mobile 

application

Customer 

service call 

center

511.org 

website

Friends/family 

(word of 

mouth) Bus driver

Bus Tracker 

real-time 

information Other

1 43.1% 29.2% 7.7% 18.5% 4.6% 9.2% 0.0% 6.2% 9.2% 0.0%

2 46.2% 53.8% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

4 30.2% 24.8% 25.7% 13.4% 3.0% 0.5% 3.0% 6.4% 2.0% 2.5%

5 45.8% 47.9% 33.3% 16.7% 4.2% 10.4% 6.3% 4.2% 14.6% 0.0%

6 34.1% 42.1% 30.2% 17.5% 1.6% 0.8% 1.6% 0.8% 6.3% 3.2%

7 43.2% 40.9% 25.0% 13.6% 0.0% 4.5% 9.1% 4.5% 11.4% 0.0%

9 30.4% 48.2% 17.9% 8.9% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 7.1%

10 31.9% 29.5% 31.1% 20.0% 5.0% 4.8% 4.0% 1.8% 9.8% 0.4%

11 42.4% 32.2% 30.5% 8.5% 6.8% 8.5% 1.7% 6.8% 5.1% 0.0%

14 43.2% 30.9% 19.8% 14.8% 1.2% 7.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0%

15 36.4% 33.6% 29.9% 9.3% 6.5% 4.7% 2.8% 1.9% 8.4% 0.0%

16 50.0% 48.2% 21.4% 30.4% 14.3% 17.9% 0.0% 8.9% 1.8% 0.0%

17 56.8% 22.7% 36.4% 13.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 0.0%

18 22.2% 40.7% 20.4% 18.5% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.4% 0.0%

19 46.5% 4.7% 32.6% 9.3% 14.0% 7.0% 4.7% 2.3% 7.0% 0.0%

20 30.6% 33.3% 35.7% 17.5% 6.9% 3.8% 2.8% 3.2% 6.0% 1.4%

21 33.0% 28.6% 29.7% 23.1% 3.3% 6.6% 3.3% 5.5% 5.5% 0.0%

25 93.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

28 38.0% 34.0% 36.0% 2.0% 22.0% 0.0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.0% 2.0%

35 39.4% 39.4% 19.7% 15.5% 4.2% 8.5% 8.5% 4.2% 7.0% 0.0%

36 54.3% 30.4% 30.4% 15.2% 8.7% 6.5% 17.4% 4.3% 8.7% 2.2%

91X 16.7% 50.0% 16.7% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 25.0% 0.0%

92X 40.8% 61.2% 4.1% 32.7% 0.0% 4.1% 4.1% 0.0% 24.5% 0.0%

94X 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

95X 18.8% 43.8% 12.5% 18.8% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 18.8% 0.0%

96X 25.6% 33.3% 24.4% 25.6% 2.6% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 28.2% 1.3%

97X 0.0% 67.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

98X 64.7% 11.8% 13.7% 3.9% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 11.8% 0.0%

301 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

310 39.0% 28.8% 44.1% 20.3% 10.2% 11.9% 0.0% 5.1% 10.2% 0.0%

311 47.1% 13.7% 29.4% 21.6% 5.9% 3.9% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0%

314 34.9% 15.9% 30.2% 20.6% 3.2% 1.6% 0.0% 3.2% 6.3% 0.0%

315 39.5% 15.8% 36.8% 15.8% 21.1% 7.9% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

316 27.8% 46.3% 35.2% 18.5% 16.7% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 14.8% 0.0%

320 38.3% 34.0% 34.0% 21.3% 17.0% 2.1% 4.3% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0%

321 44.7% 44.7% 36.2% 17.0% 6.4% 12.8% 0.0% 6.4% 6.4% 2.1%

627 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%

649 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
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Cross-tabulation: Age (Question 23) vs. Schedule Information Source (Question 24)   

Younger respondents are more likely to obtain schedule information using online resources such as the 

County Connection website. In both the 18 and under and 19-35 age groups, 39.1 percent said they 

most often used the website.  Website usage declines with age, while use of the printed schedule 

increases.  Riders age 19-35 were most likely to use the mobile application. 

 

The printed schedule is the most popular source for all age groups 36 and older. For riders 75 and older, 

by far the two main sources of schedule information were the printed schedule and information posted 

at the bus stop. Nearly 94 percent of riders in this age group used these two sources. Roughly 10 

percent of riders 75 and older also used the Call Center and the real-time Bus Tracker, though no riders 

over 75 cited use of online resources.  

 

Comparison of these two questions is presented in Exhibit 2.36.  
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Exhibit 2.36 Age vs. Typical Source of Service Information 
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Question 25: In a typical month, do you visit or receive…? (check all that apply) 

Respondents were asked to identify whether they typically receive social media content through the 

County Connection’s Facebook and Twitter messaging or visit the CountyConnection.com website.  

Respondents who cited visiting County Connection’s website (37.5) were consistent with those who said 

they obtained schedule information from the site.  Facebook (2.4 percent) and Twitter (1.9 percent) 

were much less frequently cited resources. 

 

Exhibit 2.37 Use of Digital Resources 

 
 

Cross-tabulation: Frequency of Use (Question 12) vs. Use of Digital Resources (Question 25) 

Not surprisingly, frequent riders (those who ride three or more days per week) are more likely to utilize 

County Connection’s digital resources.  Given the broad penetration of smartphones (as discussed in 

Question 29), there is significant opportunity to promote County Connection’s social media platforms, 

especially among those who may only ride a couple of days a week. 

 

Exhibit 2.38 Use of Digital Resources vs. Frequency of Use 

 

37.5%

1.9% 2.4%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Countyconnection.com County Connection's 

Twitter feed

County Connection's 

Facebook

n = 2,942

12.6%

8.3%

15.7%

12.0%

27.8%

10.0%

31.0%

22.2%

40.0%

44.4%
41.7%

34.3%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

Countyconnection.com County Connection's Twitter feed County Connection's Facebook

Less than one day a week 1-2 days a week 3-4 days a week 5 or more days a week



 2015 Fixed-Route Transit Onboard Survey 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 

Final Report 

 

 Moore & Associates, Inc. | 2015 

34 

 

Question 26: What is your home zip code? 

The largest concentration of respondents is from Concord (nearly 30 percent of all survey participants).  

The top six cited zip codes are provided in Exhibit 2.35.   

 

Exhibit 2.39  Home Zip Code 

Zip Code 
Percent of 

Respondents 

94521 (Concord) 11.2% 

94520 (Concord) 10.9% 

94553 (Martinez) 5.8% 

94565 (Pittsburg) 4.3% 

94518 (Concord) 3.9% 

94523 (Pleasant Hill) 3.5% 

 

 

Question 27: What is your employment status? 

A majority of respondents (57.5 percent) cited being employed either full- or part-time.  Nearly 21 

percent said they were not employed, while 9.3 percent indicated being retired. 

 

Exhibit 2.40 Employment Status 
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Question 28: Are you a student? 

One-third of respondents indicated being a full- or part-time student. 

 

Exhibit 2.41 Student Status 

 
 

Question 29:  Do you own or regularly use…? (select all that apply) 

Respondents were asked if they own or regularly use a smartphone, computer, and/or tablet.  Nearly 

two-thirds indicated owning/using a smartphone, followed by nearly half that cited owning/using a 

computer.  A little over 20 percent said they own/use a tablet.  This indicates there is significant 

potential for increased usage of County Connection’s mobile application, given its current limited 

penetration (17.1 percent) and high number of smartphone users (61.7 percent). 

 

Exhibit 2.42 Use of Technology 
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Section 3 

School Tripper Analysis and Key Findings 
 

 

The 2015 School Tripper Survey was designed to be short and easy to complete for students who 

comprise nearly all of the school tripper riders. The survey was distributed to 411 riders across the 

school trip bus lines, yet only 235 of the responses were deemed usable because many respondents did 

not complete the form as directed.  

 

By analyzing the frequencies associated with the 2015 school tripper survey, we can gain insights into 

the riders on the school tripper routes. 

 

Profile Rider 

The typical rider attends intermediate or middle school (grades 6-8), uses the bus solely to travel to 

school, and makes two trips or fewer per day. He or she uses a 12-ride punch card or cash and does not 

currently have a Clipper card.  

 

The profile rider either owns or has access to a smartphone and prefers to get service information from 

County Connection’s website.  If County Connection were not available, he/she would get a ride from a 

friend or family member or walk. 

 

The following analysis examines each question in the school tripper survey, offering data cross-

tabulations where appropriate to drill down further.  All survey instruments are included in the 

Appendix. 

 

Question 1: Which school do you attend? 

Walnut Creek Intermediate was best the best represented school at 19.1 percent, followed by Oak 

Grove Middle School (15.7 percent) and California High School (8.5 percent).  While most of the riders 

attended high school or middle school, 5.1 percent of riders indicated attending St. Mary’s College.  
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Exhibit 3.1  School Attended 

 
 

 

Exhibit 3.2  Ridership by School Type 
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Question 2: How many bus trips will you make today? 

The vast majority of riders make just the one trip to school—57.9 percent. Nearly all other riders (an 

additional 38.2 percent) indicated that they would make two trips. 

 

Exhibit 3.3  Number of Trips 

 
 

 

Question 3: How did you pay for your bus ride today? 

Respondents were asked how they paid for their trip and were given nine possible response options. 

The “12-Ride punch card” was the most popular answer, at 47.3 percent. This is different from the 

overall study results, where only 11.1 percent indicated “12-Ride Punch card” use (see Section 2, 

Question 5). Another 30.1 percent of school tripper riders paid in cash, which is closer in line to the 36 

percent of overall responders who reported paying in cash. 

 

Exhibit 3.4  Fare Media Used 
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Exhibit 3.5  Fare Breakdown 

 
 

Question 4: Do you have a Clipper card? 

The Clipper Card is currently used by 30 percent of respondents. These riders, who already have used 

the Clipper card on other Bay Area transit services, will likely welcome its acceptance on the County 

Connection. The 47.3 percent of respondents who use the 12-punch ride card (Question 3) are also likely 

to embrace the Clipper card and its benefits, which were discussed in Section 2, Question 7.  

 

Exhibit 3.6  Clipper Card Use 

 
 

  

  

Paid Fare

94.1%

Clipper Bishop Ranch

10.0%

College ID

10.0%

I didn't pay

10.0%

SMC ID Bus 6

20.0%

Student ID Card

50.0%

Free

5.9%

n = 239

Has Clipper 

Card

30.0%

Does not 

have Clipper 

Card

70.0%
n = 230



 2015 Fixed-Route Transit Onboard Survey 
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 

Final Report 

 

 Moore & Associates, Inc. | 2015 

41 

Question 5: Do you regularly use a smartphone, computer, or tablet? 

A large majority of respondents (83 percent) reported owning or regularly using a smartphone. Nearly 

half (49.8 percent) reported using a computer, and 28.9 percent regularly use a tablet. 

 

Exhibit 3.7  Use of Technology 

 
 

 

Question 6: Do you use the bus for other trips besides school trips? 

Most of the respondents – 73.5 percent – use the bus exclusively for trips to school.  

 

Exhibit 3.8  Transit Use 
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Question 7: How would you make this trip if the County Connection was not available? 

Respondents were asked to indicate how they would make their trip if the County Connection was not 

available. The most popular response was “get a ride with a friend or family member,” indicated by 31.2 

percent. “Walk” was the second most popular response, at 20.8 percent. Just 9.4 percent indicated that 

they would drive, although 14.6 percent did indicate that they would carpool/vanpool. 

 

Exhibit 3.9  Alternative to County Connection 

 
 

Question 8: How do you rate County Connection in the following areas? 

Respondents were asked to rate a series of attributes on a scale of one to five, where one equaled 

“poor” and five equaled “excellent.”  Responses were aggregated and a mean rating was calculated, 

allowing the attributes to be compared to one another.  The mean ratings are provided in Exhibit 3.10. 

 

Exhibit 3.10  Attribute Ratings 

Attribute 
Mean 

Rating 

On-Time/Reliability 3.61 

Frequency of service 3.90 

Time service begins 3.83 

Time service ends 3.83 

Length of trip 3.72 

Driver courtesy 4.00 

Connections with other buses 3.70 

Condition of buses 3.93 

 

 

“Driver courtesy” was the highest-rated attributed, with a mean rating of 4.00.  More than 76 percent of 

respondents rated this attribute as “good” or “excellent.”  “Condition of buses” was the second highest-

rated attribute, with a mean rating of 3.93.  More than 70 percent rated this attribute as “good” or 

“excellent.” 
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The lowest rated attribute was “On-Time/Reliability,” with a mean rating of 3.61.  While 57.1 percent of 

respondents rated the time service begins as “excellent” or “good,” another 17.3 percent rated it as 

“fair” or “poor.”  

 

The second-lowest rated attribute was “connections with other buses,” with a rating of 3.70. While 58.2 

percent of respondents rated this attribute “excellent” or “good,” another 12.1 percent rated it as “fair” 

or “poor.” 

 

Question 9: What ONE change could encourage you to ride County Connection more? 

Convenience is an important motivator in the choice to use County Connection for trips to school. 40.8 

percent of respondents chose “service closer to my home” as the one change that could motivate them 

to ride more. The second most popular choice was “more frequent service,” at 28.8 percent. These were 

the only two possible changes presented that scored more than 2.2 percent (the choice “none of these” 

was chosen by 25 percent of respondents).  

 

Exhibit 3.11  Motivator for Riding More 
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buses; another rider indicated that his or her bus leaves before scheduled times, resulting in missed 

trips. One other rider mentioned that the 611 bus arrives at his or her school late every day. (These 

responses seem to reinforce the relatively low rating that the “On-Time/Reliability” attribute associated 

with Question 8.)  

 

Question 10: What is your preferred source for County Connection information? 

Respondents were presented with a series of six information options, including “other,” and were 

invited to select all that applied.  The County Connection website was the most commonly cited source, 

identified by 52.7 percent of all respondents, followed by the printed schedule (16.4 percent) and the 

County Connection Mobile App (15.5 percent).   

 

Exhibit 3.12  Service Information Usage 

 
 

 

While 83 percent of respondents regularly use a smartphone, and 28.9 percent own/use a tablet, only 

15.5 percent of respondents said they use the County Connection Mobile App.  This reinforces the 

findings of the overall survey, that there is significant potential for increased usage of County 

Connection’s mobile application, given its current limited penetration (15.5 percent) and high number of 

smartphone users (83 percent). 
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Cross-tabulation: Route  vs. Service Information Usage (Question 10)   

The digital resource data was broken down by route to identify which information source was preferred 

by which route.  Exhibit 3.13 identifies in green the most frequently cited response for each route (in the 

case of a tie, multiple responses were highlighted).  The website was by far the most popular 

information source on nearly all routes.  On Route 608, Facebook was the preferred source, and on 

Route 619, the largest percentage of riders indicated the printed schedule.  Consistent with the data 

from Question 10, the mobile app is generally underutilized, but sees the highest percentage of usage 

on Routes 601, 611, 616, and 626 (20 percent each); Route 623 (33.3 percent), and Route 614 (37.5 

percent).  

 

It should be noted that respondents were allowed to select more than one response, as many riders 

utilize multiple sources of information.  As a result, total percentages for each route may not equal 100 

percent. 

 

Exhibit 3.13  Route vs. Service Information Usage 
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schedule
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601 60.0% 0.0% 20.0% 6.7% 0.0% 13.3%

602 54.5% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 0.0% 9.1%

603 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%

605 57.9% 0.0% 15.8% 26.3% 0.0% 0.0%

606 52.4% 4.8% 14.3% 14.3% 9.5% 4.8%

608 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

610 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

611 40.0% 40.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

612 58.3% 0.0% 8.3% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7%

613 71.4% 14.3% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0%

614 62.5% 0.0% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

615 60.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% 0.0%

616 40.0% 13.3% 20.0% 6.7% 0.0% 20.0%

619 14.3% 21.4% 14.3% 28.6% 7.1% 14.3%

622 77.8% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1%

623 40.0% 0.0% 33.3% 20.0% 6.7% 0.0%

625 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 16.7%

626 40.0% 0.0% 20.0% 30.0% 0.0% 10.0%

635 55.6% 0.0% 11.1% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%

636 61.5% 0.0% 15.4% 23.1% 0.0% 0.0%
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Appendix 

Survey Instruments 
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Exhibit A.1  Fixed-Route Survey (English and Spanish) 
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Exhibit A.2  School Tripper Survey (English and Spanish) 
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           Agenda Item # 8.a. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: May 12, 2015 

From: Mary Burdick      Reviewed by:
 

SUBJECT: Appointment of Sam Kumar to Advisory Committee 
 

Summary of Issues:  
On May 4, 2015 the Pleasant Hill City Council approved the appointment of Sam Kumar to serve 
as the alternate representative for the City of Pleasant Hill on County Connection’s Advisory 
Committee for a term ending April, 30 2017. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Approve the appointment of Sam Kumar to serve as the alternate representative of Pleasant Hill  
on County Connection’s Advisory Committee.  
 
 
Financial Implication 
None 
 
Options: 

1) Approve the recommendation of the Pleasant Hill City Council 
2) Decline to approve the recommendation 
3) Other action as directed 

 
 

 
Attachment: 
Appointment letter  
 





Revised 2/28/14

APPLICATION FOR 

PLEASANT HILL COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES 

The City Manager's office maintains a file of Pleasant Hill residents willing to serve on various commissions 
and committees as vacancies arise. If you are interested in being a candidate for appointment, please fill out the 
following form and mail it to the address on the back of this page.  When vacancies occur, all applications will 
be reviewed by a City Council subcommittee, and interviews may be held from time to time. Your application 
will remain on file for one year. 

YES, I am interested in serving on: (check one or more) 

(   ) ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION (meets 1st and 3rd Thursdays at 5:00 p.m.)  
Reviews site plans, architectural structures and signing related to new development in Pleasant Hill.  
Must have demonstrated talent and interest in aesthetics and architectural design through experience, 
training, education or occupation.  (5 members) 

(   ) CIVIC ACTION COMMISSION (meets 1st Wednesday at 6:30 p.m.) Studies and makes 
recommendations to City Council on any and all subjects which improve overall quality of 
community life.  (9 members – 7 must reside in Pleasant Hill) 

(   ) COMMISSION ON AGING (meets 1st Wednesday at 9:00 a.m.) Studies and makes 
recommendations to local agencies on programs of benefit to aging citizens in the community. (9 
members - 3 may be under 55 years of age) 

(   ) EDUCATION COMMISSION (meets 4th Wednesday at 7:00 p.m.)  Advisory body to City 
Council to foster cooperation and communication with Mt. Diablo Unified School District, other 
local agencies and businesses.  Must reside in either Valley View or Pleasant Hill Middle School 
attendance areas.  (9 - 13 members) 

( X ) PLANNING COMMISSION (meets 2nd and 4th Tuesdays at 7:30 p.m.) The recommending 
body to City Council on land use, zoning, general plan, etc.  Must be a citizen of the U.S. and 
resident of Pleasant Hill for at least one year to qualify for appointment.  (7 members) 

(   ) TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMITTEE (meets 2nd Tuesday at 6:00 p.m.) Three Pleasant Hill 
residents appointed by City Council to review traffic safety problems in the community and 
recommend actions.  At least two people must have expertise in engineering or public safety. 

(   ) COUNTY AVIATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE - One Pleasant Hill resident recommended 
by City Council to advise the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors on County-wide airport 
policies. 

(   ) COUNTY  IRONHORSE TRAIL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - Advises Board of Supervisors 
regarding development of former Southern Pacific Right-of-way area. 

(   ) COUNTY LIBRARY COMMISSION - One delegate appointed by City Council to advise the 
Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors and County Librarian regarding library services. 

(   ) OTHER: _________________________________________________________________ 

There are other independent groups serving our community such as 4th of July Commission, P.H. Foundation, 
Friends of Rodgers Ranch, P.H. Historical Society, and Friends of P.H. Library. For information on City 
Commissions or Committees, or how you can become involved in the independent groups call 925-671-5267 
or email jdavalos@ci.pleasant-hill.ca.us. 

(PLEASE FILL IN REVERSE SIDE) 



Revised 2/28/14

SUMMARY OF PERSONAL BACKGROUND 

Name____________________________________________________________________________ 
Last First 

Address___________________________________________________________________________ 

Home Telephone ______________________   Business Telephone _________________________ 

Email Address: ________________________________________________________________ 

Occupation ______________________Employer  ________________________________________ 

Can you attend daytime meetings?  Yes ____  No ____        Night meetings?   Yes ____  No ____ 

Are you a U.S. Citizen?   Yes ____  No ____

Educational Background: 
High School _______________________________________      Graduate?  Yes ____  No ____ 
College ___________________________________________       Graduate?  Yes ____  No ____ 
Graduate School ________________________________________________________________ 
Trade School __  ________________________________________________________________ 
Special Schooling _______________________________________________________________ 

Do you live in Pleasant Hill?   Yes ____  No ____  If yes, how many years? ______  (You must be
a resident of Pleasant Hill for at least one year to qualify for appointment to the Planning 
Commission.) 

Do you have any special skills or knowledge that you believe would be helpful in serving on the 
commission or committee in which you have expressed an interest?  Explain. 

Please indicate any further information or comments you wish to make that would be helpful in 
reviewing your application. 

_________Signature _______ ______________________________  Date ________  

Thank you.  Return this form to: City of Pleasant Hill 
City Manager’s Office 
100 Gregory Lane 
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523-3323 

KUMAR SAM

1557  RUTH  DRIVE,  PLEASANT  HILL, CA 94523

925-691-0233 925-338-7299

samku2004@yahoo.com

ENGINEER SNG Associates, Pleasanton, CA

X X

X

X
X

University of Texas El Paso, TX  Master's Degree
Real Estate Courses/Agent

X 1.75

I have worked with City Council members and Planning Commissioners in various Cities and Counties. I am 
well aware of the plannng issues for this City and would like to be part of it. I have extensive knowledge of 

General Plan, Zoning, subdivision map act, transportation issues, land use planning and environmental 
requirements (CEQA process), deliberation and moderation of the meetings.

Zoning changes, General Plan amendments, specific plan adoption and amendments, conditional
use permit, subdivision, local ordinances affecting the regional housing needs, projects invoving EIR,

circulation, housing, land use, conservation, open space and noise and safety elements.

Sam Kumar March 6, 2015



 
           Agenda Item # 8.b. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: May 13, 2015 

From: Mary Burdick      Reviewed by:
 

SUBJECT: Re-appointment of Cary Kennerly to Advisory Committee 
 

Summary of Issues:  
On May 6, 2015 the Martinez City Council approved the re-appointment of Cary Kennerly to serve 
as the representative for the City of Martinez on County Connection’s Advisory Committee for a 
two year term ending May 2017. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Approve the re-appointment of Cary Kennerly to serve as the representative of Martinez  
on County Connection’s Advisory Committee.  
 
 
Financial Implication 
None 
 
Options: 

1) Approve the recommendation of the Martinez City Council 
2) Decline to approve the recommendation 
3) Other action as directed 

 
 

 
Attachment: 
Appointment letter  
 



______                          City of Martinez                                                       ______________________ 
                           525 Henrietta Street, Martinez, CA  94553-2394                           (925) 372-3512 
                                                                                                                                                                       FAX (925) 229-5012 
 

 
 
 
 

May 12, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
Mary Burdick 
The County Connection 
Manager of Marketing/Public Relations 
2477 Arnold Industrial Way 
Concord, CA 94520 
 
Dear Ms. Burdick: 
 
At the meeting of May 6, 2015, the Martinez City Council approved reappointment of Mr. 
Cary Kennerly to the CCCTA Citizens Advisory/Accessible Services Committee for a 
two-year term.  Mr. Kennerly will be notified as to his reappointment. 
 
If I can be of further assistance, please call me at (925) 372-3512. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mercy G. Cabral 
Deputy City Clerk 
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