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Item 5: 
Executive Directors 
Report



Item 6:
Treasurer’s Report



Item 7:
Organization for 
Project Delivery



Board Decision
March 13, 2019

• Drop DBB from further consideration.

• Drop CM/GC from further consideration. 

• DB should be the minimum approach for Project Delivery to meet the cost, schedule, and 
innovation project goals.

• Capital maintenance of the civil infrastructure (e.g. track) should be considered for 
inclusion in the preferred delivery method to take advantage of life cycle costing and to 
transfer State of Good Repair risks to the contractor.

• Defer O&M decision until further development of the design

• Defer the decision on including a private equity requirement and financing until the 
sources of funding are confirmed.

• After project approval, initiate the drafting of the procurement documents (to 
complement the 30% drawings) with a focus on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), risk 
allocation, and general responsibilities.



Board Decision
April 10 , 2019

Include a 30 –40 year civil maintenance 
responsibility for the Concessionaire with the 
requirement that the civil infrastructure is 
turned back at the end of the concession period 
in a “state of good repair.” 



Project Management, 
Organizat ion  and 
Staffing
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Project Management, Organization and 
Staffing

• How should the Authority structure itself in order to be able 
to procure and adequately manage the Design/Build 
contractor, or contracting team?

• When the first phase of the project is ready to be placed in 
service, what will be the requirements for cost-effective and 
publicly responsive operation and maintenance of the Valley 
Link service, and how should the Authority structure itself to 
ensure the best possible operational outcome?

• How should the Authority provide for its administrative and 
oversight functions in the period between contracting for 
final design and construction, and the inauguration of 
revenue service?
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Project Management, Organization and 
Staffing

• Should system O&M be contracted out, or should this 
function become part of the permanent structure and staff  
of the Authority?

• Should significant parts of the Authority’s functions and 
structure be delegated to another existing agency to 
manage? 

9



Three Organizational Models Evaluated

Traditional Model – In-house staff

Blended Model – Small in-house management / 
supervisory staff managing O&M contracts

Turnkey Variant – Blended model in which the 
Authority assigns project construction and 
operation to a separate, existing managing agency 
at a key staffing point 
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Evaluation Summary

Cost 
Implications

Probable 
Schedule
Impacts

Responsiveness Flexibility Demonstrated
Success

Traditional
Model

Base case

Some delay 
associated with 
time to staff key 
positions

Highly responsive to 
Executive Control

Most rigid in 
labor and 
administrative 
structure

Clearly 
demonstrated
nationwide and 
Bay Area

Blended
Model

Potential saving 
of 
$0 .5 + $1.3-
2.7 m. annually 

More 
consistent with 
Project 
Schedule

Some potential loss 
of responsiveness

More flexible 
w/Turnkey 
Variant  
decision point 
related to 
schedule

Clearly 
demonstrated 
nationwide and 
Bay Area
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Identify Entity/Entities to Deliver 
and Operate  Service

• Feasibility Report
• Preliminary design, infrastructure and operating 

characteristics identified.
• Important to evaluation of entity or entities to deliver 

and operate Valley Link.
• Over next 60 days, evaluate capacity of various 

entities to deliver and operate Valley Link
• Candidates: Authority, BART, SJRRC, etc.
• Bring analysis back to Board in September

• In the meantime, continue moving forward –
Authority with LAVTA administrative support

16



Recommendations

1. Establish the Tri-Valley – San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Rail Authority as the entity to deliver the 
Valley Link transit connectivity, including planning, 
designing, financing, constructing, operating, 
maintaining, and the leasing, developing, or 
disposing of land, facilities, or equipment, 
necessary to deliver and operate Valley Link.

2. Approve the continued use of the Livermore 
Amador Valley Transit Authority’s administrative 
staff to provide all necessary administrative 
support to the board to perform its duties and 
responsibilities (Blended Model).
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Item 8:
Project Feasibility 
Report
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AB 758 Requirements
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California State Assembly Bill No. 758 Section 132661 states:

(a) On or before July 1, 2019, the authority shall provide a project 
feasibility report to the public, to be posted on the authority’s Internet 
Web site, on the plans for the development and implementation of 
transit connectivity in the Tri-Valley region. 

Board of Directors receive the draft Valley 
Link Project Feasibility Report today

Feasibility Report on website June 7, 2019, 
fulfilling this AB 758 mandate

The public will have through July 31, 2019 
to provide comments
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(b) The authority may use any relevant environmental review 
documents previously completed by the Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District or the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission to prepare the 
report specified in subdivision (a).

(c) Upon completion and approval by the authority of the project 
feasibility report required under subdivision (a), the authority shall 
submit the report to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
the governing board of the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, the 
governing board of the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, the 
policy committees of each house of the Legislature with jurisdiction 
over transportation policy matters, and the Transportation Agency.
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Feasibility Report will be submitted to 
MTC, BART, SJRRC, Policy Committees of 
Legislature and Transportation Agency 
after public comment



California State 
Assembly Bill 
No. 758 
Section 
132661 states:
(a)…The report, 
at a minimum, 
shall include the 
following 
elements:
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Draft Feasibility Report
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Feasibility Report Chapters

1. Introduction / Executive 
Summary

2. Project Goals
3. Proposed Project / Options
4. Alignment Options
5. Station and Facilities 

Overview
6. System Integration / 

Connectivity
7. Environmental 

Sustainability
8. Equitable Access
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9. Station Area Planning
10. Service Characteristics
11. Vehicle Technology
12. Capital and Operating Costs
13. Funding and Finance Plan
14. Project Delivery
15. Project Management, 

Organization and Staffing



2. Project Goals

1. Improve connectivity within the Bay 
Area Megaregion: connecting people,  
jobs and housing.

2. Rail connectivity between the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District’s rapid transit 
system and the Altamont Corridor 
Express commuter service in the Tri-
Valley.

3. Project implementation that is fast, 
cost-effective and responsive to the 
goals and objectives of the 
communities it will serve.

4. Be a model of sustainability in the 
design, construction and operation of 
the system.

5. Support the vision of the California 
State Rail Plan to connect the 
Northern California Megaregion to the 
State rail system.
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3. Proposed Project and Options

Rail service from the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station 
to the proposed ACE North 
Lathrop Station, utilizing existing 
transportation rights-of-way where 
feasible:

• Phase 1 – Rail service from the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART Station to the proposed 
ACE North Lathrop Station

• Phase 2 - Rail service extended 
from the ACE North Lathrop 
Station to the existing ACE and 
Amtrak Stockton Station

• Further explore opportunities 
for early action (a minimum 
operable segment)
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4. Alignment Options

Rail service from 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
Station to the proposed 
ACE North Lathrop station, 
utilizing existing 
transportation rights-of-way 
where feasible.
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5. Stations and Facilities Overview

Include the following stations in the proposed 
project:

• Dublin/Pleasanton Station (BART Intermodal)

• Isabel Station

• Greenville Station (ACE Intermodal)

• Mountain House Station

• Downtown Tracy Station

• River Islands Station

• North Lathrop Station (ACE Intermodal)

The following stations will be considered as infill 
stations:

• Southfront Future Infill Station

• Grant Line Road Future Infill Station

• Ellis Future Infill Station

Advance efficient station planning consistent 
with community goals and objectives.
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6. System Integration and Connectivity

30

Sustainability Policy Goals —
Connectivity:

• Integrate rail services within the 
State’s rail and transit operations 
(including High Speed Rail 
System).

• Expand and improve connectivity 
through improved  transit and/or 
feeder bus services.

• Promote active transportation 
(bicycling and walking).

• Encourage use of zero-emission 
vehicles and shared rides.



7. Environmental Sustainability

31

Be a model of sustainability in design,  
construction and operation of the 
Valley Link Rail Project.

Sustainability Policy Goals —
Environment:

• Reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions

• Renewable Energy – Operate system 
on renewable energy to extent 
feasible

• 100% Self-Sufficient – Strive to 
create a system that can operate 
largely on its own stored and 
created energy

• Design and construct sustainable 
infrastructure using global best 
practices for preserving natural 
resources



8. Equitable Access
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Sustainability Policy Goals—
Equitable Access:

• Encourage engagement in 
planning and decision-
making for the project to 
ensure a meaningful level 
of participation from 
disadvantaged 
communities and low-
income communities and 
households.

• Strive to maximize 
benefits to disadvantaged 
communities and low-
income communities and 
households in project 
planning and design.



9. Station Area Planning
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Initiate service at earliest possible 
date and preserve land and right-of-
way to allow for the implementation of 
phased design and infrastructure in 
support of Sustainable Community 
Strategies (Senate Bill 375)

• Work in partnership with 
communities to identify and 
incorporate high priority local goals 
and objectives for individual 
stations

• Sustainability Policy Goals—
Connectivity:
• Integrate rail services with state’s rail and 

transit operations (including High Speed 
Rail System).

• Expand and improve connectivity through 
improved transit and/or feeder bus 
services.

• Promote active transportation (bicycling 
and walking).

• Encourage use of zero emission vehicles 
and shared rides.



10. Service Characteristics
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Regular service throughout 
the day in both directions 
with the ultimate goal of 
matching BART hours of 
operation and frequency.

Initial service to include: 
Peak period 12-minute and 
30-minute off-peak 
frequency from BART Dublin/ 
Pleasanton Station to 
Greenville Station and 24-
minute peak and 60-minute 
off-peak frequency beyond 
Greenville Station. Operate 
initial service from 5:00 am 
to 8:00 pm.



11. Vehicle Technology

35

Focus analysis 
on Multiple Unit 
with hybrid 
technology with 
the ability to 
convert to fully 
electric in the 
future.



12. Capital and Operating Costs
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Capital and operating and 
maintenance costs 
estimates represent what is 
necessary to plan, develop, 
and deliver a cost-effective 
and responsive transit 
connectivity between the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District’s rapid transit 
system and the Altamont 
Corridor Express commuter 
rail service in the Tri-Valley.
Capital and operating and 
maintenance costs 
estimates will be updated as 
necessary, as more 
information continues to be 
developed through the 
various engineering phases.



13. Funding and Finance Plan

37

The draft funding and 
finance plan was 
authorized to move 
forward into the 
Feasibility Study Report.
The proposed draft 
funding and finance 
plan will be updated as 
necessary, as funding 
sources are secured, 
awarded, denied, or 
otherwise changed to 
guide the project 
funding and financing  
implementation after 
completion of the 
Feasibility Study.



14. Project Delivery

38

The following recommendations were approved at the 
March 2019 Board meeting:

• Drop Design-Bid-Build (DBB) from further consideration.
• Drop Construction Manager At Risk / General Contractor (CM/GC) from 

further consideration.
• DB should be the minimum approach for Project Delivery to meet the 

cost, schedule and innovation project goals.
• Capital maintenance of the civil infrastructure (e.g. track) should be 

considered for inclusion in the preferred delivery method to take 
advantage of life cycle costing and to transfer State of Good Repair risks 
to the contractor.

• Defer O&M decision until further development of the design.
• Defer the decision on including a private equity requirement and 

financing until the sources of funding are confirmed.
• After project approval, initiate the drafting of the procurement 

documents (to complement the 30% drawings) with a focus on Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs), risk allocation, and general 
responsibilities.

The following recommendation was approved at the April 
2018 Board meeting:
• Include a 30-40 year civil maintenance responsibility for the 

Concessionaire with the requirement that the civil infrastructure is turned 
back at the end of the concession period in a “state of good repair.”



15. Project Management, 
Organizat ion  and Staffing
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• Establish the Tri-Valley – San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Rail 
Authority as the entity to deliver the 
Valley Link transit connectivity, 
including planning, designing, 
financing, constructing, operating, 
maintaining, and the leasing, 
developing, or disposing of land, 
facilities, or equipment, necessary to 
deliver and operate Valley Link.

• Approve the continued use of the 
Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority’s administrative staff to 
provide all necessary administrative 
support to the board to perform its 
duties and responsibilities (Blended 
Model).

• Staff will continue to evaluate 
potential rail agencies that can 
strengthen the ability of the Authority 
to construct and operate Valley Link 
in a managing agency role.



Conclusion

The Project Concept is feasible
• Provides a cost-effective transportation solution for over 

25,000 trips a day in 2040
• Supports the State Rail Plan goals providing megaregional 

travel and filling the gap between ACE and BART
• Utilizes existing transportation rights-of-way
• Provides a sustainable and equitable solution for travel
• With reallocation of BART to Livermore funds, Valley Link has 

$628 million in funding
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Item 9:
Next Steps



Outreach

• Address comments from public and 
stakeholders on Feasibility Report

• Continue to work with cities and 
counties on station area planning

• Continue outreach including 
encouraging participation from 
communities of concern to support 
equitable access

• Additional outreach as part of CEQA
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Coordination

• Continue to work with BART:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Determine the system impacts of Valley Link on BART in 2025 and 

2040
• Review updates to intermodal station designs
• Determine updates to design and/or cost

• Continue to work with ACE:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Review updates to intermodal station designs
• Altamont Vision analysis and next steps
• Further discussions on operations
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Coordination

• Continue to work with Alameda CTC:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Review current design for additional Managed Lane 

considerations and operability during construction
• Determine update to design and/or costs
• Reallocation of BART to Livermore funds

• Continue to work with MTC:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Determine update to design and/or costs
• Reallocation of BART to Livermore funds
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Coordination

• Continue to work with Caltrans:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Determine update to design and/or costs
• Complete PSR-PDS
• Traffic Engineering Performance 

Assessment (TEPA)
• Preliminary Environmental Analysis 

Report (PEAR)
• Bridge/Structures review

• Continue to work with UPRR:
• Address comments on Feasibility Report
• Provide additional information as needed 

for design review
• Determine update to design and/or costs
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Design and Engineering
• Project Concept moves into 30% once 15% design 

final comments are received from stakeholders and 
resolutions determined

• System integration details for connections to BART 
and ACE should continue to be investigated and 
coordinated with comment resolution

• Alameda CTC I-580 managed lane design and 
operability

• UPRR design review
• Caltrans highway modifications

• Include the following station area planning elements 
in 30% design

• Local station goals
• Sustainability elements
• Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
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Funding and Finance

• Reprogram the BART to Livermore 
funds

• Prepare for upcoming grant 
applications

• Continue focus on determining 
additional funding for capital and O&M

• Review financing, if funds for annual 
debt service payment is identified 
and/or secured
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Project Delivery

• Formalize staffing and operations plan
• Review vehicle procurement
• Update and monitor the project schedule 
• Secure support for preparing procurement documents
• Determine fare collection approach
• Complete Caltrans process – next is PA&ED
• Continue focus on being a model of sustainability
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CEQA/NEPA

• Authority should continue the CEQA process for the Project 
Concept and release a Draft EIR once the comments on the 
Feasibility Report are addressed

• Complete Caltrans process – environmental documentation
• Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR)
• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

• Continue outreach including encouraging participation from 
communities of concern
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CEQA

• Draft EIR release after comments on Feasibility 
Report addressed

• Address any Feasibility Report comments that change 
Draft EIR information

• Field work is complete
• Several chapters in preliminary draft form

• Draft EIR will receive input on the proposed 
project, phasing, alternatives, and impacts
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CEQA Update

Timeframe Item 
September-October 2018 NOP/Scoping (complete)

Winter 2018/Spring 2019 Environmental fieldwork and analysis (complete)

Spring-Summer 2019 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
Preparation

Summer 2019 DEIR public review begins

45 days following release of DEIR DEIR public review period

Fall/Winter 2019 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) certified
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When is the NEPA process required?

Required when a Federal action is taken that may 
have impacts on the human and natural 

environment. 

Federal actions are those that require Federal 
funding, permits, policy decisions, facilities, 

equipment, or employees.
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NEPA Federal Actions and Strategy

•Certain alterations to Caltrans facility may trigger NEPA
- Anticipate a Categorical ExclusionFacilities

•During construction, discrete agency permits may trigger NEPA
- Examples - Habitat Conservation Plan for Threatened or 

Endangered Species, Section 404 Waters of the U.S.
Permit

•Capital Investment Grant program – not pursuing at this time
•BUILD, INFRA – pursuing, highly competitive

- Focus federal funds on project element(s) or segment(s) with 
independent utility, if possible, in schedule

•TIFIA – may pursue if, annual debt service is secured and available
- NEPA documentation required, in schedule

Funding
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Federal Action



FAST Act

Requires:
 Coordination plan within 90 days after 

NOI publication

 Permitting “Dashboard” for transparency

 Confirmation of participating agency 
coordination within 45 days of NOI

 Use of combined FEIS/ROD documents 
unless certain conditions apply

Helps “clear lanes” early and 
set/maintain/track more 

aggressive schedules
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NEPA in Project Schedule
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2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

NEPA documentation if 
federal funding awarded 
and/or financing applied for

Caltrans NEPA 
documentation for I-580 
facility modifications



Station Area Planning
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Dublin/Pleasanton
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High Priority 
Local Goals



Isabel
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High Priority Local Goals



Greenville
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High Priority 
Local Goals



Mountain House
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High Priority 
Local Goals



Downtown Tracy
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High Priority 
Local Goals



River Islands
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High Priority 
Local Goals



North Lathrop
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High Priority 
Local Goals
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