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STAFF REPORT

October 21, 2014

TO: Mayor and City Council
) \ﬂ\‘\%
APPROVED BY: Richard N. Warne, Interim City Manager ’Q)}\J
PREPARED BY: Nick Servin, P.E., Public Works Director, 7%
SUBJECT: A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Calexico,

California, Approving Final Parcel Map No. 059-240-039
Which Proposes the Division of Approximately 6.14 Acres of
Land in Order to Create Three (3) Commercial Lots and Two
{2) Parcels for Right of Way Dedication.

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the City Council conduct the duly noticed public hearing to
consider the Planning Commission’s recommendation and obtain public input, and that
the City Councit:

1.) Adopt Resolution No. 2014-_ _ approving Final Parcel Map No. 059-240-039 in
order to approve the Final Parcel Map to divide 6.14 acre of land into 3
commercial lots and two (2) parcels for right of way dedication; and allow the city
engineer to sign, stamp and record said map.

Background:

At its regularly scheduled meeting on February 24, 2014, The Planning Commission
voted 4-0 to recommend approval of a request for a Tentative Parcel Map submitted by
Mr. Mohamed Wehba, for commercial purposes, for approximately 6.14 acre of land,;
located on the southeast corner of State Highway 98 and Andrade Avenue. The only
individuals who testified at the hearing were in support of the project.

The proposed application is being submitted in order to allow for future commercial
development of 6.14 acres of land located on the southeast corner of State Highway 98
and Andrade Avenue. The site is vacant and currently zoned CH, Commercial Highway.

The Final Parcel Map would divide the 6.14 acre parcel into three (3) | AGENDA
commercial lots and two (2) parcels for right of way dedication. As part of ITEM
the entitlement process the Final Parcel Map has been reviewed by the
City's engineering department and conditioned in accordance to the
California Subdivision Map Act and Title 16 “Subdivisions” of the Calexico q
Municipal Code.




Discussion & Analysis:

Staff supports the proposed project and corresponding Final Parcel Map for the
following reasons:

1. Final Parcel Map
The requested Final Parcel Map would divide the 6.14 acre parcel into three (3)
commercial lots and two (2) parcels for right of way dedication. Per chapter 16,
“subdivisions” of the Calexico Municipal Code (CMC), the Final Parcel Map has
been reviewed by the city's engineering department and found in conformance with
the 2014 Subdivision Map Act, and the Tentative Parcel Map has been approved by
The Planning Commission on February 24, 2014.

Fiscal Impact:
None.
Attachment:

1. A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Calexico, California, Approving
Final Parcel Map No. 059-240-039 Which Proposes the Division of
Approximately 6.14 Acres of Land in Order to Create Three (3) Commercial Lots
and Two (2) Parcels for Right of Way Dedication.

2. A Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Calexico, California,
Approving Tentative Parcel Map No. 059-240-039 Which Proposes the
Subdivision of Approximately 6.14 Acres of Land in Order to Create Three (3)
Parcels.

3. Parcel Map No. 058-240-039



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CALEXICO, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING FINAL PARCEL MAP
NO. 059-240-039 WHICH PROPQOSES THE DIVISION OF
APPROXIMATELY 6.14 ACRES OF LAND iN ORDER TO
CREATE THREE (3) COMMERCIAL LOTS AND TWO (2)
PARCELS FOR RIGHT OF WAY DEDICATION.

WHEREAS, Mohamed Wehba, has filed an application for approval of the subdivision of
about 6.14 acres of land, located on the southeast corner of State Highway 98 and Andrade
Avenue, in order to create three (3) commercial lots and 2 parcels for right of way dedication;

and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, at its regular meeting on February 24, 2014, held
a duly noticed public hearing, and recommended to the City Council approval of Tentative
Parcel Map No. 059-240-039 for commercial purposes subject to the conditions as listed in this

Resolution; and

WHEREAS, public notice of said application has been given pursuant to law, and the
City Council has considered evidence presented by the Public Works Department and other
interested parties at a public hearing held with respect to this item on October 21, 2014

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CALEXICO,
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds the facts recited above are true and correct and
incorporates them herein by this reference.

SECTION 2. The City Council finds and determines that the project is exempt from
formal environmental review pursuant to Section 15315 — minor land subdivisions, in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Guidelines.
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SECTION 3. That in accordance with the State Subdivision Map Act and requirements of

the City of Calexico, the following findings and conditions of approval for the Final Parcel Map
No. 059-240-039 and attached hereto as Exhibit A have been made as follows:

FINDINGS:

a) The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for the design and improvement, are

b)

consistent with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, and the
State Subdivision Map Act.

The design of the subdivision is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning designation.
The project is consistent with the designated land use planning area, development and
design standards, and all other appropriate requirements contained in the General Plan,
Calexico Municipal and Zoning Codes, and Subdivision Map Act.

The proposed subdivision is compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses and
programs specified in the General Plan (Government Code Section 66473.5).

The project is consistent with the land use plan, engineering standards and programs, and
all other appropriate requirements contained in the General Plan. The Final Parcel Map is
consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Code designation and other applicable

engineering standards.

The effects this proposed subdivision is likely to have upon the region, the public service
requirements of its residents and the available fiscal and environmental resources have

been considered and balanced.

The subdivision is consistent with the City’s General Plan and Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinances, as amended, and will provide necessary public services and facilities, will pay
all appropriate fees, and will not result in any adverse impact on the available fiscal and

environmental resources.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR THE FINAL PARCEL MAP FOR COMMERCIAL
PURPOSES

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1.

4.

The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers,
and employees from any and all claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, or
costs, including attorney's fees, against the City or its agents, officers, or employees,
relating to the approval of the proposed City of Calexico Redevelopment Agency Final
Parcel Map including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set aside, void, challenge,
or annual this development approval and any environmental document or decision. The
City will promptly notify applicant of any claim, action or proceeding, The city may elect
to conduct its own defense, participate in its own defense, or obtain independent legal
counsel in defense of any claim related to this indemnification. [n the event of such
election, applicant shall pay all of the cost related thereto, including without limitation
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs. In the event of a disagreement hetween the City
and applicant regarding litigation issues, the City shall have the authority to control the
litigation and make litigation related decisions, including, but not limited to, settlement or
other disposition of the matter. However, the applicant shall not be required to pay or
perform any settlement unless such settlement is approved by applicant.

The project shall include the division of three (3) parcels, in accordance with the
California Subdivision Map Act. Parcel 1 is approximately 2.94 acres, Parcel 2 is 1.39
acres and Parcel 3 is approximately 1.49 acres in size; including, Parcel A is
approximately 0.08 acres and Parcel B is approximately 0.24 acres, for right of way
dedications.

The Final Parce! Map shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval, unless within
that period of time, an extension of time is granted by the City in accordance with the
State Subdivision Map Act and Subdivision Ordinance (Chapter 16) of the Calexico
Municipal Code.

Any future development of Parcel 1, 2 or 3 shall be subject to City’s C-H, Commercial
Highway Development Standards.
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5. Prior to issuance of any grading permit or building permit, subdivider shall sign and
complete an “Acknowledgement of Conditions” and shall return the executed original to
the Public Works Department.

8. Prior to submittal of any improvement plan for plan check, geotechnical study and soils
report of the project site shall be conducted to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. An
approved copy of the geotechnical study and soils report, in accordance with the
Subdivision Map Act, applicable codes, and City Standards, shall be submitted with the

improvements plans.

7. The developer shall submit and receive an NPDES permit from the regional water quality
control board in accordance with a storm water pollution prevention plan approved by
the City Engineer. The storm water poliution prevention plan shall include best
management practices (BMP’s).

IMPROVEMENTS

8. Any off-site improvements (e.g. curb, gutter, sidewalk and paving) shall be provided in
accordance with City engineering standards for future development of any parcel.

9. Developer shall retain qualified California registered civil engineer for design services in

accordance with the City standards.

BONDS AND SURETY

10. Prior to the submittal of bonds, the applicant/developer/design engineer shali submit
construction cost estimate for all required improvements using City's provided unit cost

items and standards for review and approval.

11. The developer shail submit and provide all required improvement bonds and surety to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
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12. The applicant shall pay all applicable fees in accordance with the City’s fee scheduie.
These fees shall included but not be limited to impact fees, special infrastructure fees,
benefit area assessment fees, and building plan check fees, building permit fees,

engineering plan check and inspection fees as determined and conditioned therein.
UTILITIES
13. The developer shall coordinate with the 1D regarding the location, financing, designing,
and phasing of required on-site electrical facilities. City will no be held responsible for
any installation or inspection of IID equipment.

14. All utilities shall be installed in accordance with the City's Master Water/Sewer Plan.

RECORDATION

15. The Final Parcel Map shall comply with all applicable requirements of the State of
California Subdivision Map Act and the City’'s Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning
Ordinances, uniess modified by the Conditions of Approvai.

16. The project shall comply with applicable staff comments labeled Exhibit B of the City
Council Agenda Report and all other applicable Federal, State and local codes,
ordinances and resolutions.

17. Taxes, liens and special assessments have been paid or such payment is guaranteed.

18. All applicable conditions and compliance are in met with the City standards updated

December 2005 and all modifications and revisions thereon.

SECTION 4. The parties are hereby informed that the time within which judicial review of
this decision must be sought is governed by Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure.
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SECTION 5. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its passage and

adoption.

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings, the City Council of the City of Calexico does
hereby approve the Final Parcel Map for Commercial purposes No. 059-240-039.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 21" day of October, 2014.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTEIN:

JOHN M. MORENO, MAYOR

ATTEST:

GABRIELA T. GARCIA, BEPUTY CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JENNIFER M. LYON, CITY ATTORNEY
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-¢}

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF CALEXICO, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 059-240-032 WHICH
PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 6.14
ACRES OF LAND IN ORDER TO CREATE THREE (3)
PARCELS

WHEREAS, Mohamed Wehba, has filed an application fos approval of the subdivision of
about 6.14 actes of land, located on the southeast Corner of Andrade Ave. and SR 98, in order to
create three (3) commercial lots; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Calexico has been delegated with the
responsibility of approving tentative subdivision maps that subdivide land; and

WHEREAS, public notice of said application has been given, and the Planning Commission
has considered evidence presented by the Cominunity Development Department and other
interested patties at a public heating held with respect to this item on February 24, 2014

NOW THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Calexico DOES HEREBY
RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The Planning Comimission finds and determines that the project is exempt
from formal envitonmental review putsuant to Section 15315 - minor land divisions, in accordance
with the requitements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEHQA) Guidelines.

SECTION 2. That in accordance with the State Subdivision Map Act and requirements of
the City of Calexico, the following findings and conditions of approval for the Tentative Parcel Map
No. 059-240-039 and attached hereto as Exhibit A have been made as follows:

FINDINGS:

a) The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for the design and improvement, ate
consistent with the City’s General Plan; Zoning Ordinance, Subdivisions Ordinance; and the
State Subdivision Map Act.

The design of the subdivision is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning designations. The project is
consistent with the designated land use planning area, developmient and design standards, and all other appropriate
requirements contained in the General Plan, Calexico Municipal and Zoning Codes, and Subdivision Map Aer.

b) The ptoposed subdivision is compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses and
programs specified in the General Plan (Government Code Section 66473.5).

The subdivision is consistent with the land use plan, engineering standards and programs, and alf other
appropriate requirenients contained in the General Plan,  The Tentative Parcel Map is consistent with the
General Plan and Zoning Code designations and other applicable engineering standeards.



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION FOR
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PARCEL MAP NO, 059-240-039
Page 2 of 3

¢) The effects this proposed subdivision is likely to have upon the region, the public setvice
requiretnents of its residents, and the available fiscal and enviropmental resources have been

CcO

nsidered and balanced.

The subdivision is consistent with the City’s General Plan and Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances and will not
reswlt in any adverse environmental inpact.

CONDITIONS

1

[\~

(S}

~3

. The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold hatinless the City, its agents, officers, and
employees from any and all claims, actions, proceedings, damages, judgments, of costs,
including attorney’s fees, against the City ot its agents, officers, or employees, relating to the
approval of the proposed City of Calexico Redevelopment Agency Tentative Parcel Map
including, but not limited to, any action to attack, set aside, void, challenge, or annual this
development apptoval and any environmental document or decision. The City will promptly
notify applicant of any claim, action or proceeding, The City may elect to conduct its own
defense, patticipate in its own defense, o obtain independent legal counsel in defense of any
claim related to this indemnification. In. the event of such election, applicant shall pay all of
the costs related theteto, including without limitation reasonable attorney’s fees and costs.

In the event of a disagreement between the City and applicant regarding litigation issucs, the
City shall have the authority to control the litigation and make litigation related decisions,
including, but not limited to, settlement or other disposition of the matter. However, the
applicant shall not be required to pay or pesform any settlement unless such settlement is
approved by applicant.

. The project shall include the division of thtee (3) patcels, in accordance with the California
Subdivision Map Act. Parcel 1 totals approximately 3.081 actes, Parcel 2 totals 1.562 acres
and Patcel 3 totals 1.494 actes in size.

. The applicant shall pay all applicable fees in accosdance with the city’s fee schedule.

. Priot to recordation of final map any improvements specified herein and approved by the
Planning Commission shall be installed, or agteements for said improvements shall be
submitted to the City for approval by the City Engineer and Attorney, and all other stated
conditions complied with.

Any future development of Parcel 1, 2 or 3 shall be subject to city’s C-H, Commeicial
Highway development standards

The Tentative Patcel Map shall expire two (2) yeats from the date of approval, unless within
that petiod of time, an extension of time is granted by the City in accordance with the State
Subdivision Map Act and Subdivision Ordinance (Chaptet 16) of the Calexico Municipal
Code.

. Any off-site improvements (e.g. cutb, gutter, sidewalk and paving shall be provided



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION FOR

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PARCEL MAP NO. 052-240-039
Page 3 of 3

in accotdance with city engineering standards for future development of any parcel.

8. The Tentative Parcel Map shall comply with all applicable requitements of the State of
California Subdivision Map Act and the City’s Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning
Ordinances, unless modified by the Conditions of Approval.

9. The project shall comply with applicable staff comments labeled Exhibit B of the

Planning Commission staff teport and all other applicable Federal, State and local codes,
ordinances and resolutions.

10. All Utilities shall be installed in accordance with the city’s Master Water/Sewer Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, subject to the above findings and conditions, the Planning
Commission of the City of Calexico DOES HEREBY APPROVE Tentative Parcel Map No. 059-
240-039.

DL Do

David QOuzan, Chaii‘pctscn‘l
Calexico Planning Commission

I hereby certify that the preceding resolution was taken by the Planning Commission at a meeting
conducted on Februaty 24, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES: Salazax, Rodtiguez, Ouzan , Geliman.

NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

_ 2w ( ,_/:,/;: 2
Nick Servin
Secretary - Director




Enginagring Division Comment Sheat for Planning Review Commitiee

DATE: 215/2014

NO. UA2014-01

APPLICANT: iMohamed Wehba, Al Calexico LLC

PROJECT TITLE: Mohamed Wehba, Tentative Parcel Map

PRCOJECT LOCATION: Caorner of Andrade Ave. & Huy. 98

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Tentaiive Parcel Map proposes the subdivision of approximately 8.22

acres of fand in order 1o create thres parcels for future commercial
development,

Commants:

All applicable fees including Impact Fess, Plan Check Fees, Inspection Feas, and Encroachment Parmit Fees must be paid by developer. Pleass
submit a Request & Review Application Form filled out and signed by the ewner fo the Engineering Deparimment. Confact Enginesring Deparimant fo
cbfain the form or find the form under the Enginesring Dapartment forms on vany.catexico.ca.gov

Please submit improvement plan with uiilities and grading plan showing the drainage patterns and ali ihe proposed and existing improvemnenis such as
parking, sidewalks, handicap ramps, stormdrain infels, stormwater pretreatment BMPs, fire hydrants, fire system water connaclions, sewer & water
lateral connections, public storm drainages faciliies, etc. Drawings must ba signed & sealed by a professional enginear or architect regisiered in
California.

Once approval of Teniative Map, a Parcel Map with corresponding fees must ba submitted for recordation.

Al work 1o ba parformed vithin the City right of way requires an Encroachment Permit issuad by fhe Engineering/Public Works Department (i.e.
stdewalks, curbs, driveways, siress, alleys, efc...). Encroachment permit applications are avaflable at Building Depariment counter and with the
Engineering Departmsnt,

Sidewalks, drivaway approach(s), handicap ramp(s), alley, curb and gutter for the subject project are required to bs in compliance with City Slandards
before Certificate of Ccupancy (CCO) can be issued. Preliminary site Inspection to evaluate spacific requiremants will be conducted by Cily
Engineering Division and the owmer vill be notified of the requirements. Flease note that a final inspection witl be conducted o ensure improvements
ara in compliance {o City standards.

Adequate Sewer Service must be instalied and In service per City of Calexico Ufillty Services Department requiremens prior to issuance of Certificate
of occupancy (CCQ).

Adequate Water Service must be installed and in service per City of Calexico Ulility Services Depariment requirements prior to issuance of Gertificate
of occupancy (CCQO). Each unit will require ils own new individual digital water meter.

All water meters must bs located within the City's Right of Way per Utility Senvices Depariment Standards. Backflow preventer is required for each
water service.

Show existing fire hydrant near the properiy.

Pleass provide adequale Fire Prevention System per Fire Dapartment requirements. As well focation of existing and proposed fire hydrants. Fire
hydrants will be required o be in compliance with City siandards and appraved by City of Calexico Fire Marshall,

i Fire Depariment requires onsite fire hydrani(s) a Doubla Check Datector Assembly must be installed per Cily standards.

Storm drain: roof runoff can be directly discharged to landscape area. Parking lot runoff must be dischargad directly {o on slte stormwater lreatment
system prior fo discharging fo strest.

or parcels of more than one acre submit a stormywvater pollution preveniion p[an SWPPP accerding to the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002.
incosporate all the best managament practices accordingly.

Ingressfegress parking reciprocal agrsement will be required to run with land as wiell as defining common usage areas, if appticable,

Upon submittal of application for site development improvement plans, Fire Protection Plans and Storm Water Pellutfon Peotection Plans are required
for reviews by enginearing division.

YA/,

. Z
Enginearing Division: s (pfosd™ Dato: 02052014
Nick Servin, City Engineer
CC: Mark Vasquer, Associale Planner
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AGENDA STAFF REPORT

Qctober 21, 2014

TO: Mayor and City Councit
PREPARED BY: Jennifer M. Lyon, City Attorney (at the request of Council)
SUBJECT: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Calexico

Approving a Professional Services Agreement with a
Professional Recruiting Firm to Recruit for the Position of
the City Manager and Authorizing the Mayor to Execute
Said Agreement.

Background:

On May 23, 2014, former City Manager, Oscar Rodriquez retired from his position as City Manager. The
City Council approved an agreement with Richard Warne to serve as the Interim City Manager until
December 31, 2014. On October 15, 2014, the majority of the City Council directed that this matter be
put on the October 21, 2014 agenda for consideration.

Discussion & Analysis:

The City requested proposals for recruitment services in August of 2014. Recruitment services range in
price and take from four to six months to complete. Roberts Consulting Group Inc was one of the firms
that submitted a proposal, and they are still interested in conducting the recruitment for the City at a
fixed fee of $30,000.

This is a professional services agreement, and the City Council has discretion to choose any firm that
pest suits the needs of the City. The City Councii can consider selecting a firm to conduct the
recruitment for this position by approving the attached resolution.

Fiscal Impact:

An amount not to exceed $30,000 that has been included in the Fiscal Year 2014-2015 budget by the
tnterim City Manager.

Attachment:

1. Resolution of the City Council of the City of Calexico Approving a Professional Services

Agreement with a Professional Recruiting Firm to Recruit for the Position of the City AGENDA

Manager and Authorizing the Mayor o Execute Said Agreement.

ITEM

§\0]




RESOLUTION NO. 2014-__

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CALEXICO
APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH A
PROFESSIONAL RECRUITING FIRM TO RECRUIT FOR THE POSITION OF THE
CITY MANAGER AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE SAID
AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the City of Calexico is a General Law city subject to all applicable state
laws, including Government Code Sections 36505 and 36506, which require appointive officers
to “hold office during the pleasure of the City Council”; and

WHEREAS, Calexico Municipal Code Section 2.02.010 makes the office of the City
Manager an appointed office; and

WHEREAS, the previous City Manager retired in May of 2014, and the City currently
has an Interim City Manager; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to hire a professional recruiting firm to conduct a
professional, independent recruitment for a permanent city manager.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CALEXICO,
CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. That the City Council finds and determines that each of the findings set
forth above are true and correct.

SECTION 2, That the City Council chooses to conduct the recruitment
for the permanent city manager position in an amount not to exceed $30,000 and authorizes the
Mayor to execute a contract with such firm, upen review and approval of the contract by the City
Attorney.

JOHN MORENO, MAYOR

ATTEST:

GABRIELA GARCIA, CITY CLERK




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF IMPERIAL ) SS.
CITY OF CALEXICO )

I, GABRIELA GARCIA, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF CALEXICO, bO HEREBY
CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE FOREGOING RESOLUTION NO. 14-_, WAS DULY

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CALEXICO ON
THIS 21st DAY OF OCTOBER 2014 BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE TO WIT:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

GABRIELA GARCIA, CITY CLERK

SEAL
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DA STAFF REPORT

AGEN

October 21, 2014

TO: Mayor and City Council

APPROVED BY: Richard N. Warne, Interim City Manager M
PREPARED BY: Gabriela T. Garcia, Deputy City Cler

SUBJECT: Appointment by Mayor John Moreno t6 the Business

Improvement District

Recommendation:
Recommend Mayor Moreno make appointment to the Business Improvement District.
Background:

In 2005, Council voted to change the way appointments were made to all City boards,
commissions, and committees. The new ordinance states that the term of an appointee
will run concurrently with the appointing councilmember's term, and the term of the
appointee will automatically terminate at the time the election results are certified by the
City. (Calexico Municipal Code section 2.19.050).

Pursuant to section 2.19.010, each councilmember will appoint one member to each
board, commission or committee. No ratification/approval by the whole Council is
required. All commissions, boards and committees are now composed of only five
members. The criteria for an appointee to hold office is listed below:

To be eligible for, and to hold appointment, each appointee shall neither hold public
office, or city employment, nor shall s/he be an officer of any local, state or national
partisan official group. All members of commissions, boards and committees of the city
shall be residents of the city or shall regularly work within the city. (§ 2.19.030.A)

Discussion & Analysis:

ENDA
Commissioner previously appointed to the Business Improvement District A?TEM A
submitted resignation to the commission. The above-mentioned vacancy {o
commissions/boards was posied on the city website, at City Hall bulletin
boards and public library. The following application was received: ‘

1. Mr. Robert Gronich.



Fiscal Impact:
None.
Coordinated With:
None.
Attachment:

1. Application from Mr. Robert Gronich.



ALL APPLICANTS MUST EITHER
CITY OF CALEXICO | RESIDE, BE EMPLOYED, OR
APPLICATION FOR CITY COMMISSION REGISTERED TO VOTE IN THE CiTY
. And | A OF CALEXICO . PROOF IS
REQUIRED WHEN SUBMITTING
V‘ STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS THIS APPLICATION,

APPLICATION IS FOR THE FOLLOWING COMMISSION:
(A separate applicatlon Is required for each commission)

PERSONAL INFORMATION:
Name Robert Gronich

Residence Address 1948 Clinton Ave., Calexico, CA 92231

Length of time at this Address: _9 VIS E-mail address: ___robertgronich@garians.com

Are you 18 years of age or older? __Yes Are you registered to vote in the Cify of Calexico? ___yes

Do you currently serve as an slected or appolinted official for any board andfor agency within the Cty of Calexico? _No
if yes, name of agency and position:

EDUCATION: Highest level of education completed: Some post High School

Name of Inslitution where Highest Level of Education was completed: _ 1.V.C.

Location of Institution: __Imperial, CA

EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION / EXPERIENCE:

Name and Address of Employer (s} Position Title Dates of Employment

Garlan's, Inc. President 12/1985 to Present

IMPORTANT: Read the following carefully and answer completely. A conviction is not an automatle bar to appointment, Each
case is considered on its individual merits. '

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN CONVICTED OF A FELONY OR MISDEMEANOR OTHER THAN A MINOR TRAEFIC ViOLATION? NO
If yes, Please list all offenses, date and place of offenses(s), and the sentence/fine recelved:

ACKNOWLEDMENT/CERTIFICATION: /{/ P
lundarstand that upon filing, this app!,flation becomes a public record. 1certify e / e - / -
under penalty of perfury under the laws of the State of California that the ﬁiﬁna,t;ure and Dafe /
faresaing fcteate and carrart o -

Do Not Write Below this Line - For City Use Only

Applicant furnished proof of eligibility requirements via:

Proof of residency: [1Yes []Ne Appointment By:
Proof of employment; []Yes []No Term Expires:
Voter Regislration Verification: [ ] Yes [ ] No Date & Clerk Verifying;
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AGENDA STAFF REPORT

QOctober 21, 2014

TO: Mayor and City Council

APPROVED BY: Richard N. Warne, Interim City Manager M
PREPARED BY: Nick Servin, Public Works Director/City Engineer -7 y
SUBJECT: Approve Final Report and Alternative 2 as

the Preferred Alternative for the Calexico Intermodal
Transportation Center Feasibility Study

Recommendation:

Approve Final Report and Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative for the Calexico
intermodali Transportation Center Feasibility Study.

Background:

Since October 2013, the Imperial County Transportation Commission (ICTC) and the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), in close coordination with the
City of Calexico and Caltrans, have been studying the need and feasibility of locating a
Calexico Intermodal Transportation Center in downtown Calexico.

Discussion & Analysis:
Phase One of the study developed the need and problem statement for the facility,
along with the identification of six potential locations for such a facility. Those six

alternatives were:

Alternative 1, located on the southeast corner of the intersection of E. 3rd Street
and Paulin Avenue.

Alternative 2, located along E. 3rd Street, between Rockwood Avenue and
Heffernan Avenue

Alternative 3, located on the southwest corner of the intersection of E. | AGENDA
3rd Street and Heber Avenue. ITEM

Alternative 4, located on the northeast corner of the intersection of E.
1st Street and Heber Avenue. \




Alternative 5, located along E. 1st Street, between Heber Avenue and Blair
Avenue.

Alternative 6 consists of the public space along the south half of E. 1st Street,
between Paulin Avenue and Heber Avenue, and includes Heffernan Ave south of
E. 1st Street.

The conclusion of Phase One resulted in Steering Committee selection of Alternatives
2, 5, and 6 to be advanced to more detailed investigation and development of
conceptual site plans.

Phase Two of the study developed conceptual site plans for each alternative for final
evaluation, resulting in Alternative 2 being selected as the most feasible and preferred
alternative recommendation. The Draft Final Report of the Study was circulated for
public comment starting September 8, 2014 and a Public Hearing was conducted at the
City of Calexico’s Council meeting of October 7, 2014.

Fiscal Impact:

None. The study is being funded through a Caltrans grant administered by SCAG.
Coordinated With:

City of Calexico Staff, Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), Southern California

Association of Governments (SCAG) and Imperial County Transportation Commission
(ICTC).

Attachment:
1. Preferred Alternative Conceptual Site Plan
2. Draft Final Report - Calexico Border Intermodal Transportation Center Feasibility

Study



Preferred Alternative Conceptual Site Plan
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Executive Summary

The imperial County Transportation Commission {ICTC), in partnership with Caltrans, the City of
Calexico, and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) have undertaken a 12 month
study of the feasibility of providing a new intermodal transportation center in downtown Calexico.

Mew Calexico 1TC Concept

The Calexico Border Intermodal Transportation Center {ITC) Feasibility Study was initiated in response to
several conditions in downtown Calexico:
= The General Services Administration is seeking federal funds to modernize and expand the
downtown Calexico Land Port of Entry (POE);
»  The existing IVT bus transfer stop in Calexico is undersized for the volume of demand and is
poorly located, creating difficulty for buses to access the location;
»  Currently there are at least 25 different shuttle, bus, and taxi services in downtown Calexico,
many operating from different locations throughout downtown.

Since prior to 2012, ICTC, the community, and transportation service providers have been developing an
approach to rectify these conditions and facilitate a more effective solution for the customers and the
service providers. As a result of those discussions, ICTC and SCAG collaborated in developing this study
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to begin the formal process of identifying a preferred location for the ITC and developing an
implementation plan for its development. This study has been guided by a Steering Committee
consisting of 16 members representing the City of Calexico, Imperial Valley Transit {(IVT}, ICTC, Caltrans
and SCAG. This committee has been invaluable in guiding the study. In turn, they have been informed
through the broad public and stakeholder outreach efforts of the study team.

The public and stakeholder outreach program consisted of:

= A Community Walk around downtown for residents, business leaders, and other interested
stakeholders to view and discuss the merits of the alternative sites identified at the beginning of
the study — three walks took place, one in the morning, one mid-day, and one in the afternoon
to maximize the opportunity for people to attend;

x A Community Workshop where the public and stakeholders were invited to learn about the
project and provide comments on the identified sites or inform the team of other sites that
might be better suited;

= Stakeholder Interviews in which nine influential business and community leaders were
interviewed one-on-one to learn their concerns and ideas about transit downtown;

»  Transit and Rider Surveys in which riders were questioned on their travel habits and satisfaction;

*  Progress Briefings to the Calexico City Council seeking comment on study process and findings;

» A Pubiic Hearing in front of the Calexico City Council providing official notice of the final
recommendations and report availability for public comment;

*  Final presentations to the Calexico City Counci! and the ICTC Management and Executive
Committees informing them of the public comment results and seeking concurrence on the final
recommendations.

Throughout this public process, comments made by residents, visitors, and elected officials infiuenced
the shape and configuration of the alternative locations being reviewed. Early outreach informed the
study team of community values that needed to be incorporated into the alternatives evaluation so that
those values could be reflected in the final site recommendation. One important value that was heard
consistently throughout the study was the need to locate the new facility within easy and direct walking
access to the pedestrian Port-of-Entry {POE) border crossing in downtown Calexico.

This study has evaluated the feasibility of a proposed ITC, including developing and assessing
alternatives, identifying impacts, and estimating costs and financial feasibility. The final
recommendation will be used to generate funding support for eventual design, construction and
operation of the facility.

The final site recommendation is located on the block of . 3 Street, between Rockwood and Heffernan
Avenues (pictured above). This site represents the best opportunity to fulfill the study objectives, which
were {o;

»  Facilitate improved pedestrian mobility throughout Calexico and surrounding areas by providing
a central location to access multiple alternative transportation options.

»  Collaboratively and cooperatively determine the feasibility of locating and operating a new
intermodal transportation center in Calexico, with proximity to the POE pedestrian crossing, and
available to multiple transportation providers.

»  |dentify the multiple users of the potential ITC facility and program design reguirements to
accommodate their unique needs. Those needs could include consolidated transportation
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information kiosks, restrooms, shelters and benches, lighting, fare ticket and pass saies, among
others to be identified in the early stages of the study.

*  Develop a facility design and location that complements and leverages investments in a new
POE planned by GSA and the Department of Homeland Security.

= Survey transit customers to gather data in determining their transportation needs.

« Develop an implementation plan that includes financial feasibility, funding sources, and
implementation schedule for the purpose of seeking capital funding for the facility.

This full report details the processes used to identify, evaluate, and select the preferred alternative.
Additionally, it inciudes the Problem Statement, Financial Pfan, Implementation Plan, and details of the
Public and Stakeholder Outreach process and results.

Page 3



Calexico ITC Feasibility Study
Druaft Final Report

Problem Statement

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) is proposing to reconfigure and expand the existing Land
Port of Entry (POE) in downtown Calexico. This POE is the busiest POE in Imperial County and second
busiest across the California/Mexico border for auto and pedestrian activity. Increasing delays at the
POE have constrained the growth of both imperial County and Mexicali and resulted in significant losses
in terms of business output, jobs, and tax revenue. If delays at the Imperial Valley/Mexicali border keep
growing, economic losses on both sides of the border will more than double by 2016. The absence of a
comprehensive mobility system, short pedestrian friendly routes, and an intermodal facility has
negatively affected circulation and business development in the City of Calexico’s downtown business
district and the greater Imperial Valley region.

The purpose and need for action of the downtown Calexico Land Port of Entry expansion and
reconfiguration, as described in the GSA Record of Decision, is as follows:

“The action to be evaluated by this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the proposed
expansion and reconfiguration of the downtown Calexico POE. [t would improve the safety,
security, and operations of the POE; reduce vehicle and pedestrian queues; and enable the
installation of technologically-advanced inspection devices.

The downtown Calexico POE serves privately-owned vehicle (POV), bus, and pedestrian traffic
into and out of the Baja California City of Mexicali. The existing POE does not meet the Federal
inspection services' minimum standards for processing time and overall efficiency. GSA's need is

to correct these operational
deficiencies, provide for more Figure 1: Calexlco West POE Expanded Pedestrian

thorough inspections, improve Inspections

safety for employees and the
public, and reduce the delays
experienced by the public.”

The preferred alternative selected
through the environmental review
process expands the capacity of the
POE to process pedestrians and
vehicles and reduce delays experienced
by both. This increased capacity would
serve the growth in pedestrian traffic in
future years. This increased demand
for pedestrian processing could grow
from 20,000 per day today to nearly
30,000 by the planning horizon year of
2035. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed
near-term expanded pedestrian
inspection stations proposed by the GSA.

Ardeiibs
Haay 3

Prymd bira LRk ALrans

i\ Estimated Consliuction
Costsilio s

1 General Services Administration, Record of Decision, Expansion and Reconfiguration of the Land Port of Entry in
Downtown Calexico, Calexico, California, page 2. Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
can be reviewed and downloaded at: htto /fwww.gsa. sov/portalfcontent/103355,
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Complementing the GSA plans for expansion on the US side of the border, the Mexican government is
also planning and constructing expanded and improved pedestrian and vehicle facilities. Planned
improvements include dropping the grade and rerouting Cristdbal Colon, the northbound roadway for
automobile traffic entering the US, and adding a pedestrian plaza over the top of the roadway replacing
the underground tunnel used by
pedestrians today.

Flgure 2: Planned Mexican Border Improvements

Once on the US side, pedestrians
continue their journey by many
means, including: taxi, transit,
privately operated shuttles, intercity
and tour buses, contracted labor
transportation, friends or relatives
picking them up in private
automobiles, and on foot and by
bicycle. These activities are
unorganized and dispersed across
downtown Calexico. Currently there
are approximately 25 transportation
service providers operating, at least
in part, in Calexico: three taxi
companies; five transit or shuttle
operators; six tour bus operators;
and 12 farm labor bus operators.

Study Purpose

in response to these changes the Imperial County Transportation Commission (ICTC), in partnership with
Caltrans, the City of Calexico, and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), has
determined that analyzing a Calexico Border Intermodal Transportation Center {ITC) concept in the
vicinity of the international border crossing can mitigate various mobility impacts generated by the
Calexico POE expansion project. The proposed TC will facilitate pedestrian movement and access to
public and private transit services for those crossing to and from Mexico; those heing dropped off and
picked up; and those using transportation services to/from cities throughout Imperial Vailey and
beyond.

This study has evaluated the feasibility of a proposed ITC, including developing and assessing
alternatives, identifying impacts, and estimating costs and financial feasibility. The final
recommendation will be used to generate funding support for eventual design, construction and
operation of the facility.

Study Goals
« Consolidate connections among downtown transportation modes;
»  |ncrease transit ridership;
= Minimize travel time to station and increase customer convenience;
»  |mplement a cost-effective transportation enhancement for downtown;
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Improve downtown traffic and transit operations;
Activate and enhance downtown development.

study Objectives
The objectives of the feasibility study are to:

Facilitate improved pedestrian mobility throughout Calexico and surrounding areas by providing
a central location to access multiple alternative transpoitation options.

Collaboratively and cooperatively determine the feasibility of locating and operating a new
intermodal transportation center in Calexico, with proximity to the Land Port of Entry (POE)
pedestrian crossing, and available to muitiple transportation providers. Current transportation
services are dispersed across downtown Calexico.

Identify the multiple users of the potential ITC facility and program designh requirements to
accommodate their unique needs. Those needs could include consolidated transportation
information kiosks, restrooms, shelters and benches, lighting, fare ticket and pass sales, among
others to be identified in the early stages of the study.

Develop a facility design and location that complements and leverages investments in a new
POE planned by GSA and the Department of Homeland Security.

Survey transit customers to gather data in determining their transportation needs.

Develop an implementation plan that includes financial feasibility, funding sources, and
implementation schedule for the purpose of seeking capital funding for the facility.

Alternatives Development

The study Steering Committee, with input provided through the multiple public and stakeholder
outreach activities, identified six potentially viable locations for the development of the Calexico ITC.
The alternatives and the evaluation process is detailed in the Alternatives Analysis chapter. The six
initial locations are as follows:

Alternative 1: E. 3 Street and Paulin Avenue

Alternative 2: E. 3 Street, Rockwood to Heffernan Avenues
Alternative 3: E. 3" Street and Heber Avenue

Alternative 4: E, 1% Street and Heber Avenue

Alternative 5: £. 1% Street, Heber to Blair Avenues
Alternative 6: E. 1* Street and Heffernan Avenue
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Public Participation & Stakeholder Qutreach

In order to ensure adequate and meaningful public participation throughout the study process, ICTC and
SCAG conducted a robust public participation and stakeholder outreach effort. The following describes
specific activities carried out and the audiences that were engaged to generate a bi-directional free fiow
of constructive information that informed the public and in turn, the alternatives development and
evaluation.

The primary objectives of the Public Participation and Stakeholder Outreach Plan (PPSOP) were
established to:

= Engage Stakeholders;

»  Enpgage Environmental Justice and Title VI populations;

* Inform the Community at Large; and

» Engage Riders from both sides of the International Border.

The PPSOP was established with the following goals:

= To generate feedback and gain insight into the current conditions facing Calexico, local business,
riders and employers;

r  To generate ideas and guidance on potential elements that may be incorporated into an
intermodal transportation facility;

= To help determine the scope of a proposed facility through a better understanding of the type
and numbers of users;

= Develop a greater base of knowledge of the transportation services that must be
accommodated at an intermodal facility;

= QObtain a better understanding of the current conditions from the local government's
perspective;

= Determine the "Dynamics” of the Calexico POE and in particular, factors that would directly, or
indirectly impact the operation of the intermodal facility;

»  Assist in the design of messaging for a public information campaign tailored to create "buy-in”
among the community;

»  Develop a mechanism to create and maintain optimum lines of communication between all
interested and affected parties;

*  Determine key issues and identify well placed spokespeople that can provide relevant, effective
and accurate information;

»  Seek to empower interested parties to become part of the process and inform development of
the project feasibility study.
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Gulreach & Engagement Tools

The outreach and public engagement activities for the Calexico ITC Study were carried out using three
elements consisting of six (6) general methodologies/strategies:

Figure 4: Publie Participation & Stakeholder Qutreach Elements

Public Engagement/  publcInformation /

Qualitative Research

Figure 5: Public Participation & Stakeholder Outreach Elements

The table below documents activities conducted by the study team to advance public and stakeholder
awareness and gain insight into community considerations in planning the Calexico ITC.
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Tabie 1: Public Participation & Outreach Schedule of Activities

Steering Committee Meetings Quarterly
Stakeholder Interviews Dec/lan 2014
Transit Passenger Survey Feb 2014
Public and Stakeholder Outreach Throughout
Public Workshop #1 (Community Walk) Feb 2014
Public Workshop #2 (Community Workshop) Mar 2014
Calexico City Council Presentation June 2014
Publish Draft Final Report for Public Review September 2014
Pres?ntatlo_rl of Draft Report to Calexico City Council and Hold October 2014
Public Hearing
Presentation of Draft Report to ICTC Management Committee October 2014

. . September/October
Public Comment Perfod 2014
Review of Public Comments and Final Draft Report October 2014
Presentation of Final Draft Report to Calexico City Council October 2014
Presen'tatlon of Final Draft Report to ICTC Management October 2014
Committee
Presentation of Final Draft Report to ICTC Commission October 2014
Approved Final Report October 2014

Methodology and Strategies

Stakeholder Meetings/Interviews

stakeholder interviews were informal, face-to-face discussions with individuals involved in
transportation matters in Calexico. The goal of the interview phase was to acquire information from
local transportation experts on citizen concerns and attitudes about the issues regarding a proposed
intermodal facility. Through this phase, the project team assessed the community’s information needs
and gained a better understanding of effective strategies and resources to better inform and be
informed.

Community Forum

The community forum was a structured, but less formal gathering designed to inform the community
about the overall effort and derive feedback that allowed the project team to be better informed about
local needs and perceptions. This forum provided an opportunity for a two-way communication where
the team sought public questions of the Study Team or Project Sponsor representatives. The goal was
to inform, gain insight and build trust through understanding.

Transit Rider Surveys

Rider surveys were used to obtain very specific and quantifiable public input. Attitudes and awareness
surveys gauge public awareness of an issue and test the community’s feelings about specific issues
relative to the attributes of the proposed project.
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Surveys generated behavioral information such as, rider’s specific transportation needs or habits. They
also provided general data relative to assessing the needs of the subject market and whether existing
services are satisfying current demand.

Community Workshop: Walking Tours

The community workshop walking tour format allowed the study team to learn, first hand, the issues
and challenges experienced by the local community. As opposed to hearing about a particular issue at a
community meeting or through a questionnaire the team was able to gain a better understanding of the
issue(s) and determine whether the comments should have a material effect on the evaluation. The
walking tours consisted of small groups (10-15 people) of community and business representatives.

Public Hearing

A Public Hearing for the final report and recommendations was held at the October 7, 2014 Calexico City
Council meeting. The public hearing provided a formal setting for policy makers and the community at
large to hear about the findings of the evaluation process and provide comments for consideration of
the study team and decision makers in making the final recommendation.

Supporting Materials and other Public Information Resources

Supporting materials were developed as follows:
*  Project Fact Sheets in English and Spanish
» Translated/Tailored Materials to inform Environmental Justice and Title VI Populations
»  Central and Accessible Public Meeting Locations
= ICTC Webhsite Updates

Public Participation Plan - Engagement Population Targets
For the study, the public was segmented into three groups, each receiving a different level of outreach
and suggested involvement. The segments were:
» Tier One (Stakeholders): City, County, Regional and State Officials and Senior Staff, Decision and
Opinion Makers, and Transit & Transportation Providers,
»  Tier Two: Community Leaders, Business Organization Leaders, and Community Based
Organizations and Specifically Interested Individuals.
»  Tier Three: Transit Riders and Citizens at Large.

Tier One: Stakeholder Involvement Stratepies

Key stakeholders for this project are the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the Imperial County Transportation
Commission {ICTC}, the City of Calexico and lmperial Valley Transit (IVT). Other stakeholders included
the various transportation providers in the area, i.e. taxi companies, intercity bus companies, farm labor
transportation providers, and private shuttle companies. The stakeholders were engaged collectively
and individually by the study team. The principle stakeho!ders that made up the study Steering
Committee are identified in the following table.
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Table 2: Steering Committee

[Organization

Imperial County Transporiation
Commission {ICTC)

'Mark Baza

Virginia Mendoza
Kathi Williams
David Salgado

markbaza@imnerialcicorg
yirginiamendoza@imperialctc.org
kathiwilliams@imperialctc.org
davidsaigado@imperiaictc.org

Matt Gleason
Allan Thompson
Tomas Oliva

gleason@scag.ca.gov
thompson@scag ca.gov
gliva@scag.ca.pov

Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG)

nservin@calerico.ca.gov
falomirl@calexico.ca.gov

Nick Servin
Lilliana Falomir

City of Calexico

beth landrum@®dot.ca.gov
connery.cepeda@dol.ca.gov
sam.amen@dot.ca.gcov

Beth Landrum
Connery Cepeda
Sam Amen

Caltrans

Imperial Valley Transit {IVT) Charles Brockwell | chajles. brockwell@firstgroun.com

Steering Committee Meetings

The Steering Committee provided review of assumptions and technical products, and provided insight
into relevant local issues. The Steering Committee also provided review of study progress and came to
consensus on project recommendations.

The Steering Committee met approximately every three months (quarterly), or as needed, throughout
the study timeframe. Prior to each committee meeting, the study team prepared and distributed the

meeting agenda and related back-up material, followed by meeting minutes after each meeting.

Stakeholder Interviews

Individual stakeholder interview meetings provided the study team an opportunity to gain specific
insight into the key issues facing local transit services and potential issues to evaluate through the
course of the feasibility study. The study team obtained invaluable information on the nuances of the
Calexico community, including strategic locations to obtain access to survey respondents, key
community leaders and outstanding issues involving local transit services.

Following the initial Steering Committee meeting, and considering input provided by the group, the
study team drafted a preliminary questionnaire for review. A copy of the document was provided to
each stakeholder in advance of the interview meeting. Each interview ranged from 40 to 60 minutes
and was conducted in person or by phone.

Interviews with Stakeholders were held in January, 2014, with local leaders representing education,
healthcare, transportation, downtown property owners, social services and local business. Participants
in the interview phase included:

= John Moreno, Director Calexico Adult School

a2 David Ouzan, Calexico Planning Commission Chairman

»  Greg Gelman, Calexico Downtown Business Association Member

»  Hildy Carillo, Calexico Chamber of Commerce Executive Director

»  Edward Lopez, Local Property Owner

¥ Jovan Castro, Calexico Transit System Operator
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»  Cindy Aguilar, Clinicas del Salud Center Director
»  Charles Brockwell, Imperial Valley Transit General Manager
*  Ricardo Ortega, Neighborhood House of Calexico Executive Director

Participants were interviewed using a questionnaire developed for this study. Subject matter consisted
of four main topics relative to public transportation in downtown Calexico.

= Downtown Safety {perceived and real)

=  Existing Public Transportation Facilities

»  Downtown Improvements {preferred infrastructure and facilities)

»  Existing Transit/Transportation Service and Riders

The "Stakeholder Interview Report" provides responses and a synopsis of the interview phase. These
responses were reviewed by the study team as a basis for identifying alternative Calexico ITC locations
and estimating demand for the facility. Interviews also tested preferences on the types of
improvements considered to be beneficial to the downtown business core and Calexico as a whole,

Tier Twer: Outreach and Public Engagement Strafegies
Community Walk

The Community Walk provided an opportunity for both the busihess and the at-large community to
survey candidate sites proposed by the study team. The participants toured the sites and were provided
with site information, including opportunities and constraints.

On February 8th, 2014, representatives of the Steering Committee and the study team hosted a public
event in which groups of participants toured the candidate sites and provided comments and
suggestions. The majority felt that the current IVT transfer stop [ocated at E. 3" Street and Paulin
Avenue (Alternative 1) simply did not have the land area necessary to accommodate the operations of
an intermodal facility.

The majority also believed that the site located at E. 3 Street and Heffernan Avenue (Alternative 2) was
a good choice based on proximity to the POE, land area and ability of large passenger carrying vehicles
to access the site.

Additionally, some believed that expansion of Alternative 5, vacant lot south of E. 1* Street between
Heber Avenue and Blair Avenue, if expanded to include the use of the curb lanes along E. 1% Street,
could be a positive augmentation of the site. Many felt that this modified alternative could allow for all
the needs programmed for the Calexico ITC.

With respect to the idea of a pedestrian plaza along E. 1 Street, most believed that it could be a
positive improvement for the downtown area, Participants cited safety, economic development and
traffic congestion relief as potential benefits from the improvement. Further study of this idea resulted
in a concept where general automobile traffic would be restricted and added the unused historic
Customs building on the southeast corner of Heffernan Avenue and £. 1% Street.

Community Forum

Program development for the Community Forum occurred after consultation with the Steering
Committee on the initial definition of alternatives. Individuals targeted for attendance included local
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community leaders, business representatives, riders and interested citizens. Notices of the meeting
were prepared in English and Spanish and were disseminated at public locations throughout Calexico,
including City Hall, the library, transit stops and local community based organization offices,
Additionally, the study team worked with local sources to obtain email addresses for “blast” noticing
and information was posted on the city’s and ICTC's websites.

On March 8, 2014, representatives from SCAG, ICTC, City of Calexico and the study team held a
Community Forum at the Camarena Memorial Library in the City of Calexico. Participants provided
specific comments related to each of the site alternatives. In general, those participating supported
Alternative 2 and a combination of Alternatives 4 and 5. There was also agreement that pedestrian and
traffic safety is a problem along E. 1% Street adjacent to the POE pedestrian crossing, and improvements
aimed at providing a more safe and comfortable environment were supported. Other topics included
the possible relocation of the Greyhound terminal on E. 1% Street west of Rockwood Avenue.

Transpeortation Providers Meeting

On December 17, 2013, representatives from the SCAG, ICTC, City of Calexico and the study team held a
meeting for public transportation providers at the Durazo Arts Center in Calexico. The goal of the
meeting was to give transportation service operators in Calexico an opportunity to comment and make
suggestions about the concept of an intermodal transportation center and the potential of converting E.
1% Street {Paulin Avenue to Heffernan Avenue} into a pedestrian plaza. The meeting covered existing
concerns, reaction to the concept of an intermodal transportation center, and specific site
recommendations.

The group expressed their concern over pedestrian safety on E. 1" Street and the need to remove the
unpermitted drivers offering rides. They stressed the need to maintain taxi stops near the POE and the
fact that taxis have different needs than other transportation systems. They believed that Alternative 2,
on E. 3" Street between Rockwood Avenue and Heffernan Avenue, could be developed into a
transportation facility but that it was important that taxis be separated from large busses and other
carriers. They also stressed the need for adequate pick-up and drop-off facilities.

Tier Three: Public Information Disserination Strategles

Transportation User Surveys

The study team worked with the Steering Committee to develop a survey tool that addressed relevant
subject matter and was worded in-culture and in a manner understandable and easily processed by the
respondent. The survey was administered by local workers familiar with the community and the areas
they were working. Workers were positioned in strategic locations and at refevant times to encounter
the majority of users. Port of Entry {northbound), transit stops and on-board locations were used.

Specifically, customers riding busses from Imperial Valley Transit, LA Shuttle, Calexico Transit Systemn
and Greyhound Bus Lines were surveyed. For the local transit services, riders were surveyed on-board
local busses and for Greyhound passengers, participants were surveyed in the Calexico terminal. All
surveys were collected from February 21-26, 2014. In all, the survey team interviewed 173 (118 transit;
55 Greyhound) riders originating from Calexico.

While participants in both surveys were generally satisfied with transportation services available in
Calexico, the concept of a co-located intermodal facility was overwhelmingly supported. Ninety-three
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percent of |ocal transit riders and 89% of Greyhound passengers support the concept of a co-located
facility. When asked about the most important feature for an intermodal facility, amenities and cost
were the highest priorities among each group. More seating and shaded areas as well as public
restrooms were the most desired.

With respect to demographic characteristics of riders and passengers originating in Calexico, riders
surveyed were mostly longtime residents {Calexico/Mexicali) and transit dependent. Nearly 85% of
respondents have a household annual income of less than $20,000. Despite the average age of
respondents being over 50 years old, more than half do not possess a California driver’s license. And
more than two-thirds of riders come from households that have access to one or fewer automobiles.

Supporting Materials & Public Information Resources

Fact Sheets — A project fact sheet was developed and maintained for the study. The project team
distributed the fact sheet to stakeholders, transit riders and those attending project events.

Media - Local media attended various project events and an infermative story ran in the Imperial Valley
Press after the March Community Forum.

Web Page — Public information accessible through the internet was posted on ICTC’s agency website.
information and project links were also posted on the IVT and City of Calexico websites.
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Alternatives Analysis

The initial range of alternatives was reviewed and approved by the study Steering Committee at their
first study kickoff meeting November 5, 2013. That set of alternative locations was reviewed and
updated throughout the study Public Participation and Stakeholder Outreach (public outreach) efforts,
including: Transportation Stakeholder Group meeting; Community Walk; Community Forum; One-on-
one Stakeholder Interviews; and a Transportation Users Survey. Through this process, the locations
included below were shaped to their final configuration and commented on throughout the public
outreach efforts.

Alterniative 1

Alternative 1, located on the southeast corner of the intersection of E. 3% Street and Pulin Avenue, is
operated as public parking (approximately 31 spaces). The lot is approximately 0.4 acres and is 0.23
miles walking distance from the POE entrance to the center of the lot. In addition to public parking, a
portion of the lot is dedicated to passenger waiting for Imperial Valley Transit’s principle downtown
Calexico passenger transfer station.

Figure 6: Alternative 1 {F 3rd Street & Paulin Avenuel
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Alternative 2
Alternative 2, located along E. 3" Street, between Rockwood Avenue and Heffernan Avenue, is a vacant
building that formerly housed a drug store. One viable business, a warehouse, is located adjacent to the
former drugstore on the southeast corner of the site, The portion of the block identified as the
alternative is made up of two parcels, Combined they are approximately 1.1 acre and the alternative is
0.19 miles walking distance from the POE entrance to the center of the lot. |

Calexico ITC Feasibility Study
|
|

Figure 7: Altarnative 2 {E 3rd Streef between Rockwood Avenue and Heffernan Avenue)}

1
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Alternative 3

Alternative 3, located on the southwest corner of the intersection of E. 3% Street and Heber Avenue, is a
combination of two parcels. The parcel north of the alley that divides the two is operated as public
parking (approximately 61 spaces). The parcel south of the alley is a vacant dirt lot currently being
offered for sale. Combined, the two parcels are approximately 1.4 acres and are 0.28 miles walking

distance from the POE antrance to the center of the lot.

Figure 8: Alternative 3 {F 3rd Street & Heber Avenue)

. 3 £
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Alternative 4
Alternative 4, located on the northeast corner of the intersection of E. 1% Street and Heber Avenue, is

operated as public parking (approximately 90 spaces). The lot is approximately 0.88 acres and is 0.24
miles walking distance from the POE entrance to the center of the lot.

Figure 9: Alternative 4 {E 1st Street & Heber Avenue}
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Alternative 5

Alternative 5, located along E. 1% Street, between Heber Avenue and Blair Avenue, is used primarily for
informal parking and tour bus staging. This alternative is comprised of the irregularly shaped lot south
of £. 1°* Street and is inclusive of the curb lanes on both sides of E. 1 Street. There currently are 49
public on-street parking spaces along E. 1% Street, between Heber Avenue and Mary Avenue that could
be lost under this alternative. The informal parking lot is not marked or signed and has been observed
to be sporadically utilized. Observation of aerial photography identifies an additional 30 automobiles
and two tour buses (equivalent to 5 automobiles) parked on the lot. Total parking lost is estimated at
over 100, but the exact number is difficult to determine given the shape and lack of striping. E. 1%
Street, between Heber Avenue and Mary Avenue, and the lot south of E. 1% Street, combined are
approximately 2.9 acres and are 0,29 miles walking distance from the POE entrance to the center of the
area.

Figure 10: Alternative 5 (E 1st Street, Between Heber Avenue & Blair Avenue)
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Abternative 6

Alternative 6 consists of the public space along the south half of E. 1% Street, hetween Paulin Avenue
and Heber Avenue, and includes Heffernan Avenue south of E. 1* Street. The potential to adaptively
reuse the vacant historic Customs Building® and adjacent off-street parking on the southeast corner of
the intersection of £. 1% Street and Heffernan Avenue is assumed possible for development of this
alternative. This alternative, minus the Customs Building foot print, is approximately 1.4 acres and is
0.12 miles walking distance from the POE entrance to the center of the alternative. Under this
alternative the eastbound curb lane {south side of the street) along £. 1% Street wouid be utilized for taxi
and transit, and the existing transit terminal in the right-of-way of Heffernan Avenue would be rebuilt.

It is assumed that the angled parking along the north side of E. 1% Street would be converted to parallel
parking to provide the right-of-way needed to widen the sidewalk on the south side and provide space
for buses to pull in and out of the curb. Loss of surface and on-street parking is estimated to be
approximately 90 spaces, some of which is federal employee parking. The existing transit center used by
Calexico Transit System and Gran Plaza Outlets’ shuttle would be reconfigured and would remain
available for their use.

Figure 11: Alternative 6 (E Ist Street % Heffernan Avenue}

2T learn more about the history and significance of the otd Customs Building, visit:
htto;[;’www..asa.Uovfmortaﬁfex't}htmifsttefhb[ca.tegorwz5431factienParameter!exmﬂc{erBuiidina;‘bui!dingﬁd[’@%%
7
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Evaluation Criteria & Results

The Calexico Border Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC) Feasibility Study was developed in two
phases. The first phase utilized a qualitative assessment of evaluation criteria developed with the
Steering Committee and through identification of community values learned during the public outreach
efforts. The general public, business leaders, elected officials, and transportation professionals all
contributed to the identification and definition of the criteria. Phase One resulted in the elimination of
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4.

In the second phase, the remaining alternatives were developed to the conceptual level to evaluate how
well the various uses would interact at each site and with the surrounding businesses and traffic,

The basis for the evaluation {both phases one and two} was to accommodate the site uses and
amenities that were identified as described in the following list:

» Imperial Valley Transit {IVT) bus bays — three bays at a minimum

*  Private transit shuttle provider bus area — two dedicated bus bays at a minimum

» Intercity and tour bus area — onhe dedicated bay

= Farm labor pick-up and drop-off — three bays at a minimum to accommodate a 45’ prototypical
bus pulling a 12’ trailer

»  Curbside taxi stand - provide for up to five taxi’s to be queued at the facility at any given time
(this assumes other taxi vehicles are staged off site for access to the facility as space becomes
available)

= Passenger pick-up and drop-off (kiss-and-ride) — provide for at least two private passenger
vehicles to be at the site at any given time

= Bicycle storage — provide bicycle storage as space allows

= Sheltered waiting areas and benches — provide passenger waiting areas with shade structures to
the extent possible

= |nformation kiosks — provide for at least one multisided information kiosk

= QOperator and public restrooms — provide for one operator facility and one each for men and
women for muitiple users as space allows

» Trash receptacles — trash receptacies should be placed at appropriate locations throughout the
facility

» Lighting — lighting design is not needed at this stage of facility layout, but may be a consideration
if standalone lighting poles and fixtures are needed

= Fare ticket and pass sales as possible - operational and capital considerations required

Based on these needs and through working with the public, business ieaders, elected officials, other
community stakeholders, and the steering committee, the list of criteria was expanded from that
originally proposed. Note that the alternatives are compared relative to each other, with the only
threshold being the ability to accommodate, to the fullest extent possible, the list of uses and amenities
described above. The evaluation criteria are as follows:

= Walk distance and directness of route — measured relative to each alternative

= Buysiness displacement — taking or relocating an ongoing business activity

»  On-street and surface lot parking loss

= Capital cost (assuming operating costs represent no discernable difference between

alternatives)
*  impact on existing transit lines and services
n Sjzre
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= Traffic impact
= Sjte circulation

= Safety for pedestrian movements and passenger waiting area

= potential to encourage economic development

The following tables present the summary evaluation across each alternative, followed by the individual

site evaluations with notes.

Table 3: Summary Evaluation Matrix

Walk distance and directness of route

Business displacement

On-street and surface lot parking loss

Capital cost

Impact on existing transit lines and services

Size

Traffic impact

Site circulation

Safety

Economic development

Overall (assumes equal weighting)

O
O
O
S

Key:

O - Highest impact, or least favorable, relative to other alternatives
4 —Moderate orno impact relative to other alternatives

— Lowest impact, or most favorable, relative to other alternatives
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The following tables present notes for each alternative.

Table 4: Alternative 1 Evaluation Notes

Walk distance and
directness of route

Indirect route from POE

Business displacement

None

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 31 surface spaces

Capital cost

Low relative capital cost

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

No impact to IVT, but could impact other passenger services with an
additional stop and operating time

Size

At 0.4 acres this lot is unlikely to support the full range of uses

Traffic impact

No relative traffic impact from its current use as a surface parking
lot

Site circulation O Relatively poor given size of the lot
Safety O Currently the site is considered by some to be unsafe
Economic development O Change of use from surface parking to ITC is not expected to

p_ositively inf_[uence neighboring economic de\(_elqp_ment

Overall
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Takle 5: Alternative 2 Evaluation Notes

Walk distance and
directness of route

Direct route from POE, but longer than other alternatives

Business displacement

No impact to existing businesses and would replace a vacant
building, improving area safety

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 24 on-street parking spaces

Capital cost

Demolition of exiting building likely makes this the most expensive
alternative

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

No impact to IVT, but could impact other passenger services with an
additional stop and operating time

Size

At 1,1 acre and rectangle this is a good size and shape to
accommodate all identified uses

Traffic impact

Relatively no traffic impact

Site circulation

The size and shape make it favorable for site circulation

Safety

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on Rockwood Avenue

Economic development

Surrounding area is relatively developed making it difficult to
encourage additional development. Improvements at the site could
be a catalyst for future changes in neighboring properties.
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Takle 61 Alternative 3 Evaluation Notes

Wéli{ distance and
directness of route

Indirect route from POE, and relatively long

Business displacement

None

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 61 surface parking spaces

Capital cost

Grading and potential structural issues with former swimming pool
that has been paved, plus utility relocation costs are expected

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

No impact to IVT, but could impact other passenger services with an
additional stop and operating time

Size

At 1.4 acres the size is good and should accommodate all identified
uses

Traffic impact

No relative traffic impact from its current use as a surface parking
lot

Site circulation

Cdd shape is a mild concern for site circulation

Safety

This is a low activity area, and relatively remote, making it prone to
safety concerns

Economic development

be a catalyst for future changes in neighboring properties

Surrounding area is relatively developed making it difficult to
encourage additional development. Improvements at the site could

QOverall
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Tahle 7: Alternative 4 Evalustion Notes

Walk distance and.
directness of route

Direct route from POE, but relatively long

Business displacement

None, but it is noted that this lot is primarily used by downtown
employees and loss of that parking could be an impact

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 90 surface parking spaces

Capital cost

Expectation for relatively low capital cost

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

Adds additional travel time and potential delay to IVT, but not
expected to negatively impact other passenger services

Size

At 0.88 acres the size is expected to accommodate all uses in tight
configuration

Traffic impact

No relative traffic impact from its current use as a surface parking
lot

Site circulation

Size is adequate for identified uses, but makes for limited passing
area and could become congested at high volume times

Safety

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on £, 1% Street

Economic development

Surrounding area is relatively developed making it difficult to
encourage additional development. Improvements at the site could

be a catalyst for future changes in neighboring properties.

QOverall
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Takie & Alternative & Evaluation Notes

Walk distance and
directness of route

Direct route from POE, hut relatively long

Business displacement

None

On-street and suiface
lot parking loss

Loss of more than 100 surface and on-street parking spaces

Capital cost

Expectation for relatively low capital cost

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

Adds additional travel time and potential delay to IVT, but not
expected to negatively impact other passenger services

Size

At 2.9 acres this is the largest alternative

Traffic impact

Has potential to impact through traffic on E. 1* Street

Site circulation

The size is favorable for site circulation

Safety

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on E. 1* Street

Economic development

Development of deteriorating surface lot and landscape and
streetscape improvements has potential to spur economic

development

Overalt
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Table 9 Alternative 6 Evaluation Notes

Walk distance and
directness of route

Direct and shortest route

Business displacement

None

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 90 on-street spaces

Capital cost

Expectation for relatively low streetscape capital cost, but
converting the historic structure adds unknown capital costs

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

Adds additional travel time and potential delay to IVT, but not
expected to negatively impact other passenger services

Size

At 1.4 acres the size should be adequate for all identified uses

Traffic impact

Has potential to impact through traffic on E. 1% Street

Site circulation

Reconstruction and repositioning of the existing transit station is
expected to improve site circulation from current condition.

Safety

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on E. 1 Street

Economic development

Reconfiguration of south Heffernan Avenue and investment in
streetscape/landscape has potential to spur economic
development; reactivation of the old Customs Building has potential

to encourage investment in surrounding properties

Overall

Becommendation

The project Steering Committee, at their April 29" meeting, reviewed and discussed the evaluation. The
discussion led to clarification of terms and intent in some of the evaluation criteria and provided insight
into further development of the alternatives as they progressed. General discussion led to the following

understandings:

»  Alternative 1 is too small to accommodate the desired uses.

= Loss of public parking is an important issue for the community.

=  Assumptions about farm laber transportation utilization of the site may not be appropriate
given the lack of available space in Calexico at the scale necessary to accommodate ail providers
in one central location. The provision of limited space at the new ITC will likely be sufficient for
only a small number of providers. Also, it was discussed that farm labor transportation might be
able to use the fuli facility in the early morning hours before regular transit service begins.

= The width of Blair and Mary Avenues (approximately 45 feet as compared to Heber Avenue at
approximately 60 feet) should be considered if planning for buses to use these streets to get to

an alternative.
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s Other considerations for site uses discussed at the meeting included available wifi and charging
stations for electronic devices, an emergency call box, public telephones, and potentially a
coffee shop or other retail establishment.

»  Generally, the group felt E. 3" Street is better for traffic than E. 1% Street.

At conclusion of the meeting the group agreed that of the six identified alternatives, Alternatives 1 (E.
3" Street and Paulin Avenue), 3 (E. 3" Street and Heber Avenue), and 4 (E. 1 Street and Heber Avenue)
should be eliminated from further development.

In Aprit it was recommended by the group that Alternatives 2 (E. 3" Street between Rockwood and
Heffernan Avenues), 5 (E. 1* Street between Heber and Blair Avenues), and 6 (E. 1*' Street between
Rockwood and Heber Avenues) be advanced for more detailed development and final evaluation.

Final Evaluation and Recommendation

With direction from the Steering Committee, the consuitant team worked through the summer to
develop conceptual site plans for the three remaining alternatives. Those site plans are included at the
end of this section. The concepts are discussed below. Alternative concept plans were developed for
the Steering Committee’s consideration for Alternatives 2 (A&B), 5 {A&B), and 6. In July, the Steering
Committee chose to move forward with Alternatives 2B and 5B, along with one concept for Alternative
6. As with the previous evaluation, the alternatives are ranked relative to each other.

Under all alternatives, private shuttle providers, taxi companies, and farm labor transportation would
have the option of using the new facility or maintaining existing operations. Additionally, since farm
labor pick-up occurs in the early morning hours, before transit service begins, operators could be
allowed to use the on-site bus bays in the early morning hours.

Alternative 2 Conceptual Plan and Evaluation
With the exception of curbside taxi, Alternative 2B accommodates all proposed uses on site, including:
®  Public and Operator restrooms and public drinking fountains incorporated into the building;
® 1,200 square foot Greyhound ticketing and passenger waiting office, along with bus loading and
unlaoding;
*  Dedicated Greyhound customer parking;
*  On-site passenger pick-up and drop-off parking;
= |nformation kiosk{s);
4 VT bus bays; and 3 private shuttle bays;
= Bicycle storage (racks or lockers);
* Separation of general auto and professional driver lanes.
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Figure 12: Alternative 2 Concentual Site Plan Evaluation

Walk.dlstance and
directness of route

Direct route from POE, but longer than other alternatives

Business displacement

Mo impact to existing businesses and would replace a vacant
building, improving area safety

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of 22 on-street parking spaces

Capital cost ($2014)

$9,003,009 ($2014)

Impact on existing
transit lines and
services

No impact to IVT; Private operators could still choose to use their
existing locations

Size

At 1.0 acre and rectangle this is a good size and shape to
accommodate all identified uses

Traffic impact

Relatively no traffic impact

Site circulation

The size and shape make it favorable for site circulation

Safety

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on Rockwood Avenue

Economic development

Public improvements on the site, along with demolition of the
existing vacant building is seen as a positive improvement

Overall

Alternative & Conceptual Plan and Bvatuaticn
Alternative 5 utilizes city owned property and more on-street curb space than alternative 2B. Amenities

on-site include:

»  Public and Operator restrooms and public drinking fountains incorporated into the building;
» 1,200 square foot Greyhound ticketing and passenger waiting office;

= 4 VT bus bays; and 2 private shuttle bus bays;

= public and Operator restrooms and public drinking fountains incorporated into the building;
= Bicycle storage {racks or lockers};

» Information kiosk(s);

= Taxi queuing and taxi pick-up and drop-off.

Amenities included off-site using curb lanes include:
= Farm labor pick-up and drop-off (would require a change to city policy that currently does not
allow farm labor transportation providers to use curb lanes);
= Passenger pick-up and drop-off;

= 2 Greyhound bus bays.
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It should be noted, that the Eisenhower Reservation Proclamation generally prohibits construction
within 60 feet of the U.5. and Mexico border. Since September 11, 2001 the Border Patrol has been
more stringent in maintaining this prohibition. The border patrol has informed the team that this
particular site is sensitive to security concerns because people have been known to climb the border
fence in this location to illegally enter the U.S. The conceptual site plan accommodates the 60 feet
construction prohibition.

Figure 13¢ Alternative % Conceptual Site Plan Evaluation

V\:falk distance and ‘ Direct route from POE, but relatively long
directness of route

Development of the site could negatively impact an existing

Business displacement . i
disp ¢ business on the southwest corner of the facility

On-street and surface O

lot parking loss Loss of more than 100 parking spaces

56,634,668

Capital cost ($2014)

tmpact on existing
transit lines and
services

Adds additional travel time and potential delay to IVT

While at 2.9 acres this is the largest alternative, it also is the least

Size desirable given its shape and the resulting ITC configuration

Has potential to impact through traffic on E. 1* Street and delay IVT

Traffic impact buses negotiating congestion near the POE

Given the shape of the lot and the prohibition of construction
within 60 feet of the border, site circulation is poor

OO0 O

Site circulation

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high
traffic volume on E. 1% Street

Safety

Development of deteriorating surface lot, along with landscape and
streetscape improvements has potential to spur further
improvements

Fconomic development

Overall ‘

Alternative 6 Conceptual Plan and Evaluation

The concept for alternative 6 is to rehabilitate the vacant historic customs building on the corner of E. 1
Street and Heffernan, converting it to a dedicated Greyhound office, inside drinking fountains, and
including public and operator restrooms. Rehabilitation of the historic building is expected to be very
expensive and time consuming due to the federal historic building requirements that apply.

The concept also includes demolition and reconstruction of the existing private shuttle bus platform,
moving it to the center of Heffernan Avenue to allow for better shuttle operations in and around the
facility. This would require a minor disruption to shuttle services during construction.
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Greyhound buses would utilize the parking lot behind the historic building. All other public and private
huses would utilize the curbside, eliminating on-street parking near the facility. Additionally, traffic
circulation on E. 1* Street would change to two-way operations in the block between Heffernan Avenue
and Rockwood Avenue to facilitate eastbound transit operations needed to serve the site. To
accommodate this need and allow for sidewalk widening on the south side of E. 1* Street angled on-
street parking would be converted to parallel parking, decreasing the number of available spaces.

Under this concept there is no room for bicycle racks or lockers.

Figure 14: Atternative 6 Concaptuat Site Plan Evaluation

Walk distance and
directness of route

Direct and shortest route

Business displacement

None

On-street and surface
lot parking loss

Loss of approximately 90 spaces

Capital cost {$2014)

$10,897,919 {$2014)

impact on existing
transit lines and
services

Adds additional travel time and potential defay to IVT

Size

Total acreage was assumed adequate in the initial evaluation, but
development of the conceptual plan requires most services to be
on-street, Since there is no new construction planned, it is assumed
the Roosevelt Reservation 60’ buffer does not apply.

Traffic impact

Has potential to impact through traffic on E. 1** Street and create
delay to IVT buses negotiating congestion to serve the site

Site circulation

Reconstruction and repositioning of the existing transit station is
expected to improve site circulation from current conditions

Relatively positive safety aspect given directness of route and high

Safety traffic volume on E. 1* Street
Reconfiguration of south Heffernan Avenue and investment in
reetscape/landscape has potential to spur economic
Economic development streetscape/ P P ! P

to encourage investment in surrounding properties.

development; reactivation of the old Customs Building has potential

Qverall
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Following review of the final three alternatives, the Steering Committee recommends Alternative 2 as
the preferred site selection, The following issues were deemed unsatisfactory for Alternatives 5 and 6:

Neither alternative encourages pedestrian traffic through downtown. The business community
commented that they prefer an alternative where users of the facility are encouraged to walk
through downtown Calexico and potentially shop at local merchants;

Traffic congestion on E. 1% Street, especially during holiday months, is poor and adding buses to
the street would negatively impact both transit operations and further degrade general traffic;

Based on the Steering Committee’s review several alterations were made to the final site plan for
Alternative 6, as follows:

The site plan was reconfigured to move the Greyhound and restroom building to the south side
of the site;

Greyhound loading and drop-off was changed to be on-site, eliminating the need to remove on-
street parking along the north side of the site;

A second information kiosk was added to the east end of the passenger platform;

Taxi drop-off and pick-up can use the on-site parking or on-street curb lane;

Space for a monument or public art was added;

Passenger access was improved by relocating the passenger platform adjacent to E. 3" Street;
The “Intercity/Tour Bus” bay was converted to an additional IVT bay to accommodate a
standard IVT bus and an additional two bays have been added to accommodate smaller demand
responsive buses.

The final preferred site plan and site rendering are included as Figures 18 and 19.
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Financial Plan

The Financial Plan discusses potential federal, state, and local funding sources, project costs and risks,
and presents an implementation plan for moving the project through design and to construction and
operation.

Comparative Transit Centers

The Imperial County Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), 2013 Update, includes the Calexico ITC in
the financially constrained list of projects, with a projected implementation year of 2018. The overall
cost estimate in the LRTP is $9.315 million. The project is not included in the 2013 update to the SCAG
Federal Transportation Investment Program (FTIP), a capital listing of all transportation projects
proposed over a six-year period for the SCAG region. The Imperial County LRTP does not assign specific
funding sources to the project. Once included in the SCAG FTIP, those specific funding sources will be
assigned.

The following comparative transit centers are presented here to demonstrate the financial feasibility of
utilizing a wide range of transportation funding sources for development of the project. Future
programming of funds for the Calexico ITC will likely use a similar mix of funding sources as utilized for
the Brawley and El Centro transit stations.

Brawley Transit Transfer Statien
The Brawley Transit Transfer Station opened in August, 2013. It is located in downtown Brawley at G
Street and South Plaza Street. The site was formerly a vacant lot with asphait paving.

A design (PS&E), environmental, and property acquisition support services contract was awarded for
$220,000. The environmental review resulted in the following:
»  National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) — Categorical Exclusion
» California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) — Categorical Exemption
= Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment — Low Patential for Recognized Environmental
Conditions — Note that during site excavation a underground storage tank was discovered,
adding 2 months schedule delay and $212,000 for removal
»  Environmental Justice — No Significant Impacts

Design of the station included:
= 6 Bus Bays Figura 300 Brawley Transit Transfer Station
= 4 Faced Street Clock
= Solar Lighting
= Security Cameras
= Restroom Building
= Information Kiosks
= Chilled Drinking

Fountain
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Original Budget:
»  PS&E, environmental, and property acquisition services = $220,000
»  Property acquisition = $143,000
»  Construction = $1,200,000
= Total = $1,563,000

Final Total Project Cost:
= Design = $220,000
= Property = $143,000
» Bjd = $1,300,000
= Utilities = $17,000
= Tanks =5212,000
s Contract Change Orders {CCOs) = $60,000
»  As-built QTY = $(62,000)
= Total = $1,890,000

Qverall total funding was provided through the following grants:

= |CTC Transportation Development Act = $231,000

= American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)}, Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Non-
Urbanized Area Formula (Section 5311} = $621,000

= Additional ARRA (Section 5311) for underground storage tank removal = $186,000

= California Transit Security Grant Program (CTSGP) = $133,000

=  FTA Bus and Bus Facilities Discretionary Grant (Section 5309) = $300,000

=  Proposition 1B, Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement
Account Program (PTMISEA) = $511,000

= Total=$1,982,000

El Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station

Located at S. 7™ Street and W. State Street, the El Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station opened in
January, 2014. Site selection was completed in 2005 and the General Plan Amendment for a change in
zoning was completed in 2007. The new facility includes;

= 8 hbus bays
®  Decorative Pedestrian Figure 23 Bl Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station
Pavements s

» [Landscaping & Irrigation

»  Public Restroom

» Satellite Police Office
Building

®  Solar Power System

= Mister System

®»  Shade Canopies

= Benches
»  [nformation Kiosks
= Bike Racks

=  Trash Receptacles

Page 44




Calexico ITC Feasibility Study
Draft Final Report

Budget:
= Design =5315,765
= Construction = $3,926,461
(Final change orders were in progress as of April 2014)
» Construction Management = $421,178
»  Total Budget = 54,663,404

Funding Sources:

»  FTA Grant 5307 = 52,948,114
ETA-ARRA Grant = $1,221,911
* Regional Match = $737,029
Total Funding = $4,907,054

Sources of Funds

As evidenced by the previous two examples, feasibility for funding a new transit center in lmperial
County lies in assembling funds from multiple federal, state, and local sources. The following section
identifies commeon funding sources used to design and construct transit facilities.

Federal

Federal transit funding is provided through the various statutory programs established through federal
law and administered through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Certain Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) programs can also be “flexed” to FTA to help fund transit capital projects. The
most recent federal surface transportation funding authorizing act is Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21* Century, commonly known as MAP-21, signed into law July 6, 2012. This two year bill is set to
expire September 30, 2014. Congress is working on either an extension of the current bill or a new
surface transportation funding authorization act, but either way, popular belief is that the programs
established in MAP-21 will go largely unchanged, with the only debate being the term of the extension
or the authorization levels in a new bill. Following is a summary of programs available through MAP-21
to be used for design and construction of the Calexico ITC.

FTA Formula Grants for Other than Urbanized Areas (Section 5311)

The Formula Grants For Other than Urbanized Areas is a rural program that is formula based and
provides funding to states for the purpose of supporting public transportation in rural areas, with
populations of less than 50,000. The goal of the program is to provide the following services to
communities that meet the population criteria:
=  Enhance the access of people in non-urbanized areas to health care, shopping, education,
employment, public services, and recreation.
»  Assist in the maintenance, development, improvement, and use of public transportation
systems in non-urbanized areas.
= Encourage and facilitate the most efficient use of all transportation funds used to provide
passenger transportation in non-urbanized areas through the coordination of programs and
services.
= Assist in the development and support of intercity bus transportation.
»  Provide for the participation of private transportation providers in non-urbanized
transportation,
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Eligible Recipients and Activities
Eligible recipients include a State or Indian tribe that receives a Federal transit program grant directly

from the Federal Government. A sub-recipient of the program includes a State or local governmental
authority, a nonprofit organization, or an operator of public transportation or intercity bus service that
receives federal transit program grant funds indirectly through a recipient.

An eligible recipient may use the funding for capital, operating, and administrative expenses for public
transportation projects that meet the needs of rural communities. Examples of eligible activities include:
capital projects; operating costs of equipment and facilities for use in public transportation; and the
acquisition of public transportation services, including service agreements with private providers of
public transportation services.

Match

The Federal share of eligible capital and project administrative expenses may not exceed 80 percent of
the net cost of the project. For operating, the Federai share may not exceed 50 percent of the net
operating cost of the project.

Bus and Bus Facilities {Section 5339)

The purpose of Section 5339 funds is to provide capita! funding to replace, rehabilitate and purchase
buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities. This program replaced the former
Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program. Funds from this program are eligible to be transferred by
the state to supplement urban and rural formula grant programs (5307 and 5311, respectively). Funds
are available for three years after the fiscal year in which the amount is apportioned. In fiscal year 2014
California received $7.5 million in Section 5339 funds for rural and small urban areas and is not inclusive
of funds received for medium and large urbanized areas.

Eligible Recipients and Activities

Eligible recipients include designated recipients and states that operate or allocate funding to fixed-
route bus operators. For Imperial County, Caltrans is the primary grant recipient. Sub-recipients include
public agencies, such as ICTC, or private nonprofit organizations engaged in public transportation,
including those providing services open to a segment of the general public, as defined by age, disability,
or low income. Funds can be used for capital projects to repiace, rehabilitate and purchase buses, vans,
and related equipment, and to construct bus-related facilities.

Maich
The Federal share of eligible capital and project administrative expenses may not exceed 80 percent of
the net cost of the project.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)

Administered as a flexible program by FHWA, CMAQ projects must demonstrate the three primary
elements of eligibility: transportation identity, emissions reduction, and location in or benefitting a
nonattainment or maintenance area. The border and northwestern portions of Imperial County are
classified as nonattainment by the EPA {http://www epa.gov/oagps001/areenbl/map8hrom. htmi).
While project eligibilities are continued from the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), there is some modification with new MAP-21 language
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placing considerable emphasis on select project types including electric and natural gas vehicle
infrastructure and diesel retrofits.

Eligible Activities (partial list)

= Transit investments, including transit vehicle acquisitions and construction of new facilities or
improvements to facilities that increase transit capacity.

= Projects or programs that shift travel demand to nonpeak hours or other transportation modes,
increase vehicle occupancy rates, or otherwise reduce single-occupant vehicle {SOV) demand
through initiatives, such as teleworking, ridesharing, pricing, and others.

=  Non-recreational bicycle transportation and pedestrian improvements that provide a reduction
in SOV travel,

Match
The Federal share of eligible capital and project administrative expenses may not exceed 80 percent of
the net cost of the project.

Surface Transportation Program [STP)

The Surface Transportation Program (STP) is an FHWA administered flexible funding source for states
and localities to fund a range of transportation projects including capital costs for transit vehicles and
facilities and transit safety infrastructure improvements.

Eligible Activities {partial list)

= Capital costs for transit projects eligible for assistance under chapter 53 of title 49; which
includes vehicles and facilities {(publicly or privately owned) that are used to provide intercity
passenger bus service.

®  Carpool projects, fringe and corridor parking facilities and programs, including electric vehicle
and natural gas vehicle infrastructure, bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways, and the
modification of public sidewalks to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

= Environmental mitigation efforts relating to projects funded under federal surface
transportation law.

Match
The Federat share of eligible capital and project administrative expenses may not exceed 80 percent of
the net cost of the project.

TIGER Program

The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery, or TIGER, Discretionary Grant program,
provides a unique opportunity for the US DOT to invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that
promise to achieve critical national objectives. Since 2009, Congress has dedicated more than $4.1
hillion over six rounds to fund projects that have a significant impact on the Nation, a region or a
metropolitan area.

The TIGER program enables US DOT to examine a broad array of projects on their merits, to help ensure
that taxpayers are getting the highest value for every dollar invested. In each round of TIGER, US DOT
receives many applications to build and repair critical pieces of our freight and passenger transportation
networks. Applicants must detail the benefits their project would deliver for five long-term outcomes:
safety, economic competitiveness, state of good repair, livability and environmental sustainability.
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TIGER is a very popular and competitive program. In 2014, funding requests totaled $9.5 billion, 15
times the $600 million set aside for the program this year.

Other

From time to time FTA issues notices of funding availability in the federal register making available funds
not appropriated, or unallocated, in prior fiscal years. For example, on June 4, 2014, FTA made
approximately $100 million available from prior year Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities (this was the
former SAFTEA-LU designation) funds available for discretionary grant award?. For this current cycle,
applications are due by August 4, 2014. Grants of this type invest in projects that fulfill the foliowing
principles:

= Enhance access to work

= Provide more transportation choices

= Sypport existing communities

= Support economic opportunities

= Support partnerships

Stated
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), Regional Share (RTIP) and inter-regional Share

(ITIP}

This program is a four year multi-modal program funded through the State Highway Account and the
Passenger Rail Bond Fund. This program combines seven previous funding categories {Flexible
Congestion Relief, Transit Capital Improvement Program, Commuter and Urban Rail Transit Program,
Mass Transit Guideway Program, Traffic Systems Management Program, Intercity Rail Corridors
Program, and the State-Local Transportation Program). The STIP is divided into two basic accounts: 75%
of the program funds are allocated to the Regional Transportation improvement Program (RTIP); and
25% of the program funds are allocated to the inter-regional Transportation Improvement Program
(ITIP). Local transportation agencies implement the RTIP, while Caltrans implements the [TIP.

State Transit Assistance {STA)

Revenues are derived from sales taxes on fuel sales. Levels of STA funding can be uncertain due to
sensitivity to annual legislative budgetary activities.

Transportation Investment Fund {Proposition 42)

Proposition 42 was passed by the general state electorate in March 2002 and indefinitely extends the
core elements of the Traffic Congestion Relief Plan (TCRP) program. Revenues are derived from state
sales tax on gasoline. Caltrans reports that Proposition 42 is expected to commence in fiscal year 2008,
but may experience funding problems due to changes to the State Budget.

* The federal register for this funding availability is at: htto://www.goo.gov/fdsys/pke/ER-2014-06-04/0df/2014-
12925.pdf.

* Source: Caltrans, Economic Analysis Branch, Division of Transportation Planning, Transportation Funding in
California {2014).
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Proposition 1B and PTMISEA

The Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account Program
(PTMISEA) was created by Proposition 1B, the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port
Security Bond Act of 2006. Of the $19.925 billion available to Transportation, $3.6 billion dollars was
allocated to PTMISEA to be availabie to transit operators over a ten-year period. PTMISEA funds may be
used for transit rehabilitation, safety or modernization improvements, capital service enhancements or
expansions, new capital projects, bus rapid transit improvements, or rolling stock {buses and rail cars)
procurement, rehabilitation or replacement. Funds in this account are appropriated annually by the
Legislature to the State Controllers Office {SCO) for allocation in accordance with Public Utilities Code
formula distributions: 50% allocated to Local Operators based on fare-box revenue and 50% to Regional
Entities based on population.

Local
Local Transportation Sales Taxes
Funds are derived from a ¥ percent sales tax on retail sales in the county.

Transportation Development Act (TDA)

The Mills-Alquist-Deddeh Act (SB 325) was enacted by the California Legislature to improve existing
public transportation services and encourage regional transportation coordination. Known as the
Transportation Development Act (TDA) of 1971, this law provides funding to be allocated to transit and
non-transit related purposes that comply with regional transportation plans.

The TDA provides two funding sources:
= Local Transportation Fund {LTF), which is derived from a % cent of the general sales tax collected
statewide,
= State Transit Assistance fund (STA), which is derived from the statewide sales tax on gasoline
and diesel fuel.

The State Board of Equalization {SBE), based on sales tax collected in each county, returns the general
sales tax revenues to each county’s LTF. The STA funds are appropriated by the Legislature to the State
Controller’s Office. That Office then allocates the tax revenue, by formula, to planning agencies and
other selected agencies. Statute requires that 50% of STA funds be allocated according to population
and 50% be allocated according to operator revenues from the prior fiscal year.

Gas Tax Subventions

Revenues are generated from a tax on gasoline sales throughout the state, and are distributed according
to a formula based on each county’s number of registered vehicles.

General Funds

In addition to the sources identified above, county and local jurisdiction general funds could be
expended to finance transportation projects and improvements. These funds are raised through
property taxes and other tax measures.
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(Ithey

Public-Private Partnership (PPF}

The term Public-Private Partnership (PPP) has been popular in transportation the past several years.
While earlier models of PPPs have been used to finance toll roads and construct vertical public assets,
such as office buildings, its application to transportation investments outside toll roads, has been
limited. There are examples of parking garages buiit to public specifications by private firms and leased
back to the governmental bodies over a period of time. The commonality shared between parking
garages and toll facilities is that both generate positive revenue that can be used to provide the level of
return needed from investment of private capital. However, the PPP modei is beginning to be explored
in other transportation projects that do not generate a positive cash flow.

At the most basic level, partnerships between the public and private sector take place on nearly every
public project built. The degree of difference between a traditional project delivery method, such as
Design-Bid-Build {(D8B) where a public agency contracts with a builder to construct a facility based on
detailed design documents provided by the agency, and a more commonly understood PPP, is the
allocation of risk and the potential for private equity inserted into the project.

A PPP can be negotiated where a public agency contracts with a design and construction team to
provide a facility that is then leased back to the public agency over several years (e.g. a transit center or
office building), reverting to public ownership at the end of the agreed period, or where there is a user
hased revenue stream the contractor is allowed to access for a term at least until the contractor is able
to recover a minimum return on their original investment {e.g. a toll road). n either instance, the
amount of private equity put in the project can be any share up to 100 percent. Generally, the use of
the term PPP in transportation means some level of financing is provided directly by a private entity.

The US Department of Transportation (DOT) defines a Public Private Partnership as follows:

“A public-private partnership is a contractual agreement formed between public and private
sector partners, which allows more private sector participation than is traditional. The
agreements usually involve a government agency contracting with a private company to
renovate, construct, operate, maintain, and/or manage a facility or system. While the public
sector usually retains ownership in the facility or system, the private party will be given
additional decision rights in determining how the project or task will be completed.””

As with any non-traditional, or alternative, project delivery method used across the country, authority
for a public agency to engage alternative methods is granted by individual state legislatures. The
following tables summarize California legislation for PPP and Design-Build (DB}, another alternative
delivery method that can be combined with PPP financing.

% U.S. Department of Transportation, Report to Congress on Public-Private Partnerships {Washington, D.C.: U.5.
DOT, 2004}, hetpsfAwww hwa.dotpovireports/ppedec2004/423, vill.
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Table 10: Cafifornia PPP Legistation”

Statute .. -

Provisions_ . . . . .

Cal. Streets &.
Highways Code
§143

Comprehensive statute that authorizes PPPs for
transportation projects. Under legislation enacted
in 2009 (Senate Bill 4b; 2009 Cal. Stats., Chap. 2},
allows the state DOT (Caltrans) and regional
transportation agencies, if authorized by the
California Transportation Commission, {o enter into
“comprehensive development lease agreements”
with public and/or private entities for
transportation projects, including those that charge
tolls or fees. Eliminates the need for legisiative
approval of lease agreements. Establishes the
Public infrastructure Advisory Commission as a
public PPP advisory body. Prohibits noncompete
clauses, Allows for solicited and unsolicited
proposals. No lease agreements may be entered
into under this section on or after Jan. 1, 2017,

No. The 2009 legislation
eliminated former legislative
approval requirements, which
had been in place since 2005.
However, the new law
provides that lease
agreements must first be
submitted to the California
Transportation Commission
for approval, then to the
Legistature and the Public
Infrastructure Advisory
Commission for review (Cal.
Streets & Highways Code
§143(c)(2) and §143(c)(5)).

Cal. Gov, Code
§§5956 to
5956.10

Authorizes local governmental agencies to enter
into agreements with private entities to study, plan,
design, construct, develop, finance, maintain,
rebuild, improve, repair and/or aperate a variety of
fee-producing infrastructure facilities, including rail,
highway, bridge, tunnel or airport projects. Allows
for solicited and unsolicited proposals. Prohibits
using the authority in this section to design,
construct, finance or operate a toll road on a state
highway.

No. However, any action by a
local agency to levy a new fee
or service charge or to
approve an increase in an
existing fee or service charge
pursuant to this chapter shall
be taken cnly by ordinance or
resolution of the legislative
body of that agency {Cal. Gov.,
Code §5956.10(b}{5}(D}}.

® National Conference of State Legislatures, Public-Private Partnerships for Transportation: A Toolkit for Legisiators,
Appendix B. State PPP Enabling Statutes for Transportation Projects as of October 2010 {February 10, 2014},
hitpidfwww.ncslorgfresesrchftransportation/public-private-partnerships-for-transpeortation. aspx.
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Table 11: California Design-Build Legisiation”

Statute . | Provisions

Cal. Pub. Cont. Sections 20209.5 et seq. authorize transit operators to enter into transit design-build
Code §§20209.5 | contracts, describe in detail the process that must be used for each design-build
et seq.; Cal. Pub. | project, and provide specific criteria for evaluating design-build proposals. Section

Cont. Code 20209.10 includes requirements for design-huilders, including bonding and errors

§§6800 et seq.; | and omissions insurance coverage. The statute allows transit operators to establish

Cal. Streets & minimum performance criteria and design standards for quality, durability, longevity,

Highways Code | life-cycle costs and other standards. Transit operators that award design-build

§143 confracts must submit a report to the legislative analyst’s office that includes project
details.

Under the same 2009 legislation (Senate Bill 4b; 2009 Cal. Stats., Chap. 2), section
143 allows the state DOT and regional transportation agencies to use the design-
build method for PPP projects, subject to other requirements for such projects.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

Tax increment financing {Tif) can be a powerful economic development tool. Under the right
circumstances, TIF can generate enough funding to make a real difference. And with the right safeguards
in place, TIF encourages government and the private sector to form a partnership based on each other’s
strengths.

Generally, tax increment financing is only used for very large public works {i.e. streetcar or light rail
lines) or redevelopment programs. Under this funding strategy, a baseline property value is determined
prior to investment in the project. The incremental increase in property value that occurs following
implementation of the project or program is then used to pay bonds, or sometimes, operating costs
needed to construct and maintain the project. Implementation of a downtown Calexico Intermodal
Transportation Center is probably not to the scale needed to generate dramatic increases in neighboring
property values.

In 2011, California abolished community redevelopment agencies across the state. Redevelopment
agencies were originally authorized across California in 1945 ta collect property-tax increases and
redirect those funds to blighted areas for reinvestment into projects to benefit the community. Without
this authority, it is unclear whether TIF is a viable option in Calexico for re-investment in the proposed
ITC.

7 National Conference of State Legislatures, Appendix E. State Design-Build Enabling Statutes for Transportation
Projects as of October 2010.
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Joint Development

According to Reconnecting America, a national nonprofit that integrates transportation and community
development, advising civic and community leaders on how to overcome community development
challenges to create better communities for all, Joint Developments...

“..occurs when a transit agency partners with another agency or private developer to develop
property that is owned by the transit agency and located near a transit station. The Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) has guidelines for joint development that apply to properties
acquired with federal funds. Some transit agencies, however, use the term more broadly to refer
to any development project undertaken in partnership with a transit agency.”

Depending on the site selected for the new Calexico ITC, there is potential for a joint development
partnership in which a developer agrees to build, and possibly even maintain, the ITC if provided the air
rights above the facility through an extended term lease, or provided part of the property to build and
operate their own business.

Figure 22: King County Metro, The Village at Qverlake
Station

A scenario can be envisioned
where a joint development
partnership is negotiated with a
private bus company, private
shuttle system, private
developer, or other public
agency to provide the Calexico
ITC in exchange for exclusive
use of a portion of the surface
property, or the air rights above
the property. [n these
situations, the transit provider
owns the underlying property
and solicits proposals on
utilization of the land for a transit purpese and other supportive, or complimentary, purposes that
promote transit ridership or other community goals.

King County Metro, the county-based bus transit provider in Seattle, Washington, and the surrounding
area, is a leader in developing bus facility joint development projects. Their first project combined
maoderate-income rental housing, a day care facility, and a park-and-ride/transit center into a single
integrated use®. For this project, King County partnered with a private developer, providing some of the
overall funds and the property, while the developer built the facility and manages the rental housing.

Other bus joint development, or otherwise known as bus transit-oriented development {Bus TOD),
examples exist around the world. The Virginia Transit Association™ has researched many of the projects
and provides case studies on 12 Bus TOD projects, including three in California. However, many of these

8 hitp/ fwwvi.reconnectingamerica.orefresaurce-center/ioint-development/
9

httpd/ fwwwe kingcounty.gov/iransportation/kedot/PlannineAnd Policy/RegionallransportationPlanning/ TransitOrie
ntedDevelopment/Prolects/Overiake aspx
1 by fveww vatransit com/transitlanduse/tod-project-examples,

Page 53



Calexico 1TC Feasibility Study
Draft Final Report

are much larger in scale, with more acreage and urban level bus volumes, than anything being proposed
in Calexico.

Uses of Funds

Capital

Capital cost estimation for the three alternatives is based on review of bid sheet line item costs for the
Brawley Transit Transfer Station and the El Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station. These costs were
inflated at 3 percent per year from year of construction to derive a 2014 baseline cost per bid element,
where appropriate, as follows: Property Acquisition; Design; Construction or Building Rehabilitation in
the case of Alternative 6; and Construction Management.

For each Calexico alternative, all units of measure, such as site demolition square footage, etc., were
obtained from rectified aerial mapping. The following table identifies measurement and cost per square

foot assumptions for each alternative.

Table 12: Square Footage and Unit Cost Assumptions

Site Demolition 23,076 44,466 43,166 $1.92
Buiiding Demolition 24,495 - - $15.00
Building Rehabilitation - - 30,009 $200.00
Site Improvement 45,371 42,707 43,166 $64.05
New Building 1,200 1,200 - $200.00
Shade 12,687 6,343 - $150.00
New Restroom Building 560 560 - $200.00
Site Size 47,571 44,466 53,169 N/A

Using these units and costs, the following two tables present current year {2014) and year of
expenditure (2018) total costs for each alternative, in comparison to the Brawley and El Centro facilities.

These estimates are based on conceptual designs and may decrease or increase as designs progress
through preliminary and final design. The next phase of project development, i.e. full design and
environmental evaluation, should include at least one, if not several, design charrettes to clarify facility
amenities and architectural components.
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Table 13: 52014 Comparative Cost Estimates

Property Acquisition $151,709 S0 $713,565 $0 50
Design $233,398 $325,238 $557,274 $412,415 $284,768
Construction $1,619,994 | $4,044,255 | $6,965,919 | $5,155,183 $3,559,598
Building Rehabilitation S0 50 S0 50 $6,001,800
Construction Management S0 $433,813 $766,251 $567,070 51,051,754
Potential Street
Improvements {E. Mary and S0 S0 $0 $500,000 S0
Blair Avenues)

Total 52,005,101 | 54,803,306 | $9,003,009| 56,634,668 | 510,897,919

o Calexico estimates include an overall 25% contingency on construction.

Table 14: $2018 Comparative Cost Bstimates

Property Acquisition $170,749 $803,124
Design $262,692 $366,058 $627,216 $464,176 $320,509
Construction $1,823,318 | $4,551,844 | $7,840,204 | $5,802,204 $4,006,359
Building Rehabilitation SO S0 S0 $0 $6,755,079
Construction Management 30 $488,261 $862,422 $638,242 51,183,758
Potential Street
Improvements (E. Mary and S0 50 S0 $562,754 $0
Blair Avenues)

Total 52,256,759 | 55,406,163 | $10,132,966 | $7,467,377 | $12,265,704

e (alexico estimates include an overall 25% contingency on construction.

Operations and Maintenance

Operations and maintenance costs for the new Calexico ITC are modeled after the budget estimate for
the El Centro Bus Transfer Station. On a pure cost per square footage basls, the El Centro facility is
estimated to cost approximately $0.96 per square foot, prorated for a full 12 months (the facility
opened in January 2014 and has a 11 month budget estimate of $35,400) to operate. The El Centro
facility is selected as the model because it most closely mirrors the conceptual plan for the Calexico ITC
with an on-site building, full covered passenger waiting areas, and eight bus bays.
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Rounding up to $1.00 per square foot, to be conservative, and to make the math easy, the equivalent
cost for the 47,571 square foot Calexico ITC would be $47,571 in 2014 dollars. Assuming it opens in
2018 the first full year operating and maintenance cost estimate would be approximately $53,550
{assuming the same 3% annual growth rate used for the capital cost estimate.

At this level of planning it is very difficult predict operating and maintenance costs with a high degree of
certainty. For that reason, an additional 10% contingency is added, for an upward estimate of $61,000
in 2018 dollars and 558,900 in 2014 doliars.

Calexico I'TC Financial Feasibility

Froject Risks

Transit project risks are relatively high at the conceptual level and decrease as plans approach final
design. At the conceptual level project risks relate primarily to construction cost estimating, funding
priority, “scope creep,” and land acquisition cost and timing.

Without relevant comparable projects to provide sufficient detail in current costs, construction cost
estimating at the conceptual level can be difficult. In addition, eagerness to develop a highly cost
effective project at the early stage of development in order to gain broader acceptance and approval
creates risk for future cost increases as design advances. Because ICTC has recent detailed information
on total final costs related to the Brawley and El Centro Transfer Stations, this risk can be mitigated to an
acceptable level during conceptual design of the Calexico ITC. Costs associated with site specific
environmental conditions, such as underground storage tanks, ashestas, or lead paint removal, cannot
be properly determined at the conceptual design phase and if sufficient contingency funds are not built
into the cost estimate, can cause significant cost increases during final design or construction.

During construction, insufficient design plans or site investigations can create cost overruns through
change orders. One example is the previously discussed Brawley Transit Transfer Station where during
construction three underground storage tanks were discovered on the property, adding two months to
the schedule and $212,000 to the final cost.

Mitigation of construction cost estimation risk can be accomplished through unforeseen circumstance
contingency budgeting and careful review of comparable bid sheets for the Brawley and El Centro
facilities. The capital cost estimates for the three Calexico ITC alternatives include a 25% contingency on
construction.

Funding priorities can shift multiple times between conception and completion of a project.
Administrations change, unforeseen financial needs arise for other projects, or revenue receipts falling
below projections can all be reasons for shifting priorities. Mitigation against this type of risk is to bring
stakeholders in on the earliest phases of the planning and design. Through this study, ICTC and SCAG
have reached out to stakeholders on multiple occasions and in muitiple environments. To further
decrease the risk of shifting priorities, ICTC should move swiftly into entering the next phases of
environmental clearance and design. This work can proceed while final construction dollars are
dedicated.

“Scope Creep” is an industry term used to describe what can sometimes happen to a project when it is
not fully vetted prior to initiation of final design or construction. Without a fully scoped project at the
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beginning of design, opportunity exists to expand the scope by stakeholders that are often unfamiliar
with the purpose and need of the project. In the situation of the Calexico ITC, scope creep could come
in the form of other downtown Calexico add-ins, that might be good public investments, but don’t relate
directly to the success of the ITC. As a hypothetical example, a stakeholder group might decide the
downtown really needs more or new trash receptacles and see the ITC project as a potential funding
source for the unrelated investment. Or, after final design and project approval, a stakeholder group
may express a desire to add a public fountain, more art, or other type component to the project, that
might very well be nice to have, but adds last minute cost to the project because it was not in the
original design plans.

Similar to the mitigation of shifting funding priorities, mitigation of the potential for scope expansion is
to work diligently to keep all stakeholders engaged throughout the design process. A design that is not
vetted throughout the community is at high risk of “scope creep.”

Land acquisition cost and timing is a variable that can delay or derail a project, The least risky scenario is
the selection of a site with a willing seller — either private or public. A willing seller is one that seeks a
fair market rate for the property desired by the proiect sponsors. Atool ICTC can use in hegotiating a
fair market price with the seller is the availability of alternatives to the site being negotiated. Without
reasonable afternatives as a fall back, a property owner can leverage the need for the property in
negotiating the final price, resulting in delay to the project and higher cost.

The least desirable situation is the absence of a willing seller and viable alternatives, forcing project
sponsors to initiate a taking of the property. Property taking through eminent domain powers can add
delay and cost through extended litigation. Displacement of an ongoing business enterprise or
residential units has the highest likelihood of facing protracted litigation to acquire the property.
Fortunately for the Calexico ITC project, the Steering Committee decided early on in the feasibility study
not to pursue any potential locations that would create this situation.

While Federal funding rules generally don’t allow the acquisition of property for a project prior to
completion of an environmental review, including investigation of alternatives, project sponsors can
enter negotiations on a property, resulting in an understanding between parties to “option” a property
with final execution contingent on environmental approval. This approach can hold a property until
approval is available to execute the final purchase agreement. There usually is a cost involved in this
situation as compensation to the owner for focking up the property from other buyers or uses, but the
cost is considered mitigation for otherwise delaying negotiations. That cost is determined by both
parties. Waiting too long to acquire, or option, the desired property runs the risk of it no longer being
available for the project or cost increases.
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Implementation

Assumptions

The 2013 Imperial County Long Range Transportation Plan, approved November, 2013, includes
$9,315,000 for construction of the facility in 2018 in the finically constrained component of the plan. All
implementation assumptions are tied to achieving this project completion date. However, while that
target is included in the county’s long range plan, it is not included in the current SCAG Federal
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) or the draft 2015 plan inclusive of all projects 10 be
implemented over the next six years. To be eligible for federal funding, the project must be included in
the plan. The project is included in the 2014 Boarder Master Plan.

Policy Recommendations

To implement the concept as described, the City of Calexico and ICTC, have a couple of policy and action
considerations to review. Under the preferred alternative concept, Farm Labor Transportation providers
would be encouraged to use the facility in the early morning hours, prior to the start of transit service
for loading customers. However, in the afternoon when they are dropping off, they would need to
utilize the curb lane along E. 3" Street since the on-site bus bays would be occupied by IVT and other
shuttle services. To do this, the City would need to revise its current statutes that prohibit Farm Labor
Transportation from using on-street facilities. As an alternative, the farm labor buses could drop-off
customers at the same off-street jocations they use today.

Secondly, while the project is identified in the Imperial County Long Range Transportation Plan on the
financially constrained list of projects in the first 5 years of the plan, and is included as project 6120006
of SCAG’s adopted 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
{RTP/SCS). However, it is not Included in the most recent update to the SCAG Federal Transportation
Improvement Program. Any project to utilize federal funds must be included in this program to be grant
eligible, ICTC should work with SCAG during the next update cycle to include the Calexico Intermodal
Transportation Center.

Conceptual Schedule

The Imperial County Long Range Transportation Plan (2013 Update) includes a list of financially
constrained projects, meaning the revenue sources are expected to be in place to cover the cost of the
projects. The Plan programs $9.315 million dollars for construction of the facility in 2018, The
implementation schedule included here starts construction in 3™ quarter of 2017, technically the 2014
Fiscal Year. The project is also identified in SCAG’s adopted 2012-2035 RTP/SCS.

This schedule assumes funding will be in place early next year to advertise for environmental and final
design. Both the Brawley Transit Station and the El Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station received
NEPA! Categorical Exclusion and CEQA™ Categorical Exemption decisions for approval to move
forward. These are the most expeditious environmental decisions that can be obtained under either
Act. Other more lengthy environmental decision processes can take as much as one to three years to
complete and add more risk to the impiementation schedule of a more complicated project. Itis
expected that the Calexico ITC will be eligible for the same decisions.

! National Environmental Protection Act and California Envirenmental Quality Act
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Appendix

Environmental Review

Based on the results of both the Brawley Transit Station and the El Centro Regional Bus Transfer Station
environmental reviews, it is expected that the Calexico Intermodal Transportation Center will also be
classified as NEPA'? Categorical Exclusion and CEQA' Categorical Exemption class of action decisions.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) defines a Categorical Exclusion as follows:

“Categorical exclusion means a category of actions which do not individually or cumulatively
have a significant effect on the human environment and which have been found to have no such
effect in procedures adopted by a Federal agency in implementation of these regulations...and
for which, therefore, neither an environmental assessment nor an environmental impact
statement Is required.”

Additionally, under new federal rules implemented February 12, 2014, a federally funded transportation
project is eligible for a Categorical Exclusion finding under NEPA if the federal participation is less than
$5,000,000.

Finally, a Documented Categorical Exclusion is possible for “Construction of open area bus transfer
facilities with coincidental street improvement in an area where there is adequate street capacity for
increased bus traffic.” A Documented Categorical Exclusion can be as simple as including a paragraph
when applying for the funds through the FTA grant application system (Transportation Electronic Award
Management {TEAM) System). Alternatively, a report can be prepared and submitted to FTA for final
approval of the Categorical Exclusion class of action.

With respect to the CEQA Categorical Exemption, California law allows that:

“The Secretary of the Resources Agency prepares and adopts a list of classes of projects which
have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are considered
“exempt” from CEQA. These classes are known as “categorical exemptions.” However, a
categorical exemption is conditioned by limitations defined in the Guidelines and by the
statutory authorization limiting such exemptions to projects with no significant environmental
effect. The District/Region Senior Environmental Planner decides whether a project is eligible for
a categorical exemption as part of the preliminary review of the project. The Department
documents its determination that a project meets the criteria of a categorical exemption by
completing the CE/CE form and retaining it in the project file.”

Caltrans guidance for Categorical Exemptions generally uses the same language as the US DOT. With
respect to the Calexico ITC, the Categorical Exemption Checklist (http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.him)
provides the following exemption:

12 National Environmental Protection Act {Federal) and California Environmental Quality Act {State)
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“Construction of bus transfer facilities {an open area consisting of passenger shelters, boarding
areas, kiosks and related street improvements) when located in a commercial area or other high
activity center in which there is adequate street capacity for projected bus traffic,”

Finaily, the existing on-site structure is not believed to be historic in nature and no environmental justice
issues should be associated with the project given the site does not displace any persons or group of
people and is located in a commercial area on an existing established bus route with no impacts to
neighboring populations.
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FPrevions Stucdies

Following is a catalog and summary of relevant studies previously conducted in downtown Calexico
related to cross border mobility, transit, and economic development. They are presented in order of
most recently completed.

Many of the findings these previous studies and work efforts specificailly included the need for
consolidation of transportation facilities within the City of Calexico, specifically including pedestrian,
transit, and taxi facilities. The Calexico Border iTC Feasibility Study is a response to those identified
needs on the part of state, local, and regional agencies.

LCTC Orange Line ORANGE LINE AR
Plan ﬂiﬂg {26@ 3} Pealiminary Sorviceo Concept /
In early 2013, ICTC, in |
coordination with Caltrans and L -
SCAG, completed the Specific !
Operational Analysis/Circulator
Design Project, recommending
three new circulator routes in
Brawley (Gold Line}, Imperial (Red - :
Line), and Calexico (Orange Line)— | g
the Orange Line having relevance
to the Calexico ITC Feasibility o

Study. When implemented, the o [ T

three routes are expected to w o e o

provide riders in Brawley, A ' ) ‘ ) J et | GV
Imperial, and Calexico with R T Ut Bt tneien BRI
enhanced coverage within each

community, as well as efficient connections to the main Imperial Valley Transit {IVT) bus routes,

IVPERIAL COURTY

IVT currently operates main routes that provide service between cities in iImperial County. The new
circulator routes would allow IVT’s main routes to run more frequently. Travel times for some main line
routes would become shorter because mainline buses would no longer need to circufate through
individual communities in order to provide coverage to riders.

ICTCEFY 2010-2011 Short Range Transit Plan {2012)

In March 2012, Imperial County Transportation Commission {ICTC) completed a Short Range Transit Plan
{SRTP}. The SRTP is the result of a planning process that involved the examination of transit, socio-
economic and demographic data, as well as an extensive public outreach process that involved meetings
with members of the public and current transit system riders, as well as interviews with community
stakeholders. The information gathered during this planning process was utilized to develop a set of
recoinmendations for both the Imperial Valley Transit {IVT) fixed route bus system and the various
demand response transit services operated throughout Imperial County.

The SRTP presents the proposed improvements to the IVT system in three phases. Recommendations
for consideration as part of Imperial County’s Long-Range Transit Vision are also provided. Finally,
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estimated impacts on the operating funding needs, the capital requirements and various other
operational measures are also provided as part of this SRTP.

Mizsion, Vision aod Goals
Mission
The mission of Imperial County's public transit system is to improve the quality of life for the residents

of Imperial County through a coordinated, accessible, affordable and efficient countywide
transportation system.

Vision

The transit network provides safe, affordable and reliable transportation service that first meets the
needs of the transit dependent in communities within Imperial County by providing access to
healthcare, education, employment, public services, shopping and recreational facilities, and eventually
allows anyone to go anywhere in the region easily and effectively.

Goals

1. Provide mobility to all residents of imperial County. Service levels are determined by demand,
with all areas receiving service but those with more demand for transit recelving more service.

2. Connect residents of Imperial County with medical, social service and educational facilities
throughout the county.

a. Resources should be deployed with the following priorities in order of rank: access to major
medical and social services facilities; access to educational facilities; and access to
employment.

b. Support economic development such as commercial centers, retail and entertainment
destinations.

c. Provision of transit as a transportation alternative for the general public.

Reconmmendations
The following recommendations are taken from the SRTP. Only those related to Calexico transit service
are presented here.

Phase One {1 to 2 Years}

EXPANSION OF SATURDAY SERVICE: One of ICTC's top pricrities for near-term service improvement is
the expansion of Saturday service. In Phase One, Saturday service on Routes 1 and 2 (between Calexico
and Niland) would be expanded to match the frequency of weekday service. Additionally, Saturday
service would be implemented on Direct Route 4C between Brawley and Calexico.

INTRODUCTION OF SUNDAY SERVICE: In addition to an increase in Saturday service, limited Sunday
service is also proposed, in accordance with comments made during the public involvement phase of the
SRTP and the Unmet Needs process, as well as the long-term goals and vision of ICTC, On Sundays, a
base level of service would operate on Routes 1 and 2 in the Primary Corridor Zone {between Calexico
and Brawley), with the same frequency as currently operates on Saturdays. As of June 2014, the base
service has been established, but without matching Saturday frequency.
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CONTINUE USE OF “SHADOW BUSES” ON CALEXICO ROUTES: Currently, “shadow buses” (or “second
sections” in the operating schedule) are used on the Calexico routes (Intercity Route 1 and IVC (Imperial
Valley College) Express Route 21) at times when crowding is anticipated to be a problem. These two
routes often exceed the scheduled vehicle capacity, particularly during certain times of the year {such as
at the beginning of the semester at IVC), and without “shadow buses” some passengers would be left
waiting at the curb. Continued provision of the “shadow buses” will provide a foundation for the service
increases on these routes proposed for Phase Two, but ensuring that ridership demand can continue to
grow without the constraint of space onboard a single vehicle (per trip).

Phase Two {2 to 3 Years)

ADDRESSING CAPACITY ISSUES ON CALEXICO ROUTES: Phase One includes the continued use of
“shadow buses” on Intercity Route 1 and IVC Express Route 21, In Phase Two, it is recommended that
these vehicles are incorporated into the route network on a daily basis, providing additional service on
IVC Express Route 21 during the peak periods. Shadow buses should continue to be used on Intercity
Route 1 as needed {these will be incorporated into a new route in Phase Three). In Phase Two, three
additional round-trips should be provided per day on [VC Express Route 21. I possible, these trips
should be interlined with IVC Express Route 22 (IVC-Niland), providing an additional express service
option to passengers traveling between Calexico and points north of El Centro,

CONSIDER “U-PASS” SYSTEM: In addition to increased service on IVC Express Route 21 (IVC-Calexico), a
study should be undertaken to examine the feasibility of a U-Pass system for students, faculty and staff
at IVC and San Diego State University’s Calexico campus, as well as other institutions that may be
interested in participating in such a program.

CALEXICO INTERMODAL TRANSFER TERMINAL: An Intermodal Transfer Terminat is currently being
planned for Calexico, to be located on First Street at Mary Avenue {note that the Calexico {TC study is
currently reviewing the feasibility of locating this facility at alternative locations throughout downtown
Calexico). This terminal should be served by ICTC's routes in order to provide transfer opportunities
between ICTC's routes (including Intercity Route 1, IVC Express Route 21, Direct Route 40 and the
Orange Line), intra-city, for-profit operators, and fong-distance intercity services such as those provided
by Greyhound. In the long-term, coordination with services provided by Mexican carriers may also be
desirable, The Calexico Intermodal Transit Center Feasibility Study is a continuation of this proposal.

Phase Three (4 to 5 Years)

IMPLEMENTATION OF CALEXICO CIRCULATOR (WEEKDAYS): In accordance with both the goals and
objectives of the SRTP as well as with the views laid out in the Imperial County Transit Vision, the
Orange Line circulator is proposed for Calexico, with connections available with Intercity Route 1, {VC
Express Route 21, Direct Route 40 and Fast Route 51 (proposed for this phase as well and described
subsequently) at the transfer point at 3rd Street and Paulin Avenue (or at the proposed Calexico
Intermodal Transfer Terminal), The precise alignments of the circulator will be determined in a separate
Circulator Study planned by ICTC. As with the Gold and Red Lines, this route should be designed to
operate on 60-minute headways in order to meet the proposed 60-minute pulse for the Intercity
Routes,

IMPLEMENTATION OF SATURDAY SERVICE ON CIRCULATORS: In Phases One and Two, Saturday service
is proposed for expansion on Intercity Routes 1, 2, 3 and 4 and for introduction on Direct Route 40. In
Phase Three, the circulators and the Purpie Line Connector are also proposed for introduction on
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Saturdays, for the eight hour period from 10:00AM to 6:00PM to provide focal circulation in Brawley,
Calexico, El Centro and Imperial, as some locai circulation provided by the current intercity routes would
have been removed due to route realignment.

CONTINUE TO ADDRESS CAPACITY 1SSUES ON CALEXICO ROUTES: Phases One and Two continued the
use of “shadow buses” on Intercity Route 1 and IVC Express Route 21, In Phase Two, these vehicles were
incorporated into the expansion of IVC Express Route 21, and maintained as needed on Intercity Route
1. In this phase, it is recommended that these vehicles are no longer incorporated inte Intercity Route 1,
but rather become the new Fast Route 51. This route would provide a weekday-only, peak period
limited-stop service between El Centro and Calexico. This service would operate via California Route
111, Interstate 8 and California Route 86, stopping at the Calexico Transfer Terminal, the proposed
Manzanita Casino, the Imperial Valley Mall, and the El Centro Transfer Terminal. The additional stops at
the casino and the mall would differentiate the service from private operator Numero Uno’s express
service, which operates nonstop hetween Calexico and El Centro.

Future Phases/Feasibility Studies {5+ Years)

REVISION OF CIRCULATORS TO IMPROVE PERFORMANCE/SERVE NEW GENERATORS: It is recommended
to continue to review the performance of all circulators, ensuring they remain up-to-date in serving the
major generators of each urban area. In particular, the Blue and Green Lines, implemented prior to the
introduction of any other circulators, may warrant some minor adjustments or revision in order to
ensure they are performing at the highest level possible.

PURSUE CROSS-BORDER COORDINATION WITH MEXICALI: Construction of the planned Calexico
Intermodal Transfer Terminal would present the opportunity for coordination with transit services
provided in Mexico (both intercity services and local Mexicali services). This facility should be integrated
into ICTC's transit network in order to provide more seamless cross-border transportation options.

Long-Term Transit Vision Concepts

CALIFORNIA ROUTE 111 CORRIDOR LIMITED-STOP SERVICE: Currently, several different services operate
along California Route 111 between Calexico and Brawley, including IVC Express Routes 21 and 22 and
Direct Route 40 as well as portions of several other routes. In the long-term, these services could be
incorporated into one limited stop service in the California Route 111 corridor {i.e., Fast Route 50),
simplifying the service pattern and de-segmenting the markets for these routes {i.e., a passenger
traveling between Calexico and Brawley would not be limited to Direct Route 40 trips, but would be able
to utilize any trip traveling in the corridor). There could be several options for service: 1) some trips
could be extended to Niland, providing more rapid service throughout the entire north-south spine, or
2) some trips {during the peak period) could continue to skip IVC, providing rapid service between
Brawley and Calexico. Stops could include the Calexico Transfer Terminal, the proposed Manzanita
Casing, IVC, and the Brawley Transfer Terminal. Timed transfers should be available with the circulators
where possible — this feature would be most critical for the Purple Line at IVC, where passengers on
Direct Route 40 could connect and reach downtown El Centro and Imperial.

REVIEW OF EXISTING BORDER CROSSINGS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR TRANSIT: imperial County is
bordered by Mexico to the south, with the City of Mexicali ~ and the nearly 1 million people in the city
and its surrounding communities — located directly across the border from Calexico. Border crossings are
available between downtown Calexico and Menxicali (via California Route 111}, east of Calexico {via
California Route 7), and near Winterhaven between Andrade and Los Algodones {via California Route
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186). Currently, IV Transit serves the border crossing in downtown Calexico, which serves as a significant
ridership generator. Future opportunities may exist not only to improve the connection between IV
Transit and transit operators across the border, but to serve one or both of the other border crossings as
well.

Final Environmental mpact Statement for Expansion and Reconfiguration of
the Land Port of Entry in Downtown Calexico, California {2011]

In May 2011, the General Services Administration published its Final Envircnmental Impact Statement
{FEIS} on the plan to expand and reconfigure the POE in downtown Calexico. The FEIS was followed in
July 2011 with the study’s signed Record of Decision (ROD), giving approval to move forward with
development of the expansion and reconfiguration plan. Based upon review of the FEIS, including all
technical findings and public comments received, the ROD summarizes the purpose and need for the
project, the alternatives considered, the environmental consequences, the decision leading to
identification of the preferred aiternative, and document measures required to manage any impacts.

Furpose and Need For Action

The General Services Administration (GSA), through its Border Station Program, assists the Customs and
Border Protection (CBP), a part of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS}, by planning, designing,
building, owning and leasing Land Ports of Entry (POE) to {BP, responsive to its mission requirements.
By developing solutions te meet CBP's needs, GSA enhances the security and safety of the United States'
{U.5.) borders.

Congressional mandates regarding the tracking of the entry and exit from the U.S. of vehicles and
travelers at all POEs require DHS to develop and implement the addition of new inspection technologies
and the inspection and tracking of inbound and outbound vehicles and pedestrians. GSA and CBP have
identified the following basic deficiencies at the downtown Calexico POE border crossing:
= The existing facilities will not accommodate the installation of technologically-advanced
inspection devices such as license plate readers, radiation detectors and x-ray equipment;
®  The existing facilities are inadeguate for maintaining employee and public safety and security;
¥ The existing facilities are inadequate for the proper conduct of inspection and cther services;
»  The existing facilities do not comply with modern seismic design requirements, posing a threat
to the life safety of the employees and the public in the event of an earthquake;
» Bottlenecks at the existing facilities cause heavy vehicle traffic congestion in the city streets of
Calexico, Catifornia, and Mexicali, Baja California; and
* The existing facilities exacerbate the delay experienced by the public crossing the International
Border,

Increasing cross-border commerce and traffic will compound these problems.

The action evaluated by the FEIS is the proposed expansion and reconfiguration of the downtown
Calexico POE. It would improve the safety, security, and operations of the POE; reduce vehicle and
pedestrian queues; and enable the installation of technologically-advanced inspection devices.

The downtown Calexico POE serves privately-owned vehicles (POV), bus, and pedestrian traffic into and
out of the Baja California city of Mexicali, The existing POE does not meet the Federal inspection
services' minimum standards for pracessing time and overall efficiency. GSA's need is to correct these
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operational deficiencies, provide for more thorough inspections, improve safety for empioyees and the
public, and reduce the delays experienced by the public.

Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative would expand the capacity of the downtown Calexico POE by constructing
new facilities for pedestrian and POV traffic. Southbound access would be from Second Street and Cesar
Chavez Boulevard. Northbound access would be west of the railroad tracks. Northbound traffic leaving
the POE would exit to either Imperial Avenue or Cesar Chavez Boulevard at Second Street.

The Preferred Alternative would expand and upgrade the downtown Calexico POE to accommodate new
equipment, increase safety, reduce wait times and traffic congestion, and align the facilities with the
existing and future Mexican POE facilities. Under the Preferred Alternative, the New River would not be
covered or moved. Except for a new bridge across the New River for southbound vehicular traffic and a
seized vehicle impound lot, all of the POE facilities would be located northeast of the New River. There
would be five southbound vehicle inspection booths. And there would be 340 parking stalls.

The downtown Calexico POE has two separate parcels of Federal government-owned properties
available for development: the Main Building site currently used to process all POV and pedestrian
traffic and the vacated commercial inspection compound that was used prior to the opening of the new
Calexico East POE in 1996. These two properties would be utilized under the Preferred Alternative.

Two parcels adjacent to the POE would be acquired: one {~1.8 acres) is on the other side of the New
River channel southwest of the vacated commercial inspection compound; and the second parcel of land
(~5.0 acres) is located west of the vacated commercial inspection compound and north of the first
parcel.

A portion of the privately owned, triangular parcel on the other side of the New River channel
southwest of the old commercial POE would be acquired for development as an impound area for seized
vehicles. A nonexclusive easement of approximately 33 acres would be sought on the south side of the
New River hetween this land and 2nd Street. The 5.0 acre parcei of land west of the vacated commercial
inspection compound would be developed for employee parking.

New Vehicle Inspection Facilit

The new vehicle inspection facility to be constructed would include new headhouse facilities, primary
inspection booths, secondary inspection areas, impound lot, secured parking spaces, paved roadways
and walkways, security fences and barriers. Under the Preferred Alternative, the new headhouse
building would be located just west of and parallel to the railroad tracks.

The northbound primary POV inspection area would have 16 lanes. The secondary inspection areas
would have space for up to 32 cars. The inspection of southbound {outbound) traffic would utilize five
lanes and booths. An additional lane would be provided for emergency bypass.

The two levels of the secondary inspection structure would be connected by controlled access ramps to
allow for circulation of official vehicles and supervised vehicle movements, such as the diversion of
vehicles rejected for entry to, or exit from, the U.S.
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New Pedestrian Processing Facility

A new Pedestrian Processing Building would be huilt on the site of the existing main building, The new
building would house all of the pedestrian inspection, certain employee support and port response
programs as well as prosecutions and detention facilities at the lower level. Buses will be processed
through the Calexico East POE approximately six miles east of downtown Calexico except when the
inspection facilities there are closed. Northbound bus passengers being processed through the
downtown POE would leave their buses on the Mexican side of the border and be processed through
the building as pedestrians. The empty buses would be inspected in the easternmost of the northbound
vehicuiar lanes.

Phased Construction

The construction will be funded in two phases, During Phase | construction, the vehicle and pedestrian
inspections would continue in the existing facilities while the old commercial POE would be cleared and
graded. Only part of the auto facility wouid be built in Phase . Phase | pians include 10 lanes of
northbound primary auto inspection, 12 secondary inspection stalls, and full build-out of the Headhouse
facility. Following completion of Phase | construction, access to the old northbound vehicle inspection
lanes would be eliminated as Mexico would begin construction of roadway and a tunne! giving access to
the new northbound vehicle inspection lanes for traffic approaching along the border from the east. The
Cesar Chavez intersection with Second Street would be signalized to accommodate the traffic flows
created in Phase I.

During Phase 11, the remainder of the auto inspection facilities and site development to the western
edge of the site would be built. The remaining northbound and all the permanent southbound vehicle
inspection facilities would be constructed in this Phase along with permanent employee parking, secure
circuiation, prisoner transport area, a new Administration Building and a new Pedestrian Processing
Building.

Signalization of the two Second Street intersections would be revised during Phase Il to accommodate
the final traffic flows.

Current Status

To date, Congress has appropriated approximately $23.8 million for site acquisition and project design.
GSA is seeking $93 million for construction of Phase [ and $225.5 million for construction of Phase Il. The
design has been completed and the project is waiting for Congressional funding.

Calexico Downtown Plan {2009)

In July 2009, the City of Calexico, with funding provided by the Southern California Association of
Governments’ {SCAG) Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project Program, completed the Calexico
Downtown Plan.

The Calexico Downtown Plan lays out the strategies to accomplish the downtown envisioned by the
community. The Downtown Plan is intended to enable the community to realize a multi-functional
downtown district that is full of life, people, opportunities and thriving business, both now and long into
the future.
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Downtown Character

The Downtown Plan describes the character of downtown as heing a busy, bustling place full of people.
Most buildings are one or two stories with frontage on the sidewalk and characteristic porticos to shade
pedestrians from the hot southern Califarnia sun. The sidewalks are wide and accommodating. The
border crossing located on £, 1st Street is a major source of pedestrian traffic into the center of
downtown. Though there are commercial vacancles, there is great infrastructure to support expanded
commercial opportunities.

Most business activity occurs during the day, and downtown becomes quieter at night as residential
uses are not allcwed under current zoning.

Stakeheolder Interviews
Interviews conducted with local business owners, council members and residents further informed the
vision for downtown Calexico. The interviews were one-on-one conversations with the goal of gaining
local expertise on issues facing Calexico. These interviewees provided yet another perspective in
addition to that gained from a previously held citizen workshop. The interviews and workshops provided
invaluable input on how the downtown should develop and grow. Some key findings from the
interviews included:
=  Taxis should wait in areas where they aren’t taking up parking spaces that customers want to
use. If taxis wait in other parts of town people will have to walk through downtown to get to
them and are more likely to visit businesses;
®  Merchants and customers are concerned about parking meter fees and tickets;
®  Locate government offices and agencies downtown;
= Desired downtown businesses include: theaters, restaurants with a bar and lounge, dance clubs,
and bookstores;
«  Enliven downtown with mixed-use buiidings;
= Businesses need to find ways to attract more Mexicali shoppers;
=  The plan and vision for the future of Calexico should come from the local residents.

Implementation Strategy

The Downtown Plan developed a series of recommendations and strategies to meet the goals
established by the study. The following is a restatement of the recommendations and strategies
included in the final report.

Transit Center Relocation

Recommendation:
= Relocate transit center to improve circulation in downtown.

Strategies:
»  Provide on-street taxi stand with parking for 2-3 taxis.
=  Provide off-site taxi waiting area or dispatch.
» ldentify private shuttle stop location with printed schedule at the stop or next bus signage.
* Provide way-finding system to direct pedestrians to taxi stand, private shuttle stop location, city
bus stops.
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* Identify locations for taxi stand, stops, and off-site waiting area.
* Develop Downtown Area Wayfinding Plan.

* Engage stakeholders, train appropriate staff and dispatch.

»  Enact legisiation or enforcement.

s Public Qutreach.

Other Recommended Strategles
Provide for downtown parking needs in established areas with a parking structure and shared parking,
freeing up additional surface parking lots for development, by allowing developers and business owners
to waive off-street parking requirements, reserving on-street spaces for customers, enhancing and add
to the current municipal parking facilities and encouraging sharing among businesses.

*  Encourage public/private partnerships to invest in redevelopment projects downtown.
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public Qutreach Detail
pdtachment 1 syakeholder Discussion Topics and Report

Driscissien Topics/Questions for Stakeholder tnierviews
Topics/questions are designed to guide the open-ended discussion and derive general points of
gualitative information to be subsequently analyzed.

Introduction

Interviewer to provide brief overview of the purpose of the study and the sponsoring agencies. Explain
that the rationale for the interview is 10 obtain information on the individual's perceptions of the
organization's positions on local public transit/transportation, opportunities, barriers and needs.

Interview Topics
Experience

» Thinking about Calexico's downtown area, are you aware of any security (public safety)
concerns? (if yes...) Are there particular areas (probe: issues/locations) that stand out in your
mind?

»  When we talk about local public transportation, are you aware or have you heard about
concerns with vehicle or driver safety? (if yes...) What is the general nature of the concerns?

= There are a number of transit stops and facilities located in and around Calexico, do you think
they could/should be improved? (if yes...) How would you improve, thelr convenience, comfort
and/or location?

s  Inthinking about the various transportation options in downtown Calexico {e.g. public transit,
taxi, private shuttles, tour buses, agricultural worker transport, etc.), do you feel colocation of
these services would be a betterment to the rider? To the downtown community? Why?

»  What downtown public improvements would enhance the public's experience and potentially
facilitate economic development?

a Ifyouarean employer, how do your employees get to work? 1s transit access and of parking a
benefit or hindrance to your employees? if you are not an employer what is your perception of
employee commute patterns?

Service
= Thinking about local public transit/transportation, do you have any thoughts about the quality
ofexisting services?
» Do riders have difficulty accessing local transit?
= \What is your perception of the dependability of lacal public transit/transportation services?
» Does cost create hurden or an obstacle for local transportation users?

Logistics
« In their current locations, do transit stops and facilities present an overall convenience of
inconvenience for current riders and potential riders? (probe: areas of potential rider growth) {if
inconvenience...) What do you think could improve rider experience?
= Do current public transportation schedules adequately meet rider needs? (if no...) What changes
could be made to current schedules?
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Customers
s«  Why doyou believe local residents usé transit?
» Whenarethe busiest times of the day, week for focal public transit/transportatlon?
»  What percentage of local riders do you believe originate in Mexicali?
s  Where are most riders originating in Calexico going?
»  Where doyou believe most riders coming to Calexico end up?
= Inyour opinion, what percentage of local riders are dependent on pubiic transit/transportation?
s How do most local riders pay for transportation, monthly passes or @ pay-as-they-go0 basis?

crakeholder Ppterview Report

The public outreach component contained in the overall work plan for the study of an intermodal
Transportation Center in Downtown Calexico calls for input from local community and business
stakeholders. This report comprises relevant information derived from interviews conducted with local
stakehalders representing business, education, heaith and fransportation interests. Subject areas
covered in the interviews included downtown safety and security, concepts 10 improve Downiown
Calexico, opinions regarding proposed inter-modal transportation facility concepts, perceptions on local
public transportation services and public transportation rider demographics and habits.

Contained in the body of the reportt are the individual responses from each stakeholder periaining to
each sub item. Though some participants lacked familiarity with some issues, their views establish a
useful starting point for the project’s data collection phase.

The following is an aggregated synopsis of all stakeholder responses.

Safety:

Al participants indicated that there were little or no safety of security problems in the downtown area.
some raised the existence of periodic issues related 10 overcrowding at the transit stop located at Third
Street and Paulin street. Others indicated that “Raiteros,” Of unlicensed/unauthorized transportation
providers posed a hazard to the public. And others mentioned heavy traffic conditions and pedestrian
safety issues on First Street near the POE.

Public Transportation facilities!

All participants that had an opinion supported the concept of a co-located transportation facility in the
downtown area. Though there was some diverse thinking as to location, but most pelieved that a
strategically located ITC would improve existing traffic problems and be a catalyst for downtown
revitalization.

Most believed that some riders have accessibility challenges with existing transit stop locations and that
they could be improved with shading and other amenities.

Downtown Improvements:

The concept of @ pedestrian promenade was supported by the majority of the participants. They all
indicated that the idea had been discussed for a number of years. They believe that the change would
henefit the business community and relieve serious vehicular and pedestrian congestion at the POE.
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Transit Service & Riders:

Major transit operators in the city of Calexico are fmperial Valley Transit (IVT), Calexico Transit (CTS) and
Numero Uno Shuttle. Each operate at 11 stops around Calexico and IVT and Numere Uno serves
destinations outside of Calexico. Operating hours for all services are generally between 6:00am and
7:00pm daily.

Representatives for /T and CTS indicated that the majority of their riders originate in Mexicali. Other
major groups consist of students and seniors. Popular destinations for border crossers are stores, banks
and the post office.

The majority of riders purchase fares with cash on a daily basis.

Busiest times for public transportation are mornings. Wednesdays are busy because of a popular swap
meet in Calexico.

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

1. David Ouzan,
Chairman, Calexico Planning Commission

Safety:

Mr. Ouzan indicated that he was unaware of major safety or security concerns in or around downtown
Calexico. While safety has not been a major problem, there are some downtown streets that pose
hazards due to heavy traffic and congestion. He indicated that First Street at Rockwood Street is an
intersection where pedestrians have difficulty crossing due to the heavy traffic volumes at peak hours.
in his opinion, the traffic situation worsened when changes to street movements on Second Street were
made. The city converted Second Street to two-way direction which increased traffic volumes on First
Street. Mr. Ouzan, a manager of a First Street business situated directly across from the pedestrian
entrance of the POE, has seen buses and taxis involved in accidents. He has seen an increase in
transportation operators come to the area which has only worsened the traffic situation.

Adding to the problem are taxis that have changed their fare structure to directly compete with buses.
Riders can now use taxis to move ahout the city for the price of a bus ride.

Public Transportation Facilities:

He believes that a co-located transportation facility is a good concept that could alleviate much of the
congestion along First street. He believes that the facility should be developed at the city-owned lots
near the border. That would be the most convenient for riders and reduce the overall cost of delivering
the ITC because the fand is already in public ownership. He also suggests that all public transportation
operations be moved from First Street to relieve congestion. He indicated that Third and Fourth Streets
are under-utitized and could provide easy access to imperial Avenue. He also indicated that Grant Street
is the most southern roadway that has a full movement intersection at Imperial Highway. Accordingly,
he believes that Grant Street should be used to accommodate all the van shuttles that traverse the city
to access the west side of Calexico.

Downtown improvements:
Mr. Ouzan believes that creating a more attractive Downtown Core is the highest priority. He supports
the concept of closing First Street from Heffernan Street to Paulin Street. An obvious concern would be
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vehicular access to the Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) parking lot on Heffernan Street south of First
Street. There would need to a private access road for government vehicles. If that could be worked out
he said the closure of the street would make a perfect plaza used for a public market and gathering spot.
He doesn’t believe that the removal of on-street parking necessitated by the closure would negatively
affect businesses as there are a number of public parking lots throughout the downtown area.

Transit Services & Riders:

Mr. Ouzan stated that local transit operators need to upgrade their stops to make them more
comfortable and convenient for riders. He has heard that local riders want shefters from the sun,
restrooms and drinking fountains. He stated that most of his employees and many in the downtown
area live in Mexicali and cross the border each day to get to work. He believes that most riders stay
jocal and use transit for shopping and school. He doesn’t believe many riders use monthly passes and
they regularly pay on a daily basis.

He indicated that Wednesdays and weekends are the busiest days because the local swap meet {Las
Palmas Swap Meet, Wed thru Sun, 1305 Ollie Avenue) attracts shoppers from south of the border. He
doesn’t believe that many of the transit riders are Calexico residents because most local residents have
access to private vehicles.

2, Greg Gelman
Member, Calexico Downtown Business Improvement District

Safety:

Mr. Gelman said that he doesn’t believe that there is a sense that Downtown Calexico is unsafe. He
indicated that street lights have been installed recently which has made the neighborhood seem safer.
According to Mr. Gelman, overali, Calexico is a safe town.

Downtown Improvements:

He stated that the Business Improvement District is working to restore basic improvements that were
eliminated due to budget shortfalls. Curbs, gutters, street maintenance and other hardscape
improvements are needed to improve the downtown for businesses and shoppers., He also believes
that establishing a promenade on First Street which has been discussed over the years, would be an
enhancement to the community. He doesn’t believe that taxis should be aliowed to park outside the
POE because they tend to pick up fares and drive them out of the downtown area, not allowing
shoppers to experience the local offerings.

Public Transportation Facilities:

He believes that the idea of a co-located transportation facility has merit and that it should be built
along Third Street. Moving the facility a reasonable distance from the POE would require riders to walk
through the downtown and would invigorate the business core by putting more customers on the
street. That improvement along with the development of a much needed long range planning
document to guide strategies to improve downtown would carry significant benefit.

Transit Services & Riders:

Mr. Gelman stated that his customers complain about having to walk too far to get to the bus stop and
that many of the stops have accessibility challenges. Last year, the City contracted with an individual,
Dan Chairez, to improve the city’s stops by selling advertising on the benches and shelters to fund the
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upgrades. According to Mr. Gelman, not much has happened in the 9 months since the contract was
executed.

Regarding ridership, he believes that most of the riders originate in Mexicali. Beyond that, imperial
Valley College generates a major portion of transit demand. He indicated that mornings tend to be the
husiest time for lacal traffic.

3. John Moreno
Executive Director, Calexico Adult School

Safety:

Mr. Moreno indicates that the downtown area is regarded as safe. There haven’t been large scale
incidents In recent times. He does believe that there are traffic and pedestrian safety issues on First
Street in front of the POE Pedestrian entrance. The area is congested with vehicles despite the fact that
the city recently removed a number of taxi parking spaces near the crossing. Though the taxis have
largely been relocated, the raiteros have taken their former positions adding to the hazardous
conditions.

Downtown Improvements:

Based on his opinion that the downtown area has enough parking, he believes that a promenade on
First Street would be an improvement on a number of levels. He also added that there have not been
complaints from residents living near the business district regarding street parking and his observation is
that the city’s parking lots are seldom at capacity.

Public Transportation Facilities:

He also believes that there should be an effort to redirect some of the pedestrian crossings to the “east”
POE. [n his opinion it is underutilized and more crossers would use the facility if there were convenient
transportation services available there. He suggested that a shuttle could be utilized to transport
crossers to downtown.

He believes that a large co-located transportation facility would serve as a benefit because it would give
riders more choices. He suggested lots at Rockwood Avenue and 3 street; as well as Heber Avenue
and 3 Street be considered as candidate sites.

Transit Services & Riders:

Mr. Moreno believes that for the most part, transit stops in their current locations serve their purpose,
but he has heard complaints about accessibility problems. He also indicated that transit demand
generated by Imperial Valley College creates inconveniences for riders because there isn’t enough
service to the campus. The county system has struggled to meet demand and as a result the transit stop
at 3" Street and Paulin Street has become overcrowded. That overcrowding has led to disturbances
which Mr. Moreno characterized as extreme.

He believes that mornings are the busiest time for transit. Shoppers and students drive the demand. In
his opinion, 25%-30% of students are dependent on transit.
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4, Hildy Carillo
Executive Director, Calexico Chamber of Commerce

Safety:
Ms. Carlllo is unaware of safety concerns in the downtown area; she believes it to be relatively safe.

She isn’t too familiar with transit issues but knows there are probiems with some of services operating
in Calexico. She stated that some services operate shabby and over loadad buses, many of which emit
smog and contribute to air pollution.

Downtown Improvements:

Ms. Carillo supports the concept of closing First Street to vehicles as a means to reduce congestion at
the border and create a more walkable downtown. She believes that there is enough public parking in
the downtown area. Requiring people to walk downtown more frequently may induce business owners
to upgrade their stores.

Public Transportation Facilities:

She doesn’t have an opinion on the merit of a co-located transportation center other than it should be
large enough to accommaodate all multi passenger carriers. She also believes that the taxis should not
be part of the facility and should be separated from transit operations.

Transit Services & Riders:

Ms. Carillo indicated that her cbservation is that the majority of transit riders originate from Mexicali.
When coming to Calexico, the most common destinations are Walmart, banks, Food for Less and the
post office. She also has heard that wealthier Mexicali residents that cross by foot have vehicles in the
U.S. For these riders, the 1% of the month seems to be the busiest.

For local residents, transit is not a problem because most have vehicles. Seniors and students are the
largest group of local riders. Student demand is higher due to the closing of the Calexico Imperial Valley
College Campus. All classes are now conducted at the main campus in the City of Imperial.

5. Edward Lopez
Downtown Business Owner, Fmr, Planning Commissioner & Business District Board Member

Safety:
Mr. Lopez believes that downtown Calexico is relatively safe.

Downtown Improvements:

He believes that the downtown area needs additional street parking particularly on First Street where
the taxi parking is now located. When asked about the merit of a First Street promenade he said he was
concerned about the lack of parking to the businesses on his block. On the other hand, he is concerned
about the crossers stepping out of the POE and getting in a vehicle and leaving downtown.

Transit Services & Riders:

He stated the majority of riders are from Mexicali and that only 10%-15% of public transportation riders
are from Calexico. His observation is that the busiest time for crossers is from 11:00am through 3:00pm
Monday through Saturday.
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He states that the maijority of his customers are residents of Mexicali that cross each by foot. They cross
the border to work, shop or attend school. Those that walk from Mexicali typically get to the border via
mass transit or by private automobile. He indicated that thereis a public parking ot in Mexicali referred
to as “El Tecolote” where the workers park their cars before coming into Calexico.

public Transportation Facilities:
He stated that he wasn't familiar with transit issues.

6. Jovan Castro
General Manager, Calexico Transit System

M. Castro provided information from the perspective of his operation and opinions on transit in
Calexico.

Safety:
He believes the most significant safety issue in the downtown area is the raiteros that operate around

the border crossing.

public Transportation Facilities:

He believes that transit should have more access to riders. He believes that a co-located facility would
require more people to walk through the downtown which would be a benefit to the businesses. He
doesn't think that a center on Third Street would be too far for people to walk. He does believe that
the existing stop at the border is the most convenient for crossers, which make up 90% of his riders. The
remaining 10% are seniors and people accessing health services. He doesn’t believe that a large
percentage of Calexico residents are transit dependent. e indicated that his local customers are
seniors and low income individuals.

Downtown improvements:

Mr. Castro has heard of the idea to close First Street to vehicles. He doesn’t have a strong opinion but
believes that it could impact the existing businesses on First Street. He believes that transportation
closer to the border is best for day Crosseis.

Transit Services & Riders:

With regard to Calexico Transit Services, buses run from 6:30am to 7:30pm daily. Running on 30-minute
headways, the service operates up to six buses with busiest days being Wednesday, Saturday and
sunday. CTS operates in Calexico and uses 11 transit stops maintained by (mperial Valley Transit. They
offer 20-ride ticket books at a 5% discount over the daily fare, though only about 5% of riders purchase
in buik.

M. Castro indicated that his competition is imperial Valiey Transit and Numero Uno Shuttle. Both offer
service around Calexico, but also serve destinations throughout Imperial County.
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7. Cindy Aguilar
Center Director, Clincas de Salud del Pueblo

Safety:

Ms. Aguilar stated that she has lived in Calexico her entire life and believes that the downtown area is
safe and the streets are well lit and safe at night as weil. Unfamiliar with transit issues she indicated
that she was unaware of any safety problems. She stated that she believed that the stops were in good
locations and that the service was considered dependable.

pPublic Transportation Facilities:

Ms. Aguilar had no opinion of the co-location of transit services. She did comment that her clients tell
her that there are not enough transit options in Calexico. Busses are forced to drop off patients more
than a block away from the facility adding to the inconvenience.

Transit Services & Riders:

Existing service does not access enough destinations in the county. She has received complaints that
patients have trouble getting transportation and they cannot afford taxis. A majority of patients take
their own vehicles or take taxis to access the center.

Her suggestions to improve rider experience are to reduce wait times and increase the number of transit
stops and destinations. The cost of transit doesn’t seem to be a barrier as some health plans reimburse
for transportation. Taxisarea different story. They are very expensive and out of reach for many of the
clinic’s patients.

Ms. Aguilar indicated that nearly 10% of her staff lives in Mexicali and most drive a private vehicle to
work daily. For the clinic, mornings are the busiest time of the day. In general she believes that the
majority of transit riders are from Mexicali. For Calexico residents, she estimates that 30%-40% are
dependent on public transportation, mainly seniors and students.

8. Charles Brockwell
General Manager, imperial Valley Transit {IVT)

Safety:

Mr. Brockwell stated he was unaware of any unsafe areas in the downtown area although he stated that
the transit stop located at the intersection of Third Street and Paulin Street is impacted which has led to
problems. Farm {abor vehicles add to the congestion in the afternoons.

With respect to the relative safety of the public transportation, he indicated that there has heen
increased enforcement of farm labor vehicies which has improved quality.

Public Transportation Facilities:
With respecttoa co-located facility, it will be critical to receive buy-in from all operators in the area.

There is also a need to expand coverage in the city of Calexico. Other improvements would include
upgraded transit stops and enhanced trip information signage.

Page 78




Calexico ITC Feasibility Study
Draft Final Report

Transit Services & Riders:

Regarding IVT services, busses roll at 5:45am until 11:00pm daily. Busiest times of the day are 6:30am
to 10:00am and from 3:00pm to 6:30pm weekdays and Saturdays from 8:00am to 12:00pm. A recently
added Sunday service is increasing ridership by the week.

For trips within Calexico 20% of riders are intra city fares with the Clinicas de Salud being the busiest
stop. Of Calexico riders, students travelling to Imperial Valley College are the majority. Each day nearly
60% of IVT riders originating in Calexico are Mexicali residents. Mr. Brockwell estimates that 50% of the
riders on IVT buses have no other means of transportation accessible to them.

9, Richard Ortega
Executive Director, Neighborhood House of Calexico

Safety:
Mr. Ortega operates the Neighborhood House Jocated just outside downtown Calexico and reporis that
he s unaware of problems with safety or crime in the area.

Downtown iImprovements:

He helieves that the Downtown area lacks services needed to revitalize the area. There has not been
focus on investment due to the budget shortfalls at the city. He believes however that the investments
must be made if the downtown area is to survive.

Public Transportation Facilities:

He isn’t that familiar with the transit issues but believes thata transit center should be built north of
town. Much in the way that the raifroad created investment and development, the transit center should
be the driver for more investment. Particular focus should consider the needs of the riders coming from
Mexicali, because that is the largest group riding transit.

Transit Services & Riders:

To improve the area, he believes that money should be invested to upgrade transit vehicles, and add
transportation services to the interior of the city. He believes that the concept of building a transit
center should focus on alternatives that provide the greatest henefit in creating economic development.

in talking about his employees, virtually all have their own vehicles and drive to work. He isn't sure
about the population’s dependency on transit but he believes there are a lot of single car households
where family members are left without a vehicle. He also isn’t aware of problems with access to local
public transportation.

He estimates that 80% of the local riders originate in Mexicali.
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Attachment 2: Community Walk Element
The following are notes from specific comments made by individuals that attended and participated in
the Community Walk event held February 8, 2014.

County Supervisor John Renison
s Stressed a need for enhanced amenities in the project wherever it's located; Recommended
enhancements such as, more shaded areas and seating, misters and landscaping.

James (Greyhound Bus Lines)
s Alt 1 has insufficient land area to accommodate Greyhound operations;
= Questions/Concerns regarding site control {multiple owners) of surrounding areas for alt 3.
= Alt 2 seemed to be the best option based on available land area, location, single ownership,
proximity to the border and necessary width of streets accessing the site;
= 1,100 square feet (minimum) needed for Greyhound bus facility and offices.

Diana Cortez & Azucena Wendz (Calexico Transit System)
®  Farm workers preferalt 1
= Alt 1is not a prime consideration based on its small size and difficult large vehicle access.
» Al 485 was close to the POE, but wouid necessitate a removal of needed public parking,
creating issues for motorists.
» The ideal location for the transportation center is the current transit stop on E. 1** Street
because of its proximity to the border.

Mayor of Calexico
» There is a need to create a facility that would also be accomimodating to farm workers.
*  Any facility should be in an area where people should walk and see the shops and offerings in
downtown Calexico. Downtown revitalization should be a project outcome.

Miscellanecus Comments:

»  Removal of parking in existing public lots could impact local businesses that purchase monthly
passes for their employees.

»  Bus terminal at alt 5 may receive CBP opposition due to border fence security.

=  Most believed that alt 2 was the best for convenience, access and land area.

= A combination or consolidation of alts 4&5 could accommodate a true intermodal facility that
would also service taxis and other small vehicles for hire.

*  The closure of E. 1* Street would provide an impetus for pedestrian activity and provide a venue
to hold community affairs like outdoor markets and festivals.
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sabado, 8 de febrero de 2014: 10 AMatlPM

Estudio Para un Centro de Transporte Intermodal en Calexico
Camine. Vea. Comparta. Planeé.

Se Invita a la comunidad a pasticipar en un estudio colaborativo para determinar la
viahilidad y ublcacion ideal para un nieve centro de transpartacion intermodal en Calexico.
Acompanenos en una caminata comunitarla en forma interactiva para examinar y disculir
cada lugar menclonado en el estudlo.

Horarios | Elija uno de los siguientes

10:00 am - 11:10 am - Pablico en General’

11:30 am - 12: 40 pm - Dusfios do negocios’

1:00 pm - 2:10 pm - Propletarios/Opetadores de Transporte Pliblleo’

Hlorarios sugernhin, Precdin dogdy e tidbjun o ofr foa e Ef;;ruri;|>]ml[_-uuiwm;hu_

Lugar de reunion | Historic Customs Bullding Confirmar Asistencia | jueves, 6 de febrero
Calte Primera y Ave. Helfernan - Calexleo, CA Comunicarse con: Steve Castaieda
£19.955 5177 1 Steve @PHAMConsull.com
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Attachment 3; Community Forum Element
On March 8, 2014, representatives from SCAG, ICTC, Calexico, and the project team held a Community
Forum at the Camarena Memorial Library in the City of Calexico.

The goal of the exercise was to give community leaders and members of the public an opportunity to
comment and make suggestions about each of the candidate sites under consideration. Participants
were invited to the event through a number of means, including public notices at bus stops and pubtic
spaces, website posts, and email blasts to stakeholders and business groups. Invitations were also
mailed to community members that had previously stated an interest in the process and hand
distribution at Calexico bus stops and the Imperial Valley College campus.

The event was organized into a series of exhibit stations that participants could visit and learn about the
particular site and affix their comments with sticky notes. The following are the comments received at
the event corresponding to each site alternative.

Welcome

Calexico Border Intermodal
Transportation Center (ITC)

Community Forum
March 6, 2014
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Station 1
Alt L Alt 2 Alt 3
v IV transter location / Vacand building v Publie parking/Vacant

v
Publie parking, v~ 3 acres Jot
Y o=dqieres v 19 miles from POR Y - L4 acres
v v 28 miles from POE
v Demolition, prading,
utitity relocation costs

v .24 miles from POE,
v Small fot

Denolition costs

-

Good size

v Good size

General Comments

»  People walk north and south;

»  Sjtes 2 and 3 have better access for buses;

= Sites 2 and 3 are great;

= Keep it the way it is! If changed, transportation will be confusing;

= Needs to be accessible and closer to everyone;

= E. 3"Street and Heffernan Avenue is too dangerous {no explanation).

Site Specific Comments
Alternative 1 — E. 3" Street and Paulin Avenue
*»  Too small and too congested;
®  Doesn’t have good mobility;
* Has been a transportation issue due to the small area creating mobility congestion.

Alternative 2 — E. 3" Street and Heffernan Avenue
» Closer to business and border;
»  Closer to border;
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= More access direct connection to border;
*  Many individuals come from Mexico;
»  Will make it a direct walk to crossing;
»  (Centrally located; closer to POE;
»  People are going to walk;
|5 cost going to increase?
Alternative 3 —E. 3" Street and Heber Avenue
»  Would build u this end of town;
= |t looks too smali.
Station 2
Alt 4 Alt s
v PPublic parking v Parking
v~ 88 acres Yo~ 3.0 00008
v mides from POE v o1 miles from POE
v Parking well used v Litte disraption to existing uses
v Good shape v Good size
v Bt St could be incorporated v Tt Stis incorporated

General Comments

*  None

Site Specific Comments

Alternative 4 — E, 1% Street and Heber Avenue
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e

»  Thisis a better area; it Is closer and more accessible from the horder;

»  Good for terminal;

«  Should consider combining sites 4 and 5.

Alternative 5— £, 1% Street, Between Heber Avenue and Blair Avenue

s« Both4and5 combined;

s Don't agree —tao crowded for buses;

Too far to walk from Port of Entry;

» Easier towalk northbound than eastbound;

« Pperfect location will not take away from business parking;

= Discussing Plan 5 wit
» This area becomes more

hy CBP about access along the fence;
feasible for intermodal mobility.

Station 3

Station 3

Al P

AlLO
v Vacant building/ v Public strect v Create pedestrian
gireet/Existing {ransit center v - 86 neres plaza with {axi
- o . ooand transit
v - L5acres v Adjacent to POE S
v 49 miles from POE s Close street 10 v Eh.mmalm?,
o, - e . srivate antos may
v Utilize exasung building private antos lh'wv mr;t'i! cen if |
X - LR RS i
v Eliminate another ITC site is \

v Could be combined with Al P
parking chosen

% 4

General Comments

s Possible consideration 0

« Buses could access the no
jaza on E. 1 Street between

» Createa pedestrian P
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= Don't take parking from E. 1* Street;

*  Good idea to close Greyhound terminal’

* Too crowded from pedestrian traffic;

*  Further away from the border is best, because of immigration;

*  Consider options west of Imperial Avenue due to shifting transportation and concentration from
new Port of Entry;

»  Parking should be much closer, important aspect that residents shopping can walk to stores.

Site Specific Comments
Alternative 6 — E. 1* Street and Heber Avenue, including historic Customs Building
= (Closest to the border;
*  Consider the impact of the future casino and impact on transportation;
= Lots of problems with immigration;
*  Bringing transit here would be too busy for pedestrian traffic.
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Calexico Intermodal Transportation Center Study
MEET. SEE. SHARE. PLAN.

You are inviled to take partin ihe collaborative study being conducted 1o determine the
feasibliity and preferred location for a new intermadal Transportation Genter in downtown
Calexicn. Jain us for an interactive community forum of all study locations and share your
views ahd thoughts about each.

Time: 4:30 PM - 6:30 PM *
Forum is “open house” format, Yow are welcome to arrive anytime within this Hmeframe o
provide your fipuit and leavn miore about the study.

Meeting Location { Gamarena Memorial Library R.5.V.P. | Tuesday, March 4, 2014

850 Encinas Ave - Caloxico, GA contact; Steve Castafieda
619.955.65177 | Stavg @PHRMConsull.com

. Sndtnanst cotnel of {3l
COALR Piin Ave

2ian of £ 3rd St
% netvaen Pockwood Ave &
Hatternan Ave

Soytraest coonar ol
@ M SUA Habs Ave

o) 2 Heetheast comer of
i W35 ¢ 151508 Hebef Ave

Soutn of © 151 51 batwaan
@ Hater Ava & Blos Ava

Clpaing ol E 16138
patyiion appronnately
Paulin Ave & Halftman
Ay Toc a el faxi snd
padesitiur Prumodada
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juevez, 6 de marzo de 2014: 4:30

Estudio Para un Gentro de Transporte Intermodal en Calexico
CONOZCA. VEA.  COMPARTA. PLANEE.

ot i it e e T

Seinvitaala comunidad a participar en un estudio cotaboralivo para determinar ta
viabilidad y ublcacion ideat para un nuevo centro de franspontacion intermodal en Calexica.
Acompafienos en un foro comunitaria para compartir, repasary disutir cada tugar
mencionado en el estudio.

Horario: 4:30 pm - 6:30 pm*
 Puede Hegar en- cralguier momente dentro.de este HAIKER de Hempo pard compartir ¥
aprender mds sabre ¢l estudio.

Lugar de reunion | Camarena Memorial Library Confirmar Asistencia | martes, 4 de marzo
450 Encinas Ave - Calaxico, CA Comunicarse con: gteve Castafieda
519.056.5177 1 Ste\fe@PRMConsuil.com

Esqultia 2eHo o la
§natn 2era y Ava. Pauiin

A war o le Gallo Apii
@3 coni . Rotkwood ¥
Ave, Pflernan

Exrulnia Satese orla

oo derd v AVD Hebar
i . RSN nofaste da 13
ity .
@é Catle 1610 y Ave Hob

Al et a8 calle 1&ra antra
Ave Vepat y Ave 3
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Jisltarnan prA AN
(el y PO preatani
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Attachment 4: Transportation Provider Input Element
On December 17, 2013, representatives from SCAG, ICTC, City of Calexico, ad the project team held a
meeting for transportation providers at the Durazo Arts Center in the City of Calexico.

The goal of the meeting was to give transportation service operators in Calexico an opportunity to
comment and make suggestions about the concept of an intermodal transportation center and the
potential of converting E. 1** Street (Paulin Avenue to Heffernan Avenue) into a pedestrian plaza. Invited
participants were identified through the City of Calexico’s operator database and were sent personal
invitations to attend.

The following are comments received at the event corresponding to each site alternative.

Backpround
» 45 taxis operate in the City of Calexico, most taxi riders come from the border area.

Current Areas of Concern
»  Safety - Border area is currently hard to navigate — unregulated pedestrian crossing;
»  TaxiBandits — big problem but transportation center may help to control;
»  Private drivers are dangerous — too hard to navigate as get closer to the border;
»  Private automobiles are at will — creating a dangerous situation;
» Pedestrians and private drivers are currently difficult to control;
»  The closer you get to the border the harder maneuver into/trough traffic;
»  Bandit cabs (raiteros) — their presence is dangerous and impact taxi sales.

ITC Facility Reactions and Recommendations

»  Need to expand “Kiss and Ride” facility for private vehicle drop-offs and pickups;

= There is a need for adequate space for taxis to queue up while waiting for fares;

»  There is a need for additional taxi zones around the city but primarily near the POE;

» |t was indicated that the taxi industry has different needs than other providers. if a facility is
built, it should provide separate accommodations for light vehicles;

»  The main purpose of the facility should be to benefit providers and riders;

v Attention should he paid to the impact to traffic, crime and convenience;

«  The £, 2" Street and Heber Avenue site as well as the E. 3" Street and Heffernan Avenue site
were identified as good sites from a location and access perspective;

= It was indicated that locations closer to the border would be better for taxis because of the
traffic;

= 1.2 blocks away from the border would benefit the busses because of the ease of access and
circutation.

e

Questions Regarding ITC Study /Facility
» There was a question about the ability of the proposed facility to meet the needs of all of the
operators in Calexico. No one should be excluded;
»  What if others don’t want to change; What if | don’t want to take part?
»  Will this be a mandatory station for all?
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» Wil private automobiles be segregated from “for hire” vehicles?

= |5 facility just pick up and drop off too?

= There are so many of us — how will you fit 45 taxicabs? will it include both loading and
unloading?

= s this a station where we will have to park our taxis or just drop off?

= Wil there be an area for taxi’s to queue up?

»  What's the purpose of putting all the companies in one place?

»  What about Greyhound? Their buses are large — will there be enough room? Will it be safe?

= Our current locations and arrangement has worked for years — why so we need to change? Why
do you think we need to change?

« Can we still have our taxi zone and we can have another area?

Calexico East POE
» Taxicabs are not aliowed to entet;
»  The only way is if they {riders} go to the gas station for pick-up;
x  Fares have to walk a little bit overa mile to get a taxi;
» They (Calexico East POE) don’t have taxicab waiting;
s The POE isn’t busy — 2 calls (for taxi service) a day is a lot — usually a regular and they feel
comfortable to go to the east.

Alternative 2 - B, 3 Streel and Beffernan Avenue
»  Heffernan Avenue and E. 3 Street is only a block and ¥z away (from border);
«  When they come from Gran Piaza they still want to shop aroynd downtown;
« They come from El Centro and they have the opportunity to walk;
= It's not too congested to the traffic and it’s right up to the border;
x  jt's further than what they are used to;

Nice size lot. Seems a good size to do everything needed.

Pedestrian Promenade Concept
» idea of the “Promenade” concept is an idea worth exploring further;
»  There may be opposition from businesses along E. 1 Street;
x  The concept could provide more accessibility for pedestrians;
«  Currently there is a lack of order and consequently dangerous conditions for pedestrians;
« There are also non-permitted cabs (raiteros) operating in the area that could be controlied with
better management and enforcement;
» Ppromenade could heip stimulate some concepts for City’s re-development plan;
= Merchants concerned with no parking — for their own vehicles;
= Would create foot traffic, but generate concern about parking.
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IMPERIAL COUNTY
TﬂANSPORTATiON COMM%SSIDN
105 N IMPHRIAL AV SLIR
DL CENTRE, £2A 42402875
Fi{ONL {70 S42-4494
PAK: (760 502407
Decoember 2, 2013

{Jear:
fRafarance;  INVITATION - Transpartation Provider Stakeholder Meeling

Tho imperial County Transportation Commission {IGTC) and tha Soptham Catifonia Association of Govemnments
(SCAG) In cooparation with tha City of Calexico has {nltiated a siudy ‘o evaluate the teasiitity of constracting and
opotating an intermotial transll genter in Gatexico near the intarnational Port of Enliy. Existing facilities are
inadequate to conveniently sorve the region's ridérs and will becgme loss officient as lratfic al he border NG(easos.
IGTG and SCAG hava confractact with Huftt-Zoltars, Inc. to devalop the sludy that may load to the davelapriant ofa
tacility doslgned 1o accommodata riders and fransporiation providers well into the future.

As o ransportation provider sarving riders in ho south Imperial Gounty region, yout thaughtg are critical o e
success of thig analysis, s \he goal of e sponsoring agencles 1o oblaln conslidclive input from transportation
providers s0 thal the consultant team has ine jntorpalion necessary lo propose & tacility concept ihat 18
convanient; safe and accommiates current domnand yihite providing (he capacily o meol fulure growth in ridership
and sorvice. We ale asking for your attendanse al & meeting of focat transporiation offlcals, the consullant and

ather logat providers 1o heat from you an how this facility can e tocatad and desigaod 1o batter serve our eglon.

Tne meating datalls;
Whero: Carmen Durazo Culturat Arts Canlar
421 Heftarnan SL
Calexico, CA 0221
When: Tuesday, December 17th, 2013
Time: #4:00 pm 1o 6:00 pin

Bacause wa wish (o iimil the subject matter and discussion lo 1pcat ranspodtation provider 188Ues, this meetlng bs
anly apen io transportation provider opresentalives. That will give us an amgala apporuniiy to hear from you and
your colleagues on lhe- :ssuas most diteclly related o belior andng yaur cUsImers. fn the and, our goal 1s to
obtain a wide aray of inpit halptul to ous consullant team to cnatle Ihem to dasign a facility to meat your ngads.
Your aftenanse will holp us do just that.

It you have any Guestions regarding this meating or he siudy itsell, ploase do not hestale 1¢ contact me ol
{760) 692-4484, Hope to sae you on he 17th,

gingerely,

Maik Baza
Exacutiva Diraclot

CHES OF RAWT Y, Al PALCG, CUALIFATHIA EL CENTRE, HOLTVILL G APEREAL, WESTMURLANTE
EMPERIAL TRIUEGRTION IETHEY AND COUNTY OF IMPERIAL
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(mperisl County Transpartation Comrmission December 17, 2013
intermodal Transportation Facllity 400 pri
Company Contact Address Telephone i Emait Address
Calowico Taxi 420 Cesar Chaves Bivd,
Lompany Catexico, CA 92331
California Cab [23 W, Grant 5t
|usn Lopez ’
Lompany _ or Calexicy, (A 92231
333 Cosar Chavez Bivil,
Bordet Cab
* Calexico, CA 92231
Calaxico Yransit 233 £, fourth 56, Ste H
Joyan Castro
System ¥ Calexicp, CA 92731
Humero Uno 450 W, State SL.
Shuttle Fl Cantio, CA 92243
First Transit 792 E Ross Ave,
lncorporated . £l Centro, CA 92243
LA Shutlie Abelardo Perez A71E. Hoss Rdl, #3112

£l Centro, CA 92243

Gran Plaza, LP

Mark Gabay

9034 Wost Sunset Blvd,
West Hollywood, CA HHIS

Greyhound Lines

Lawence Pance

123 F 1st 5t
Calaxlco, CA 92231 -

imperial Vattey
Tours

Ulisas Ramirez

305 Rockwood Ave, Ste. ©
Calexico, CA 92231

Aravo-Sol Tours

Hector Bravo
Softero

38 W. Fourth 5t., 5te. 17
Calexleo, CA 92231

Callfornia Fun
flides Touting,

victor Sanchez

348 €, Second §t.
Calexito, CA 92231

Chapanta's Tour

Antonio Sancher

Teansportesintet oo comor 348 £ Second 81,
: Cahifornia Catexico, CA 92231
Jet Mex Rick Moreno 1})1 ftockwood Ava,, Ste, 7
I Transportation Caloxico, CA 92231

136 Hernandeaz 5t,
Calexleo, CA 2231

Eskhorn Packing

60 W Market St., Ste. 110
sahinas, CA 93908

8 Hawémng 1, Jom&Steve 19065 Portola Dr., Ste. N
_ ' ' Church $alinas, CA 03908
2530 £, 15th Place
 Harvestl .
G.__Hams nginc Yuma, AZ 85365
A604 Highway 111
DAntiges Uro Co,
rriges 1o Prawley, CA 92227 )
101 L. Main Street
Fresh Hajvasy inc
esh Harvost In¢ Heber, CA 92249
2444 Partico Bivd,
Jett Harvesting Ing.
el Harusting e Calexico, CA 82231
178155 HWY 95

Spomation, AZ 85350

1AL Labos LLC

fdathew Scaroni
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Contact

Addross

Telephone #  Email Address

Foothill Packing
ing,

1582 G Moffent
Satinas, CA 93905

Dole Fresh 37255 Ave. 3E
Vegelables Yuuta, AZ 85365
RAD Harvest LG David P Adrian -7 Cortes St
Monterey, CA 93340
Soutty West Casat Mercado 20260 5pence Rd.
Harvesting Salinas, Ch 93912
1118 Rockwood Ave,

AM Harvesting

Hebaer, CA 92259
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Attachmient 5 Rider/Passengar Survey Elerment

Survey Backprowmd

An important element of the work to determine the feasibility and public acceptance of a co- located
transportation center in the downtown area of the City of Calexico is a series of rider/passenger surveys.
Participant surveys were administered in a number of transit/transportation services operating in
Calexico. Specifically, customers riding busses from Imperial Valiey Transit, LA Shuttle, Calexico Transit
System and Greyhound Bus Lines were surveyed. For the local transit services, riders were surveyed
onboard local busses and for Greyhound passengers, participants were surveyed in the Calexico
terminal. All surveys were collected from February 21-26, 2014.

In all, the survey team interviewed 173 (118 transit; 55 Greyhound) riders originating from Calexico
public transportation facilities. Though the total sample size in not sufficient to provide a statistically
reliable outcome, the findings provide a clear snapshot of riders' experience, perceptions and views on
current public transportation services and facilities in the Calexico area.

Based on the fact that there have been discussions with representatives of Greyhound Bus Lines and the
study team over the possibility of integrating the long distance carrier's operations into the intermodal
facility, a survey tool was developed and administered in the Calexico terminal. The survey asked
passengers about trip characteristics, frequency of travel, rationale for selecting Greyhound and views
of the current service and facilities available in Calexico.

For local transit riders, a survey tool was developed to probe into factors related to riders' use of public
transit. Information related to the way riders get to their transit stop and the distanced travelied,
frequency of use and transit dependency were also covered. In both surveys a short description of the
ITC concept was read to the participant and then queried about their attitudes of the concept. Riders
were also asked about their views of important features that they would like to see built into a new
terminal.

Other issues covered included, readability of local transit information, most trusted and used sources of
public information and general demographic identification questions.

General Survey Results

Overall

While participants in both surveys were generally satisfied with transportation services available in
Calexico, the concept of a co-located intermodal facility was overwhelmingly supported. Ninety-three
percent of local transit riders and 89% of Greyhound passengers support the concept of a co-located
facility. When asked about the most important feature for a transportation center, amenities and cost
were the highest priorities among each group. More seating and shaded areas as well as public
restrooms were the most desired. :

with respect to demographic characteristics of riders and passengers originating in Calexico, riders
surveyed are mostly longtime residents {Calexico/Mexicali) and transit dependent. Mearly 85% of
respondents have a household annual income of less than $20,000.00. Despite the average age of
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respondents being over 50 years old, more than half do not possess 2 California driver's license. And
more than two-thirds of riders come from households that have access to one of fewer automobiles.
Transit Riders

drarisit ===

The PRM survey team focused on operation times that were characterized as the busiest for each of the
three {IVT, CT5 & LA Shuttle) service providers. Data collection days/times Were Wednesday through
saturday from 6:00am until 3:30pM- For VT service, survey work was conducted at various times of the
day on the #1 North, #21 North and the 432 Direct to the tmperial valley College campus. Roughly half
of the surveys Were taken from the IVC Express and the remainder taken equally for the Brawley and E!
Centro routes.

Eor Calexico Transit Service, survey teams collected surveys Of the intra-city route during morning
hours. LA Shuttle riders were surveyed midday on routes to E} Centro.

The vast majority of participants aré frequent riders with nearly half of the participants indicating that
they ride the bus everyday with another 259% riding up to 3 times per week. Over three-quarters (77%)
indicated that the bus is their main mode of public transportation. Twenty-one percent indicated that
they most often use shuttle busses while just 6% use taxis regularly.

Eighty-five percent regularly use public transit stops in Calexico with the same percentage (86%) walking
to their pick up point. Distances from their origination to their pick up point averaged 3.4 blocks and the
distance from their drop-off {ocation to final destination was just less than 2.5 blocks. Destinations were
roughly 50% for school trips with an additional 25% shopping and 15% job related.

When queried about suggested jmprovements to public transportation in their community adding more
busses wWas favored by 43% followed by adding comfort 10 their regular stop (25%). Overall howeveT,
92% stated that public transportation adequately served their needs. Attributes most apprec‘tated by
local riders were convenience (35%), and affordability (31%). Twenty-five percent stated that they had
no other transportation available to them.

Greyhound Bus line Terminal !Calexico]

{TC survey teams administered surveys wednesday through Saturday in the mornings and afternoons at
the Calexico Bus Terminal. several routes were selected and teams were deployed as passengers waited
to board. A total of 55 surveys were takenat the Greyhound facility.

Over two-thirds (69%) of passengers indicated that they had crossed into the United States that day to
poard the bus and that pnearly all have used the Calexico terminal prior to thelr current trip. More than
half indicated that they use the service at least once per month and the most common destination is LOS
Angeles. Three-quarters of participants indicated that there is nO particular time of year when they
travel out of Calexico, When asked how they arrived at the terminal, responses evenly varied with bus of
taxi trips slightly higher than other modes.

Roughly half of the participants indicated that they would return to Calexico with most responding that
they would return by bus. Reasons for travel were sphit with nearly 40% indicating that all of their travel
is work related. conversely, 36% stated that none of their travel was work related. Cost of travelis a
prime motivator for bus travel, followed by convenience (24%) and #no other option” {24%).
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Transit Rider Survey instrument

Imperial County Transportation Commission
Intermodal Transportation Cenfer Transit Riders’ Survay

Dater __Time

Lacation f Bus seqvice:

Route #:

Hello myname is . . with PREA Cansulting, 8 research and marketing firm
and we're speaking with adults about transportation. et me staft by assufing you that
we are not selling anything. The agencles that provide public transportation in your
communily want (o serve you better, and the best way ta da that 15 to hear directly from
you, Can we have a fow moments of your time for our rescarch? The survey Is intecesting
and all of your answers will be kept steittly confldential, Can you help us provide batter

transportation?

i. Where do you live {please enter anly Street name and Mock number)?
. lif Mexico, enter city. ke, Mexicali)

7. \What Is you zip code (ENTER RESPONSE 92222-92283R . .. ..

{if Mexicalt, enter Colonlm)

3, On average, how often do you typically use public transportation?

a. Once per week of less

b, 23 times per week

¢ Eveeyday

o, Varles

4. Whal wype of transportation, other than a private vehicle, do you use most?
a. Shuttie bus [medical appointment, shopping, other)

b Empoyer Provided Fransportation

€. Taxi

d. Bus

. Other

5. When using pubile transportation, where are you normally picked up?
ER At my Home

b public Transit Stop

c. Other Public Lucation {not a transit stop)

d. school

(8 Other

Attachmant G
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imperial County Transportation Commission
tntermodal Transportation Center Transit Riders' Survey

[ How do you typically get to your regular pick-up location?
a. Walk # of blocks?
bz, Bieycle
c. Deive alone
Carpool {drive of ride)
o, Taxi
7. Haw will you get from your 135t bus to your final destination?
a walk ¢ of hlocks?
h Bicyela
c. Taxi
d Drive alone
e Carpool {Get Picked Up)
8, How many transfers will you make on this one-way tilp? _
9. List the bus roules you witl use to get to your ing! destination?
This Bus | i ) T !
ThisBus e | = I ] = e S
10, Will you be making a retisen trip on this bus rovte?
a, Mo
b Yis
c. Returning by other means
. This is yous return trip
11 00 you have any small children travelling with you today, how many?
& 1
b, Z
c, E
d. 4 or mofe
e, none

12, How Tar do you travel to reach your typical pick-up facation?

3, A or fewer blacks (<1,000 {eet)

b, 510 10 blocks {1,000 te 2,500 feet)
c % mile to imlle

d. 110 2 miles

- hore than 2 miles

Attigchmant 342
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Impurial County Transpottation Commission
intermodal Transportation Center Transit Riders’ Survey

13, here are traveling today?

Medical Appolntment
Work

college (Student only}
Other School

shopping

Religious, personal Business
e fither

—moen 5

14, Thinking ahout tha trips you pormally lake on public wansportation, where do
you most often go?

2 pedical Appolntments

b. Work

<. College (Student only}

d. Other School

e, Shopping

f. feligious, personal Business
e, Other

15, The imperiat County Trapspartation Commission {transportation authority} is
cansidering the devetopment of a transportation center in downptown Calexice that
wiould serve 95 8 b for buses, <huttles, toxis and private carriers. fiders would be able
to access different wypes of transportation 19 areas within Calexico as well ps thraughout
(he county, Do you generally faver of oppose this ideat

a Favor, strongly

tr, Eayor, somewhal

[ Oppose, somewhat
d. Qppase, strongly

e Unsure / No Opinion

16. Thinking about the transit stop{s} you most narmally 1se, please select the
ctatemant closest 1o yaur persnnaﬁ apinian. [ROTATE)

A Needs more Benches / Seating Area
b Not Accessiblie o Dlsabled fiders

. trop Needs more Shade

d My Stop Heeds public Restrogms

Busas Need 1o he more Frequent

Attachwent & o
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e

fperial County Transpottation Commission
ntermadal frapsportation Centet Transit Riders' Survey

17, Rased on your cxperience and preference what 1s the most needed improvement
10 public {rapsportation inyour community? {ROTATE)

tore Frequent Buses

fnceease Number of Destinations Accessible from my lpcal Siop

geduce Travel Time 1o my Finat pestination

tmprove the comtort of my local Stop

Kiove Stop Closer 1o My Originating Location

provide More Transportation Choices {buses, shuttles, taxis, pte.} at iy slop
tmprove / Upgrade vehicles

!‘?“:‘;T-Li":‘a"‘?‘

18,  Please dpsceibe your feolings about public wransportation in yous area?

a Public wansportation aduquately meels my needs

b. public (ransportation meels spme ot my needs

¢ public transpaorsation dous A0Y SEIVE MY atep

d. publlc transporiationis avallable, hut is not conventent
o, public 1ransportation is oot available in my area

19, whydidyou chaose public transportalion taday? [ROTA £}

a. Affordable

b, Canvenient

« flost dependalte
d, cafest

e, No ather option

20, Which industry do you primarily work in?

a. Agricuuurat industry {Please indicate what type ol umployment)
la. Fleld yiorker 1b. Processog plant worker

b, Government/Education

. manufacturing

d. Retail / service

e, Construction

f. pull time Student

- Other {specify) .

21, Howfar vravel tework each day fone-viay aniy)?

% Less than § miles
. %15 miles
[ 15.25 niles
d. 2550 miles
e pdore than 50 miles

Aachaent 56
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e

|mperiat County Transportation Commisston
tntermodal Transportation Center Transit giders' Survey

22. ynperial valley transit publishes semvice informatton and route Maps for its
riders, Hive you seen or used any of these materials?

a. Yes
b No

23, Areyod able to easily undurstand the infarmatlon cantamed i the material?

(PROBE, i not
i Yes
2. Ho

24, Thinking about public serylce information tike the bus system, { am gaing o name
some kinds of medin sources and pleate indicatd whether you would he mare likely of
lesslikelyto terelve that infarmation Lased an the mediayou reguladly view, read orheat.
{Indicate response by number for each of the 11 questions pelow in the space

provided)
very somewhat samewhat vory Refused
tikely tikely Unitkely Unlikely
1 2 3 4 99

1, Television Advertisements
2. Radio Announcements

3, Wark Place Motices

4. Through Local Schools

5, Internel

6

7, \Written materinls distributed by City Governmens
8. Conununity snpvice Agencies

g, From Friends Of Coworkers

10, Swores, Such %

31, Bitthoards

32, Malled Infurmation & discount Loupoens

13, Other {specify}

_ Church f Cletgy

Thanks, Nowr have just a fow demopraphic guestions ta mako wure wWe have 8
repwscmative sample ...

25, Dovyou fave o valid ralifornia driver's license?

) Yoes
I No

Ateniment 4
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smperial County Transportation Commission
intermodal Transportation Center fransit Riders' Survey

36, (1o you bave chitdren of grandchildren currently attending focal schoold?

2. Yes
b, No

27, How mwany aperaling vehictes are owned by iwdividuals within your nauschotd?

a. 1]
. 1
[ 2
d. tanre than 2

28. tlow long have you fived al your current rosidence?

a. Less than b mopths
. & months to 2 years
£, 2 =5 years

More than 5 years

9. What is your warital status?

a, Single, never marrled
by, tdariied

c. Divorced / Separated
. widowed

]

99, REFUSED

an,  Aadlsyour household sige is . ..

a, 1
b, 2
[ 3
4
[ 5
1, 5 or more

6949, REFUSED

31, in what year were you porn? (ENTER RESPONSE, REFUSER=999) _

Atachvent 5¢
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Imperial County Transportation Commibssion
Intermodal Transportation Center Transit Riders” Survey

32, And please stap me when | reach the category closest to your household's total
anaual Incame .,

a. uUnder 520,000
b. 420 to 40,000
€, S40 1o 60,000
d, S60 ta 80,4}
e, Qver 580,000
93%,  REFUSED

33, GENDER (BY OBSERVATION)

ER Male
b. Female

Altzzhmert 30
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t'ﬂ‘eyhmmd Rider Survey fatrumient

jmparial County Transpoﬂauon commission
Grevhnund passenger survey - intermodat T ransportation Center

DAl L T TR oo T
place f Bk serniie. o o— e T

foute HoL -

-,._._-._,._..,,__,-—.,4._4-._,__.,,.“_ S

Hello, my name B oo e with PRRA consusiting. 2 matketing and reseateh fiorpe askind,
about the subject of transportatiost. Let's sart by caying that we are nat selling anything Fransporatien
provider apencies fry your community want to serve you betien and the best w3y 10 acenmphsh this 410
har direstly frasmoyoit Coutd L rake s feey MinULES of your time to complete oul survey? The gqustiont
At IEASEESIE and yout answets will e kepl confidentiat, Can you holp pprove traapuelation TR
community?

,_4__._——,_;—_“____( A_f____——___)_——a-_,,__,_,f_ IR

1. Where do you live? Ljust answer wiith the pame of the street and blogk, o sy

e ———

,_f,_.ﬁ_#r_e_,_eff—f_ér_e— e —
{If you fiver i ieNIco, antar City: pxample: paexial)

? Whiat jyour rip code {onter your snswicr balween 92222-92183)? I —
(i you fve in Mexitalt, emte? the colonia)

3. i you €055 the U.5 porder § Mexica to gettothe pus statlon today?
& Yoy
b, Ho
a Haw often, orher thait totlay, doyou e e bus for wavel In eV S?
a. Opce a monthof more
b 510 10tmes peryear
[ 1-4 times per yoar
d. Once ar bwite tn the past hivayears
i3 Less than once in the last flya years ar
[ {ve pever taken the bus before today?
B WARIES MUCH 10 SAY f NOT SURE
5. 6 e aver use public fransportation to pette places argund the rounty of impenal?
Al Ye!
b tio

AHACRNENT 502
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fa.

Imperial County Transportation Commisslon
Greyhound Passenger Survey - intermodal Transportation Center

(1f YES) What kind of iransportation do you notmally use to reach focal destinations?

a Bus {medical appaintmeat, shopping, oo}
b, Emplayer will provide frapsportation
< Taxi

Bus

Dither

Wiiat Iy your fiiak destination of your trip tuday?

a Los Angeles, Southern Califarnly
b, Conteal Californea

C. Northern California

d, Outside of Califurnia

Have you uver taken a bus out of Calexco before today?

& Yas
b Ha / HOT SURE

{F YIS How alten do you use Calesico based flocat or tong-distante} transpartation?

X Qace a month ar maore

b, 5 bo 10 times per year

[ 1-4 imes par year

o Once or twlce in the past five years

e Less than once in the [ast five yoars

f. Heaver used Calexico based transpontation
a. YARIES TOO MUCH TO SAY / HOT SURE

What time ol year is what we normatly travel optslde Calexico?

A Winter
b Spring
C. Samrmar
d. Autumn
. Vitties

What was your finzl destination in yeur tast bus trip out of Calealkco?

. Southesn California
It, Contrat Californm
C MHortheen California
d, Outside California

Astactiment -G 2
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Greyhound Passenger Survey - intermodal Tfansportatlan Center

160 {10 you have rhitdren AcCOmpatnying you taday, how many?

a. 1

b, ?

[ 3

. & ar mofre

@, Ho
1. How did you getio the bus teomin today?

it 1 drove

1. wo took a hius of tand

g We left for annther peTaOn

d. Other [ENTER AESPONSEY . . I
i2. Da you have pians to returh o Calexicoon this trip?

a. Yes

b. o
13 How are you pianning Lo return 1o Calexico?

a. feturn on Bus

b Grive Wysell

€ Fake a bus or toxt

. Gt a tide by annthet persan

[ ther (EHTER RESPORSE) -
14 [hinking of aillong ditance tavelynu tahe from Calexito, please rell me what percentage of
travel s far work, \with zero being ho time to 100 timas. {ENTER QESPOMSE, HOT SURE = RER)
15. Thinking about yous decision o ride the bus 1o Calexled todday, what was your decision based

on? [ROTATE AHSWERSY

4 Tigket Cost

. Convenlence of the Calexico bus terminal

c The avallability of roules and destinations

i There is po other way to my destination

e Other (ENTERNANE) ™ _ -

Atacneront G 7
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Imperial County Transportation Commission
Greyhound Passenger Suivey - Intermodal Transportation Center

16 Ihinking ahout your exprrience(s) yrith the bus terrunal in Calexico, what about the terminat do
you like st ?

a, facititios and services available 5t the terminst

h. Secutity check and getting 10 your b

1 Ticket cost

. Convenient location terminal

e vVariety of routes and destinations avallable 3t the terminal

. Other (ENTER RESPRNSE) e
17. \ihat do you like feast about the termlaal?

a Facilities and soreices avatlable at the terming

) Security check and getting to your bus

d. Inconyentent focation termiant

e Lack of routes and dastinatiens avatable at the terminal

. Other (ENTER RESFONSE) o
1% the Transportatien Commisslon of Imparial County [Transpuriitun Autharty) s consdening the

gevetopmint ef 3 Teansporiation hub in the canter of the city of Calexdeo to serve aca tation for buser,
shuttles for short ehitancas, taxis and private tramsportalion poviders. Fassengess will have the abidity
ter acciys ifferent typas of transpart 1o different areas of Calewico, as throughout the imparial County.
tn penieal, you dte in favor or against this proposat?

# stcangly favor

Is. somewhat in faver
c, sofewhat against

d. Strangly against

n Nat sure / Mo opinio,

AN Why bave you have chosen 10 e public transportation today? [Rotate options)

a. Economiles

b, Convenignt

c. Roliabte service
d, SeCuze.

[ Ho wther choles,

Atzinen! 82
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Greyhound Passenger Survey - intermadal Transportation Center
20, What industry do you manly work i?
a. Agricolture {Pleaze indicate what lype of employment}
1a. Fleldworke th. frocessing plant
b {abor Government / Fducation
c. Waorking Factory / Manufacturlng
d. Jab Shop { Customer Serdice
[} Construction
f. Student - Fult tirme
g Othert{explain) __ .. .
1 How Tar do you travel eachi day to pet 1o thetr place of wark 7 job?
a. Less then 5 mtles
b 5o 15 mites
t From 15 to 25 mues
d. From 25 (o 50 railos
e. tore than 50 miles
22 impestal Valloy Transit seeace puhlishes information on routes and passenger secvice. Have you

seen or used Inforniational materals offered Imperial Valley Transit?

a, Yoy

b, Ha
23, Can you cashly understand the Information contained in this material?
{Reqquest more information if the answer bs ROY.

3. Yes

b, Hot

Thanks, now | only get to do seime demopraphic quistions 1o obtain a representative sample. .

24. Do you have a driver's license?
a. Yes
b Not
25, Do yoir have children or grandeiild avtending lecal schools?
3, Yes
b No

Ataztment 5-G 2
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fmperial County Transportation Commission
Greyhound passenger Survey - intermodal Transportation Center

How maiy yrhicles are 10 your gwn home 01 & faraity member?
a. [
b. 1
<. 2
d. tore than 7

How many years have yau tved Inyour presem nome?

a. Legs than & months.

1] from 6 months {o 2 years.
c. 2405 ey,

d Ler B yeas.

What is your matitat s{atus?

a4 single, never matricd
b Married

< Divorced / Sepafated
d. Widowder)

g99.  Refusedto answer the question,

Hows many membars fnyour family?

4, 1

b. i

[} 3

d. [

L3 5

[ pAore than S

agg,  Refued toanswer

What year werd you karn? {Enter the ansns, 939 = Refused 1o andweer _

Plpase say "stap” when you have reached the (losust categany o your tombined family annusl

PEOE...

32

a. Less than § 20,000

b ferwenn 20,000 antd § 40,000
[ Bitween 40.000 10 5 6,000
iR Batwers 50,000 and 4 80,000
e, Kot than 5 80,000

gag.  Refused to answer

fpx [by nbsereation} a Kale b. Female

Attachant 5C 2
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Transtt Rider Survey Results

O average, how often do you typically use public iranspartation?

Q3 Response
Onee per week arless
2-3 times pef week
Evaryday
Varies
n=

What type of transpartation, other than a private vehicle, do you use most?

Q4 Response
Shuttle bus [medical

appointment, shopping, other)
Employer Piovided
Transportatian
Tani
Bus
Other

n:

When using public transpartation, where are you normally picked up?

Qs Response
Aty Home-
Public Transit Stop

Other Publle Location {nota transi

School
Other
n:

fa
21 18%
30 25%
56 47%
11 9%
118 100%

o]
25 21%
0 0%
7 %
77 65%
9 8%
118 100%

fa
11 9%
100 85%
2 2%
4 76
1 1%
113 100%

How da you typleally get to your tegular pick-up lacation?

as Response
Walk It of blocks? {Avg. 3.4)
Bityele
Dilve alone
Carpool {drive or ride)
Tasi

fa
101 86%
0 14719
2 2%
13 11%
2 2%
118 100%

How witl you get Fram your last burs to your final destination?

Q? Response
Walk # of blocks? (Avg 249}
Bicycte
Tani
Drive alone
Cacpoal (Get Picked Up)

bia}
110 93%
0 0%
1 1%
2 %
5 4%
118 100%
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How many transfers will you make on this one-way trip?

Qs Response fa
fero 111 94%
Cne 4 3%
Tvio 2 2%
Three 0 %
Four 1 1%
n= 113 100%

List the hus routes you will use to get to your {inal destination?
a9 Response a
Rus Routes

Wil you he making a return trip on this bus youte?

Q0 Response fa
No 12 10%
Yes 101 86%
Returaing by other means 1 1%
On return trip 2 2%
fefused 2 i
= 118 100%

Do you have any small children traveliing with you taday, how many?

all Response fa

One 6 5%

Twe 2 2%

Three 0 0%

four or mare a 0%

None 110 9%

n= 118 100%

flow far do you teavel ta reach your typical pick-up lacation?

Q2 Respanse '

4 or fewer blocks [<1,000 feet) 87 7A%

5 Lo 10 blacks {1,000 to 2,500°) 1% 13%

% mile to Taile 6 L%

1 o 2 miles 3 3%

More than 2 miles 7 6%

n= 118 100%
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Where are travelling today?

a3

Thinking about the trips you nomally take on p

Ql4

Response
Medical Appolntment
Work
College (Student anly)
Other School
Shopping
Neligious, Personal Business
Other
h=

Response
Medical Appointments
Work
College (Student only)
Other School
Shopping
Religious, Personal Business
Cther
n=

Transpartation Hub Concept Approval

ais

Response
Favor, strongly
Favor, somewhat
Oppose, somewhat
Oppose, strongly
Unsure / Ho Opinton
n=

118

%
13%
45%

3%
26%

6%

0%

100%

ublic transpottation, where do you most often ga?

fa
g

18
53
4
26
]

0
118

fa
94
15

3
112

Select the statement closest ta your personal opinion,

Q6

Response

More Seating Area

Not Accessible to Disabted
Stop Needs more Shade
Needs Public Restrooms
More Frequent Buses

fa
37

20
24
25

118

8%
15%
45%

3%
22%

7%

0%

100%

80%
13%
4%
1%
%
100%

1%
7%
17%
20%
5%
100%
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I

Wisat is the most needed improvement o public transportation in your community?

Q7 Response a

fore Frequent Buses 51 43%
ncrease Nutnber of Destinations
Accessible frommy locaf Stap 13 0%
feduce Travel Time to my Final
Destination 13 1%
fmprove the Comfort of my local
Stop 28 4%
Move Stop Closer to my
Orlginating Location 3 3%
Choices (buses, shuttles, taxis,
etc) at my stop 1 1%
improve | Upgrade Vehicles 11 9%

n= 118 100%

Feslings abaut public transportation in your area?

Qis Respanse fa
Meets needs 66 S6%s
Meets some of my needs 43 36%
Does not serve my ared 8 %
Not convanient 1 1%
n= 118 1005

Why did you choose puldic \rapspottation today?

a9 Response fa
Affordable 37 31%
Convenient 41 5%
Most dependable 9 8%
Safest 2 2%
No other option 29 25%
n= 113 100%

Whicts industey do you primarity work in?

Q20 Response fa

Agriculivra! Industey 4 %

Field workes 3 3%

Processing Plant worker 0 0%
Government/Education 3 3%
panufacturing L 4%
Retail / Service 29 25%
Construction 1 1%
fFull-time Student g2 44%
Other (specily} 21 18%

n= 18 100%
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e

Haow far travel to work each day (one-way only)?

Q21 Response a
Less than 5 mites 59
5.15 miles 33
15-25 miles 21
25-50 nites 2
More than 50 miles |
n= 1138

50%
28%
18%

%
4%
100%

fmperiat Valley Transit publishes service information and route [1aps for its riders. Have you seenof ust

022 Response fQa
Yes 18
No 10
n= 118

B6%
34%
100%

Are you able to easily gnderstand the information contained in the material? (PROBE, ¥ no)

Q23 Response fa
Yes o0l
No 17
n= 118

Most Effective Communication/fedia
Q24 Response fa
Church / Clergy
Community Service Agencles
Work Place Notices
Stores
Written materials distributed by City Governit
fiadio Announcements
Internet
Telayision Adver tisements
maited Information & discounl coupons
Through Local Schaols
From Friends of Coworkers

Biliboards
Other {specily)
California driver's license?
Q25 Response fa
Yes A6
No 71
Refused 1
n= 113

86%
14%
100%

2.86
2.84
2,67
2.67
2.65
263
2.44
239
139
2.29
21
210

33%
60%
1%
100%
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Do you have children or grandehildren currently attending jocal schools?

Qz6

How many aperating vehicles are owned by Individuals within your househald?

Q27

Response
Yes
No

‘Respanse
Zero

One

Two

More than Two

n=

fi=

fa
.33
85
118

1a
29
43
32
14
118

How long have you fived at your current residence?

Q28

Respanse

Less than 6 months
G mtonths to 2 years
2 -5years

More than 5 years

What is your marital status?

Q29

Respanse

Single, naver martied
Marrled

Divoreed f Separated
Wildowed

Refusad

And fs your household size s, , .

Q30

Respanse
Cne

Two

Three

Four

fFive

five ar more
Refused

=

=

fa
16
11
20
71
118

0
27

o~y

118

fa

15
32
33
17

118

28%
2%
100%

25%
36%
7%
12%
100%

14%
9%
17%
60%
100%

S9%
23%
6%
8%
A%
100%

7%
13%
27%
28%
14%

7%

4%

100%
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In what year were you horn? (ENTER RESPONSE, REFUSED=939)

an Response fa  Totl
Pravided Year Born {Average Year 1981) 103
Refused 15
n= 118

Family Annual Incame

Q32 Response a

Under 520,000 34 71%
£20 to 40,000 16 14%
$40 to 60,000 3 3%
460 to 80,000 o 0%
Over $80,000 0 0%
REFUSED 15 13%

n= 118 100%

GENDER (BY OBSERVATION)

033 Response nQ
Male 66 56%
Female 92 A44%
n= 113 100%
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e

Grevhionnd Ridey Survey Results

DIt you cross the .S, / Mexico border 10 get to the bus station today?

Q3 Respanse
Yes
Na

Refused

n=

fa

38
16

1
55

How often, other than today, do you use the bus for vavel in the US.?

Q4 Response
Once a month or more
& to 10 times per year
1 to 4 times per year
Once ar twice I the prast five years
Less than oncein the last five years
Never
ot Sure
n=

Do you ever use public transportation ta get 10 places around the County of imperial?

Qs Respotise
Yes
to

n=

What is yourfina! destination of yous trip today?
Q6 Respanse
Los Angeles, southern California
central Califarnia
Horthern California
Qutside of Califarnia
n=

Have you ever taken a bus out of Calexico before Loday?
ai Response
Yos
No

1

(¢

fa

Ja

30
6
11
1
3
0
4
55

33
n
55

34

55

A8

55

9%
29%
0%

55%
1%
0%
0%
5%
%4
7%
1003

60%
A0%
100%

62%
11%
13%
15%
100%

a7%
1336
100%
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[1f YES] How often do you use Calexico based {local or long-distance} transportation?

Q7a

Response
Onte a manth or more
5 to 10 times pef year
1-4 times per year
Once or twlce In the past five years
Léss than once In the last five years

Never used Calexico based transportation
VARIES TOO MUCH TO SAY / NOT SURE

Refused

n=

What time of year do you normally travel outside Calexica?

What was your final destination in your last bus trip aut of Calexico?

(61

Qe

Response
Winter
Spring
Summer
Autuinn
Varies

Respanse
Southern Catifornia
Centra! Colifornia
Narthern California
Outside Califonia

Children on Trip

Q1o

Response
One
Two
Three
>Three
None

How ¢lid yau get to the bus terminal today?

Qi

Response
Drove Alone
Bus or Taxi
Drapped Off
Other - Walking

n=

n=

=

fQ

fa

fa

fa

1

=2 e oo

41
55

34
4
9
7
1

55

QoW

5%

12
19
12
12

5%

43%
2%
9%
5%
0%
7%
7%
2%
1%

1%
0%
15%
0%
75%
100%

62%
%
16%
13%
2%
100%

11%
5%
2%
0%

8%

10054

2%
35%
22%
22%
100%
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{[F YES) How often do you use Calexico based {local or long-distance} transportation?

Q7a

Response
Once a month or more
5 to 10 times per year
1-4 times per year
Once ar twice In the past five years
Less than once In the last five years

Never used Calexico based transportation
VARIES TOO MUCH TO SAY / NOT SURE

Refused

ns

What time of year do you normally ttavel oulside Calexico?

ag

Response
Winter
Spring
Sumimer
Autuimn
Varles

n=

fa

fa

23
12
5

Wk 1 B O

o . Do

55

What was your final destination in your last bus trip out of Calexico?

a9

Respanse
Southern California
Central Californla
Northern Callfornia
Outside Catifomnia

Children on Trip

Q1o

Respanse
One
Two
Three
> Three
None

How did you get to the bus terminal today?

atl

Response
Drove Alone
Bus or Taxi
Dropped O
Other - Walking

fa

&

1a

34
4
9
7
1

55

E-N
L T e B L T U ]

w

12
19
12
12

55

45%
2%
9%
5%
ush
%
1%
2%
1%

118
0%
15%
0%
15%
100%

62%
7%
16%
13%
2%
100%

11%
5%
2%
0%

82%

100%

2%
35%
22%
22%
100%
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Do you have plans Lo return to Calexico on this trip?

Qi Response ia
a Yes 29
b No 26
n= 5%

How are you planning te retuen to Calaxico?

an Response fa
a Return on Bus 42
b Drive Mysell 1
c Taxi 3
Get a ride by another person 3
8 Other Walking 3
Mot Retuming 3
Transfer 1
fi= 55

53%
47%
100%

T6%
2%
5%
4358
5%
5%
2%

100%

Calexico ITC

What percentage oftravel is for wark, with zero heing no time o 100 being every time?

Q14 Response i
100% 1
75%-80% 2

50% 3
20%-25% 2
10% 1
0% 20
ot swe 6

= 55

Travel Declsion Basis

Q15 Responsé fa
Tleket Cost 22
Convenience 13
foutes and Destinations 6
No Other Option 13
Othier 1

n= 55

Positve Characteristics

ais Response fa
Jerminal Facilities and Services 14
Security check and getting to youl biis 6
Ticket cosl 16
Convenient |ocation terminal 11
Variety of routes and destinations avaitableat &t 3
Other - NfA 5
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1%

100%
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1%
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n= 55 100%
Unfavorable Characteristics
017 Response ja
Terminal Faclities and Sarvices 29 53%
Secutity check and getting to your b 3 5%
Ticket cost 3 5%
Incanvenient location terininal 2 A%
Lack of routes and destinations availahle at the t ] 1i%%
Ottier - N/A 12 22%
n= 55 100%
Transportation Hub Cancept Approval
Qis Response fa
Steongly favor 44 80%
Somewhat in favar 5 9%
Semewhat against a 0%
Strongly against ¢ 0%
ot sure / No opinion G 11%
n= 55 100%

Wiy have you have chosen to use public \ransportation today?

Qi9 Response Qa
Economical 17 31%
Convenlent 18 33%
Neliable 1 2%
Secule ? 4%
No other cholce 17 1%
n= 55 100%

Witat industry da you mainly work in?

Q20 Respanse 2
Agricultarat 7 13%
Fieldwarker 2 4%
Processing plant o 0%
Labor Government / Education 2 4%
Working Factory / Manufacturing pi 4%
Job Shop / Customer Service 15 7%
Constrichion 2 4%
Student - futt time 5 9%
Other; {explaln) 2 A%
Retired 13 2486
Housewifeftiomemaker 2 At
Refused 3 $%

n= 55 100%
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How far do you travel each day to get to their place of work { job?

Q21 Response 1
< 5 mites 27 49%%
5 to 15 miles 12 2%
15 to 25 miles b 11%
25 to 50 miles Q 0%
> Sl miles 10 8%
n= 55 100%

Have you seen or used informational materials offered lmperfal Valley Transit?
Q22 Response ja
Yes 16 9%
No 39 1%
55 100%

Can you easily understand the information contained in this material (offered)?

az3 Response a
Yes 42 76%
No 13 4%
= 55 100%

Driver's License?

Qz4 Response fa
Yes 28 51%
No 27 49%
n= 55 100%

Children / grandehild In Toeal schoalsy

Q25 Response 1
Yes 21 38%
No 34 62%
n= 55 1004

How many vehicles in Family?

Qz6 Response iQ
Zero 21 348%
One 20 265
Two 1 20%
More than 2 ] 5%
n= 55 100%
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How many years have you Jived in your present hhome?

Q27

Response
< 6 months
G ntonths to 2 yaars
2 to 5 years
»>5years

What is your marita! status?

Q28

Response
Single, never married
Mariled
Divorced / Separated
Widowler)
Refused

Haw many memlers In your family?

az9

\What year were you bam? (Enter the answer, 999 = Refused to

Q30

Respanse
One
Twe
Three
Four
Five
More than 5
Refused

n=

Response
Year Born {Average Year 1964)
Refused

Family Annual Income

a3l

Response
Less than 20,000
Between 20,000 and $ 40,000
Between 40,000 to 5 60,000
Rehwaen 60,000 and § 80,000
pare than % 80,000
Refused

fa

e

a

anpswer)

1Q

fa

16

=

55

4
10
10
16
1
5
9
55

a5
1Q
55

19

[Fa)
e - R

9%
9%
13%
73%
100%

29%
A5%
9%
7%
9%
100%

%
18%
18%
29%

28

%
16%

100%

82%
18%
100%

T1%%
13%
A%
0%
0%
13%
100%
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Sex
Q32 Response fQ
Male 26 aTH
Famate 29 53%
n¥ 55 1K)

Page 125




Calexico ITC Feasibility Study
Draft Final Report

Attachment 6; Public tnformation Element

CALEXICQ'S PORT OF EMTRY IS
OFHE OF THE THREE AUSIEST PORTS
(T HE BATION. THE DOWNMTOWN
FACHATY ACCOMMODATES

AN ESTIRAATED 20,000 DALY
PEDESTHRIAMS. PROJECTIONS
INDICATE THAT THE MUKMBER

OF CROSSINGES WL gnow
DRAKMATICALLY HECESSITATING
AR ERPANSHON THAT HAS BEEM
PROPOSED BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERMMEMT

Southern Catifornia
Assoclation of Governments
(SCAG), imperial County
Transportation Commission
(ICTC), Caltrans and

the City of Calexico are
conducting a callaborative
sludy to determine the
teasibllity and preferred
location for & new
Intermodal Transportation
Center in downtown
Calexico.

Calexico's Downtown Port of Enlry (POE} is one of the three busiest
pons in the nalion. Almost 20,000 pedestrians cross he border dally
from Mexico to work, shop, visht family and tor business. That number
is expected to Increase and the planned POE improvements to
velhicular and pedestrian facllilies are proposed to alleviate traflic
congestion and wait times. The goal of this analysis is lo determing
e mest canhveniant and efficient approech to co-locate mutliple
transportation praviders in one location near the border. Gurrenlly,
transportation providers are dispersed across downtown Calexico
which has created traffic and safely impacts.

The Study

tn addilion to evalualing the feasitility, the study will examine ailernate
locations Lhat can potentially serve multi-lransportation services to
accommodiata the region's unique needs. Tha study will also review
designs and tocations thal compliment and leverage investments in

the new POE planned by U.S, General Services Administration and
U.S, Department of Homeland Security as well as reviswing rallic
circutation, passenger securily, comfort and amenities, environmenl and
economlic Impacts. Crucial fo the study will be the community's input.

cutaEb LRl

N

-lu«nmoul
SOYTRIREATS

Together, We
Move Forwardd

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Engaging communily and providing
opporunily for input Is & priorily

of the study. The communily

will have opporiunities through
varlous mediums to provide

input, review, comment ard ask
questions. Provided both in English
and Spanish, tradilional and
nontraditional tools will be: uthized
including bul not limiled to surveys,
communily forums, comimunity walk,
social media, interactive website and
onfing comment {otms.

VPCOTANG EYEMTS:

= Community YWalk - February 8, 2014
Wall, Sei, Slawe, Plin,

Comnanity sl e imacd @ take an

s five Watking touy and distiaiong of 2l
sty Jogatiens

>> Gommuulty Fonun - Moreh 6, 2014
yleet, See, Shae, Plan,

Conutnaiiy will hemvited share aees aned
dysete s all stdy fos ot

For more information on community
participation opportunities visit:
WWIHAAPERIALCTC.ORG

Project Contact:

Gregory A Walker, AICP
vice President | Huitt-Zollars
602.952.9123
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Southeast corner of E 3rd
81 & Pautin Ave

South of E3rd Bt
patwesn Rockwood Ave &
Helfernan Ave

Southwast corner of
£ 3rd St & Heber Ave

Nodhsast comer of
E 151 8t & Heber Ave

South of E 15t St between
@ Heber Avo & Blair Ava

Ciosing o £ 15t St
betwean approximately
Pautin Ave & Heflesnan
Ave for a transil, Yaxi and
pedestrian Promenade

“Fhe Stdy Arcy includes a rnge of alternative sites that will provide the basis or initial comparison and
evaluation and will lead o selection of 4 rraxinem of Usree allernatives ford detailed evaluation, The
community will be invited W wtke part in reviewing and providing comment for cach site Hrough w community
walk, a community forum and a suvey. The deailed evaluation will inelude developing asite plan for the
final seleeted altematives to determine the level of accommodation fhiat can be achieved in providing a sale,

comfortable, and eonvenicnt organization of transportation services and customer amenilics.

Project Contact:
TR Gregory A Walker, AIGP
Pt e vVice President | Huill-Zolars

602,952.9123

assetunoual
SETITENINTH
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La Asociacién de Gobiernos
Sur da California (SCAG), La
Comisién de Transpone del
Condado de Impetial {ICTC),
Dapartamento de Transporta
del Estado de Califotnia
{Callrans) y ia Ciudad do
Calexico estan haciendo un
esludio en conjunlo para
dalerminar la viabllidad y
ubleaclén ideal para un
nuevo centro de transporte
intermodal en Calexico,

El cruce [rontetizo en ¢l

Lt CRUCE FROMTERIZQ DE OALEXICO S
URO DE: LOS THES LAY THANSITADOS Bt
FOUO EL PAS, LA GARKEA BN GE CENTRO
{F LA QIIDAD PERMITE A JAS DE 70000
PEATONED CRUZAR LA FRONTERA A
DIARICL PROYECCIONES INDICAR QUE

CL HUNMERO O PERSONAS CRUZANDO
LA FROFTVERA INCREMENTARA
DHALIATHCARIEUTE EXIGIENDO UHA
ERPANSION OUE HA SIDO PROPUESTA
POR L GOBHERAO FEDERAL,

centra da la ciudad de Calaxico es una da ias fras garitas mas transhladas
en fodo fos Estados Unldos con casi 20,000 personas cruzanda la frontera a
diario do México para trabajar, ir de compras, visitar familia o para asunios
de nagocio, Se espera qus esa cifra incremsnta, Las mejoras planeadas
al cruce fronlenzo vy a sus inslalaciones vehiculares-peatonalas proponen
aliviar ta congestion de trafico v ef liempo de espera. La meta final de este
estudio cotaboralivo sera daterminar la forma mas convenlente y eliciente
de encontrar miltiple proveadores de transparte en un solo lugar cerca

de fa frontera. Actualmente los proveedores de Iransporle se encuaniran
focalizados en varlos lugares del cenlre de ta cludad y por [o {anio eslo a
creado un impaclo al trafico y seguridad.

£1 Estudio

Aparle de evaluar la viabilidad &l estudio examinaré lugares alternativos

que puedan ofrecer serviclos de transporte mulliple para satisfacer las
necasidadss Unicas para esla region. Dicho esludio volvera a examinar
diserios v lugares que puedan complementar y oblengan ventaja at nuavo
cruce frenteriza planeado por la Administracion de Servicios Generalas ds los
£.U. y el Doparlamento de Seguridad Nacional, al igual de volver a examinar
la circilacitn de trafico, seguridad al pasajero, confort y comodidades o
impaclos econdmicos y al medio amblente. Dacigsivameite inposlante seréan
las apinfonas y contribuciones de {a comunidad.

Addcainened
EIVTIRMIATS

Avanzamos af
Fuigro Junios

PARTICIPACION DE LA COMUNIDAD
Creando enlaces en la comunidad

y ofreciendo opatiunidades para

difloge as una de ias prioridades en
esle esludio. La comunidad tendra

la aportunidad por varos medios

para dar su opinidn, puntos de vista,
comantarios y hacer preguntas.

Métodos tradicionales y no tradicionales
se utilizaran en inglés y espaniol coma
ciraslionasios, junlas comunitarias, sitlos
da Internet sociales a interactives y
formas eleclrénicas para comenlarios en
linea {por Intamet).

FROXIMOS BEVENTOS:

=> Caminata Comunitaria -
8 de febrero de 2014
Camine Vea, Comparta, Planeé,
Se it o Lcomaeidad o cinviogg en
i{'llllil FEEN TR L] |?.1|31 l’_\.ll'!li}l.ll .\ (Il'\('llll!‘

vkt L mencioatade ciel estidio

> Foro Comunltario -

6 de marzo de 2014
Conerea, Vea, Comparts, Pl
Seapuat i bressmnidiel o canmpuniig,
sepoean b dbcenr st gy meieoeibnde
ein b oahie
Para mas infermacion sobre
oportunidades para participar visile:
WWAWWINPERINLCTC.ORG

Contacto del Proyecto:
Gregory A Walker, AICP
Vice Presiden! | Huill-Zollars
602.952,9123
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. Esquina sureste dela
- Calle 3era y Ave, Paufin

Al sur dalaCalle 32ra
sntre Ave. Rockwood ¥
Ave. Heflernan

Esquina suraste da la
Calle 3era y Ave, Heber

Esquina noreste dala
Calte Yera y Avo. Hetber

Alsur dala calle teraenire
Ava. Hober y Ava. Bl

La calle 1era

@ aproximadamente entre
Ave. Paulin y Ave,
Heitamen para trénsito,
tewis y paseoc peatonsl

51 drea do estudio inchuye uma variedad de sitios allermutivos. Tiste estudio inivial proponcionand t base pur compancion
y evaluacicn de estos sitios. T arqul s conduird a seleceion de wn msimo de lres ablenmativas pane nna evibacion
detablda. L combnidad teidrd fis oportanidad paia dar st upinicn, puntos de vista, comentarios o hacer preguntas sobre
cada sitio por parie de ywna caminata comtnitaria, un [oro comunilario ¥ una eiicuesia, 1.4 evatuacidn detallada incluird

ch desarrallo de un plan para los sitios alternatives que scan linalmente seleccionados. Esta evaluacidn se usam pam
Jeterminar ¢l nivel de alojamiento que se pucde lograr cn proporcionnr scivicios de transporte miltiples qoe sean sCEUTos,
cdmordas y convenictiies para Tos clientes.

5

Contacto del Proyecto:

[Ty L)

E ﬁ Gregory A Walker, AICP

< i : ot Vice President | Huitt-Zollars
recmond DL 602.952.8123
edcEnamints
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Attachrrent 71 Media

Posted: Friday, March 7, 2014 12:20 am
By HERIC RUBIO, Staff Writer | 0 comments

Pos Mar 7, 2014
by Heric Rutbio

CALEXICO — As the city of Calexico begins to make preparations for the replacement of its current transportation
hub, citizens were invited Thursday evening to sharet! their thoughts and give their input on the proposed sites.

The Calexico Intermodal Transportation Center Study, held inside Camarena Memorial Library, brought together
residents with representatives from various county agencies involved in the project in an attempt to gather as much
community input as possible.

“We're trying fo understand what kind of obstacles we face in relocating the facility,” said Steve Castaneda, a
consultant with PRM Consulling.

He explained that for the past five months, his firm, along with local agencies such as the imperial County
Transportation Commission and Southem California Associations of Governments, has been investigating aptions
available for the new hub.

With maps of the city and the proposed sites laid ouit, citizens left notes explaining their thoughts on what would be
best.

Some of the issues brought up the size of sites, their proximity to the port of entry and how they would affect the flow
of raffic.

*In order to successfully do this project, we want the community to have a say and give thoughts on what's
important,” said Mark Baza, ICTC executive# director. "This helps to address what's the least bit impactive to traffic.”

Calexico resident John Romo was on hand for Thursday's study partly due to a sense of civic duly.

“In my opinion, it is a necessily to come and see what is being developed,” he said. "Because we have a growing
community, | think itis important to be looking at the future.”

Romo stated that of the five options, he saw two that he felt would work best and one that could be worked with.

“| think we're heading in the right direction, but it's going to take a lot of planning,” Romo stated. “In order for this to
work, everybady needs to work together®.”

Staff Writer Heric Rubio can be reached at 760-337-3442 or hrubio@ivpressonline.com
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AGENDA STAFF REPORT

October 7; 2014

TO: Mayor and City Council

APPROVED BY: Richard N. War::g, interim City Manager M
PREPARED BY: Sandra Tauler?é)ommunity Services Director
SUBJECT: Library Board of Trustees minutes for May 28, 2014

e e e e o e et e i e — —— o am t .__._.—_._.__-_..——_._._.__._.__._.—_.--..
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Recommendation:
Accept minutes for Library Board of Trustees meeting held on May 28, 2014.
Background:

In accordance to the Bylaws of the Library Board of Trustees, section 18913, the Library
Director or a library clerk will act as a secrefary to keep a proper record of the proceedings.

Discussion & Analysis:

Minutes for Library Board of Trustees for Regular Meeting of May 28, 2014 have been prepared
for City Council information.

Fiscal Impact:
None.
Coordinated With:
None.
Attachment:

Library Board of Trustees minutes for meeting held on May 28, 2014
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THE LIBRARY BOARD OF TRUSTEES MET IN REGULAR SESSION ON
THE 28™ DAY OF MAY 2014 AT 6:30 P.M. AT THE CAMARENA
MEMORIAL LIBRARY, 850 ENCINAS AVENUE, CALEXICO,
CALIFORNIA. THE DATE, HOUR, AND PLACE DULY ESTABLISHED
FOR HOLDING SUCH SAID MEETING.

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m, by Trustee Percz.

ROLL CALL
Trustees present:
Elaine Perez
Jeanette Chew
Diana Cortez Estrada

Trustee absent:
Norberto Nufiez

Community Services Director:
Sandra Tauler

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Pledge of Allegiance was ied by Trustee Perez.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
On motion by Trustee Chew, seconded by Trustee Cortez and passed
unanimously, the agenda was approved as delivered.

COMMENTS FROM TRUSTEES
No comments.

CONSENT AGENDA

On motion by Trustee Chew, seconded by Trustee Cortez and passed
unanimously, the following items listed on the consent agenda were approved:
minutes for special meeting on May 7, 2014, ratification of purchase orders for the
month of May 2014; ratification of demands for the month of May 2014; monthly
activity and statistical report for the month of April 2014.
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NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business to report,

LIBRARIAN’S REPORT
e LHH Usage Report for April 2014
o Carnegic Technology Center Statistics for April 2014
e ZIP BOOKS usage report

Ms. Tauler informed Trustees that staff was getting ready for the summer
family reading program and that she was waiting for the opportunity to approach
the Measure H committee to request funding for the program.

She also informed them that the CLLS grant helps provide adult literacy
services to help adults improve their English reading and writing skills. Since
CLLS is celebrating its 30™ year, all Valley libraries will be hosting a trivia bee to
celebrate the anniversary and to help raise funds for the program. Trivia Bee is sct
for October 2™ at the fairgrounds. They plan to recruit 15 teams of 3 individuals.
Money raised will be used for advertisement of adult literacy services in the
librarics. There is a large number of a learners, but not enough tutors. Prospective
tutors get 12 hours of training and their commitment is 2 hours per week.

Trustee Chew shared that she used to be a tator in the program and she helped
her student open an e-mail account and use the typing softwarc. Ms. Tauler
mentioned that the program focuses on helping the adult setting individual goals
for what they want to improve. Trustec Perez said that she was going to bring it up
to the Woman’s Improvement Club members since they get credit for volunteer
houts.

Ms. Tauler also mentioned that the Zip Books program is becoming very
popular. If a patron wants to read a book that the library does not own, we can
order it for him/her through Amazon and the material is sent to the patron’s
address. Once he/she is through with it, it needs to be returned to the library so
that it can be added to the collection.



INFORMATION
Items included:

o New book list

WITH NO FURTHER BUSINESS TO DISCUSS, THE MEETING WAS
ADJOURNED AT 6.49 P.M.

Next Regular Meeting will be WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 2014 at 6:30 p.m.




