


Presentation Overview 

Program History 
Funding Sources 
Location Selection 
Evaluations 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On February 14, 2011 the Metropolitan Transportation Commission issued an open “call for projects” for candidates to be considered in the 2013 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  

TAM, as Marin’s Congestion Management Agency (CMA)  will coordinate project submittals for the County.  

TAM will also conduct public involvement and outreach for the RTP per MTC requirements.




Program History 

Approved as part of Strategy 4.2 of the Measure A 
Expenditure Plan 
Guards first deployed for the 2006/2007 School Year 
Initial program paid for 54 guards 
Number of guards increased to 63 for the 08/09 Year 
Measure A funded 76 guards in 2014/2015  School Year 
10 of the 76 guards now paid for by Measure B 
4 additional guards this year as part of new guard policy 
Program funds 8 additional guards on a reimbursed basis 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) guides funding for all parts of the transportation system in the SF Bay Region, including capital, operating and maintenance for freeways, buses, rail, ferries, and other modes.  All projects competing for regional, state or federal funding must be included in this Plan.  
The RTP is managed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the regional transportation agency.  Every 4 years, the RTP is updated and each County has to submit the status of projects that were included in the last RTP and generate new projects to respond to changing needs.  This RTP will be adopted in 2013 and will fund the region’s transportation needs through 2038. 





Funding Sources 

Ongoing Funding from Measures A and B 
Measure A existing reserves and future revenues 
Measure B is fixed amount of $150,000  
One Time Funding 
OBAG Safe Routes Funding $200,000 
Measure B Unallocated Funds this year 

 



Location Selection 

Intersection locations are recommended by School 
Districts, City and Town Public Works Departments, 
and Police Departments. 
Public Works Director determines which locations to 

forward to TAM. 
TAM hires consultant to conduct counts and to 

analyze data. 
Score assigned to each location. 
Ranked list approved by TAM Board. 
Public Works Directors can swap between locations on 

the list within their jurisdiction. 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Marin County’s projects compete for funding at the regional level with projects from other counties and with regional programs, such as 511.  Not all projects will get funding.  MTC determines a set of goals for the region’s transportation system and projects are evaluated for how they help meet these goals.  Projects are prioritized based on their performance in this evaluation and higher priority projects are more likely to receive funding.  

In your packet you have the “performance measures” by which MTC will evaluate projects and programs.  A change from the past.  

Much more emphasis on “sustainability” and land use and transportation linkages.  Also renewed focus on equity and non-displacement of current residents.



Location Selection Criteria 

Criteria based on the California Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (CMUTCD). 
Ranking system recommended by TAM TAC, MPWA and 

TAM Staff  -  Approved by TAM Board in 2009. 
Selection criteria intended to be measurable and objective. 
Pedestrians ages 5 to 13 counted for scoring. 
Crosswalks (not intersections) scored individually. 
Highest scoring crosswalk is the score for that intersection. 
Possible for one intersection to have multiple, high-scoring 

crosswalks, including non-adjacent crosswalks. 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Three main parts of our outreach strategy.



Location Selection Criteria (Cont.) 

One guard is assumed to be able to service two 
adjacent crosswalks. 
TAM TAC recommended only one guard per 

intersection. 
Pedestrian and vehicle counts for all locations are 

conducted within as short a timeframe as possible, 
during fair weather, and as coordinated with school 
schedules, i.e. on regular days, etc. 
New policy regarding new locations and considering 

changed conditions adopted by TAM Board in 
December 2011. 



Key Dates 



Evaluation/Assessment 

 
Evaluation/Assessment conducted in 2009 and 2012 
Required by Strategic Plan every three years 
Updated Assessment occurring right now 
Assessment via on-line questionnaire 

 
 

 



Evaluation (Cont.) 
The assessments have four primary objectives:  
To determine the level of awareness of the Measure A 

Crossing Guard Program;  
To determine the typical travel modes to and from school 

and the frequency at which students cross at a location 
where a crossing guard is on duty;  
To determine whether or not the presence of crossing 

guards influences travel choices for students that walk or 
ride a bicycle to and from school on most school days; and  
To determine whether or not the communities served by the 

Crossing Guard Program consider the expenditure of 
Measure A funds a good investment.  



Evaluation (Cont.) 
The responses to the previous surveys indicate the following:  
Results show that 96% of the respondents indicated that 

crossing guards are a good way to spend Measure A funds. 
Almost all of the respondents are aware of the crossing 

guards but only one in seven knows that Measure A 
provides funding for the crossing guards.  
Approximately one-third of the respondents walk or ride 

their bicycle on most schools days (almost one-half are 
driven to school in a car).  
More than six in ten reported that they use a crosswalk 

where a crossing guard is on duty on most school days.  
 



Evaluation (Cont.) 
Significant majority of the students that walk or ride their 

bicycle on most school days regularly use a crosswalk where 
a crossing guard is on duty and feel more comfortable 
knowing the crossing guards are at certain locations.  
One-third of the students that walk or ride their bicycle on 

most school days reported they changed from being driven 
to school in a car to walking or bicycling, in part, due to the 
presence of the crossing guards.  
An overwhelming majority of respondents indicated they 

believe the Crossing Guard Program is a valuable 
investment of Measure A funds.  
 
 



Current Needs 
The Program will not be able to maintain the current level 
Costs are increasing much faster than Revenue 
New list in 2018 may need substantial reductions 
Feedback from users, schools, and police have indicated 

that the next 30 sites on the list are well deserving of a 
crossing guard 
Current cost of a funded location is $16,000 annually and 

rising 
TAM’s liability increases if sites are skipped on the 

approved list 
 



Potential Solution - Volunteers 
Volunteer Program would allow for program expansion 

and for sites to be bypassed if not interested in participating 
TAM is willing to manage guards under current contractor.  

This includes background check, training, equipment, 
supervision, discipline, and liability insurance 
Annual cost of a volunteer position would be $4,000 to 

$4,500 depending on total volunteers required 
TAM’s current policy is not to discontinue service except at 

winter and summer breaks 
 



Questions? 
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