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1. Welcome and Introductions 
 

2. Public Comments 
 

3. Approve Summary Minutes of Executive Committee Meeting 
Action: 

ATTACHMENT 3A – SUMMARY MINUTES OF APRIL 20, 2016 
 

4. ABAG/MTC Merger Proposal 
Information: Staff will provide an update on the ABAG-MTC merger discussion and 
recommendations. 

ATTACHMENT 4A – ABAG MTC MERGER STUDY RECOMMENDATION MEMO 
 

5. Report on Natural Gas Program 
Information: Staff will review recent gas operations, including gas purchases; the program’s 
long-term hedge position; gas imbalances; and other miscellaneous program items. 

ATTACHMENT 5A – MONTHLY SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS FY 2015-16 
ATTACHMENT 5B – GAS HEDGE CHART 
ATTACHMENT 5C – MARKET PRICE CHART 
 

6. FY 2016-17 ABAG POWER Operating Budget 
Action:  Staff will present the FY2016-17 budget for approval. 

ATTACHMENT 6A1 – FY2016-17 OPERATING BUDGET 
ATTACHMENT 6A2 – FY2016-17 OPERATING BUDGET – LEVELIZED CHARGES 
ATTACHMENT 6B – GAS PROGRAM GOALS AND PURCHASING STRATEGY 

 
7. Billing Process Discussion 

Information: Staff will review existing utility database limitations and discuss whether 
additional monitoring and reporting capabilities are beneficial to members.    

ATTACHMENT 7A – UTILITY DATABASE AND REPORTING MEMO 
 

8. Closed Session 
The following items will be discussed in closed session, pursuant to the requirements of the 
Ralph M. Brown Act.  All reportable actions taken will be announced in open session prior to 
the adjournment of the meeting. 

 
Conference With Legal Counsel—Existing Litigation, Govt. C. Sec. 54956.9(d):  
 
1. Application of Pacific Gas & Electric Company Proposing Cost of Service and 

Rates for Gas Transmission and Storage Services for the Period 2015-2017 
(A.13-12-012) 
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9. Other Business 

 
10. Adjournment 

 

*The Committee may take action on any item on this agenda 
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SUMMARY MINUTES 
ABAG POWER Executive Committee 

 Regular Meeting 2016-02 

April 20, 2016 

ABAG’s Conference Room 171 

101 8
th

 Street, Oakland, CA 94607 

 

 

 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Chair Julie Bueren opened the meeting with introductions at 12:00 PM.  

 

 

Committee Representatives Jurisdiction/Agency 

Dave Brees City of Los Altos 

Julie Bueren (Chair) County of Contra Costa 

Chris Schroeder (Vice Chair) City of Milpitas 

Richard Sealana City of Union City 

  

Members Absent  

Tonya Gilmore City of Orinda 

Angela Walton City of Richmond 

  

Guests Present  

Dave Jones DMJ Gas Marketing Consultants 

David Mauney The Hunter Group 

  

Staff Present   

Jerry Lahr ABAG POWER 

Ryan Jacoby ABAG POWER 

Courtney Ruby ABAG 

Brad Paul ABAG 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS & ANNOUNCEMENTS 

There were no public comments. 
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APPROVAL OF SUMMARY MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 17, 2016. 

Motion was made by Sealana/S/Schroeder/C/3:0:1 to approve the Summary Minutes of the 

February 17, 2016 Executive Committee meeting.  

 

The aye votes were: Brees, Schroeder, Sealana. 

 

The nay votes were: None. 

 

Abstentions were: Bueren. 

 

Absentees were: Gilmore, Walton. 

 

 

RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS/BIOGAS OPPORTUNITIES 

Dave Jones and David Mauney presented a summary of U.S.-based direct-use renewable natural gas 

(RNG) projects and associated potential environmental benefits to ABAG POWER gas members. 

The presentation centered on a business proposal wherein ABAG POWER would contractually 

purchase RNG attributes to complement existing physical gas purchases.  

 

 

ABAG/MTC MERGER PROPOSAL 

Brad Paul informed members of the recent merger consultant’s recommendation to consolidate the 

planning functions of ABAG within MTC and enter into an MOU to create a new regional agency 

and governance model. The consultant, Management Partners, recognized that the political 

consensus and trust needed to move forward with this option may not yet be present, and issued a 

secondary recommendation to consolidate ABAG and MTC staff functions under one executive 

director.  

 

 

REPORT ON NATURAL GAS PROGRAM 

 

Monthly Summary of Operations FY 2015-16 

Lahr provided members with the Monthly Summary of Operations reports for FY15-16; members 

were updated on the percentage savings comparisons with PG&E.  Lahr noted that financial 

statements for February, 2016 indicated a cumulative savings figure of 0.2% including the CTA 

Unrecovered Pipelines Capacity costs.  The program’s ‘Rate Comparisons excluding Pipeline 

Capacity Costs’ calculation displayed a cumulative savings through February, 2016 of 2.7%. 

 

Gas Hedge Chart 

Lahr provided information on the various current long-term gas purchases (contracts which are 

greater than one month in length). The Committee encouraged Lahr to seek an additional gas 

purchase contract if a favorable price could be obtained.  

 

Market Price Chart 

Lahr provided information on gas prices.  
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Gas Scheduling Contract Extension Memo 

Lahr informed the Committee of his intent to exercise an option to extend gas scheduling services 

with DMJ Gas Marketing for the period July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017. Following this extension, 

ABAG POWER will issue a Request for Proposals for gas scheduling services. 

 

Draft PG&E Bill Credit Memo 

Staff presented a draft memorandum to be released to the gas pool membership, informing members 

of PG&E’s upcoming bill credit and check disbursement.  

 

ABAG POWER MEETING LOCATIONS AND TRAVEL EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT 

The Committee determined that travel and/or time expense reimbursement from ABAG POWER is 

unnecessary because Committee members are already reimbursed for these expenses by their 

respective agencies. The group decided to postpone a decision on alternate meeting locations.    

 

 

ENERGY PROGRAMS UPDATE 

 

BayREN Program Update, February 2016 

Lahr provided a brief update on the recent achievements of BayREN’s Single Family, Multifamily, 

and Codes and Standards programs.  

 

Water Bill Savings Act Fact Sheet 

The Water Bill Savings Act was formally introduced on February 18 and has since received 

favorable perception with no opposing parties and support from the Sonoma County Climate 

Protection Agency, Sierra Club California, the California Association of Realtors, and others. The 

proposed water efficiency legislation would allow Joint Powers Authorities (JPAs) to raise funds to 

finance water and energy efficiency measures on residential and commercial properties. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Julie Bueren adjourned the meeting at 1:58 PM. 

 

/rj 

_____________________________ 

 *Example of a motion – [Member No. 1/S/Member No. 2/roll call vote/C/8:0:0] means Member No.1 motions, seconded by 

Member No.2, after roll call vote, motion carries, 8 = “yes” votes, 0 = “no” votes and 0 = abstention. 



AS S O C I A T I O N  O F  B A Y  AR E A  GO V E R N M E N T S 
Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date: May 6, 2016 
 
To: ABAG Executive Board 
 
From: Ezra Rapport 

Executive Director 
 
Subject: ABAG MTC Merger Study Recommendation 
 
 
1. Context / Recommendation 
 
ABAG is facing what is probably the most critical juncture in its 55 year history.  ABAG has 
reached a point where a decision must be made with respect to its future, and the future of 
regional planning and programs in the Bay Area.  The integration of ABAG and MTC into a 
comprehensive regional agency might be a real possibility.   
 
What will be before the Executive Board on May 19th is a decision to select a path forward that 
has the best chance of being approved by both ABAG and MTC and best serve the public 
interest. The status quo between the agencies is that MTC will terminate its Planning Grant to 
ABAG on July 1, 2016, unless an alternative Merger Implementation Plan (MIP) is adopted by 
both agencies.  If both agencies can agree on a path forward with sufficient detail, that 
agreement would constitute a Merger Implementation Plan (MIP), and that action would trigger 
a continuation of the MTC Planning Grant to ABAG while the details of the MIP are worked out. 
 
Our recommendation is for the Executive Board to approve two Options:  Option 4 and Option 7 
of the Management Partners report (see attachments A and B) with important principles for 
Option 7. These principles are described below under Recommendation. 
 
Option 4 (New Governance Model and Full Staff Merger), in ABAG staff’s view, is the best 
option for the Bay Area.  The New Governance model should combine the best of MTC’s 
statutory responsibilities to program and allocate transportation dollars, while also supporting 
city and county engagement in land use, economic development, environmental planning, and 
other non-transportation issues facing the region.  With this governance model, a powerful 
regional agency with a broad scope of responsibility can be created utilizing combined 
administrative resources.   
 
While we see a change in governance as crucial to the long term mission of regional planning, 
we are convinced that the ABAG and MTC boards cannot address governance in the time frame 
needed to sustain ABAG.  As stated above, MTC’s Planning Grant to ABAG expires July 1, 
2016, unless MTC and ABAG both adopt an alternative Merger Implementation Plan (MIP).   
With the assumption that the dialogue for changes in governance will take more time than is 
available to address the present situation, all options that require an immediate commitment to a 

Item 10, Staff Memo

Attachment 4A 

Page 1 of 27



ABAG MTC Merger Study Recommendation 
May 6, 2016 
Page 2 
 
change in governance are fatally flawed if this change cannot be agreed upon by both ABAG 
and MTC by July 1, 2016.  
 
In addition to our recommendation of Option 4, staff also recommends the alternative approval 
of Option 7, if that is the only option that MTC will approve.  Option 7 retains the ABAG Board 
and its institutional policy authority, but proposes to transfer ABAG staff to MTC following 
development of a contract for services and entering into an MOU to establish a timeframe for 
considering a new governance structure and setting forth principles, goals and parameters for 
considering new governance options. In addition, Option 7 calls for an MOU on the parameters 
of a new governance model to be considered within a reasonable time. 
 
The deficiency of Option 7 is that it splits administrative control away from ABAG governance.  
While there is an advantage to having unified administration, the successful implementation of 
Option 7 will require the MTC administration to be sensitive to ABAG staff, programs, and 
relationships to all levels of government and stakeholders.  ABAG’s programs are financially 
self-sufficient for the foreseeable future, but these programs require an administrative control 
that is very different from the exigencies of MTC administration.  There needs to be a strong 
commitment on the part of MTC administration to both protect ABAG’s Council of Governments 
(COG) role and to fairly evaluate the programs maintained by current ABAG staff.   
 
We understand that MTC administration needs to protect MTC from financial liabilities.  At the 
same time, ABAG programs should be carefully evaluated prior to making any significant 
changes so that ABAG membership remains supportive of this effort.  ABAG’s governance and 
administrative model has taken decades to construct, but may disintegrate rapidly without 
careful consideration of any changes proposed by MTC administration. 
 
The ABAG staff transfer to MTC should be accompanied by a set of principles to guide Option 7 
and proposed principles have been enumerated in Section 9 of this report.  These principles 
should be attached to ABAG's resolution of approval.  The principles should help guide the 
ABAG negotiations between ABAG and MTC for an MOU that defines roles and responsibilities 
and the contract for services between ABAG and MTC.  
  
ABAG and MTC should also consider engaging in facilitated discussions regarding new 
governance models during the next two years.  ABAG and MTC should analyze a set of options 
for new governance with the intent of choosing an option that integrates the functional 
responsibilities of both the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and the COG, and 
provides the best possible regional agency for the Bay Area to accomplish comprehensive 
planning, programming, and implementation of projects that will serve the 21st century. 
  
 
2. Governance and Staffing 
 
Option 7 does not address all problems. Option 7 cannot be implemented without an extensive 
work program to transition ABAG employees and ABAG programs to MTC administration.  A 
second major consideration is how to define what is meant by ABAG autonomy, policy 
oversight, and regional responsibility, which is mentioned in Management Partners’ report.  The 
MOU should also set, at a minimum, a reasonable time frame for new governance options to be 
evaluated by MTC and ABAG.     
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Given the need to reach consensus among ABAG and MTC, however, we view only Option 7 as 
feasible, with principles enumerated in this memo and others that may be attached by the 
Executive Board.  Option 7 needs to be made realistic in both the short term and long term.  The 
two agencies need to choose a single option in order to focus on the necessary details.   
 
3. Regional Planning Opportunity 
 
Despite the challenges, we believe that the potential reorganization of ABAG and MTC into a 
single agency represents an extraordinary opportunity to create an innovative regional 
governance function that combines the best of ABAG and MTC.  Together, these agencies 
contain an unparalleled expertise to deliver improved planning, policy, and funding support to 
the Bay Area. Working as a combined staff, both agencies would be able to provide responsive, 
locally-tailored services that improve the lives of current and future Bay Area residents, in a 
variety of economic, social, and environmental contexts.  
 
We do not want to lose sight of this opportunity.  A great deal of effort has been expended 
discussing the issues of regional governance and the required process of collaboration across 
the Bay Area’s diverse communities.  While there is much more to be done, the Bay Area 
deserves the most effective organization for regional planning and implementation of critical 
programs.  The Bay Area is becoming increasingly complex as its economy grows.  There are 
enormous transportation, housing and environmental challenges ahead, including affordable 
housing, water supply, and sea level rise, and there is an urgent need for an integrated, 
comprehensive regional planning and implementation institution. 
 
 
4. Council of Governments Essential Role  
 
Management Partner’s Option 7 states that ABAG “retains autonomy and policy oversight over 
current statutory roles and responsibilities.”  This direction will require more than verbal 
assurances that policy making responsibilities will be respected.  In order for the ABAG 
Executive Board to retain autonomy and policy oversight, there must be a strong connection to 
the staff charged with implementing those statutory roles and responsibilities.  The Executive 
Board should be able to assert policy prerogatives through the Work Plan and Contract for 
Services it negotiates with MTC. Staff should be available to listen, interpret, and implement 
policy direction from the ABAG Executive Board, or its successor. 
 
ABAG’s ability to carry out its statutory roles and responsibilities also relies on its relationship to 
local governments. The connection between ABAG and local governments is structured through 
the Executive Board and the role of city and county delegates for each jurisdiction. The ABAG 
delegates represent City Councils, who in turn, are a connection to the City Managers and local 
government staff, especially land use planners. Through this mechanism, ABAG maintains a 
solid relationship with local government.  This channel of communication and collaboration 
needs to remain if cities and counties are to consider the new arrangement to be a continuation 
of the Council of Governments.   
 
The following are essential activities that define a Council of Governments, and we believe they 
need to be maintained at least until new governance options are implemented:   
 

A. Strong Local Partners:  Cities and counties must be essential partners in the 
emerging regional planning and services structure.  Sustained trust and 
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accountability to local governments will be a foundational dimension of this new 
regional agency and retain membership dues in place.  

B. Work Program approved by Executive Board:  The approval of the work program 
by the Executive Board, prioritizes regional challenges and strategies, and provides 
direct guidance on land use, housing, economic development, and environmental 
policies and strategies.  The Executive Board will need to provide direction on major 
regional strategies such as Priority Development Areas, resilience strategies or 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 

C. Involvement of Regional Planning Committee or similar body:  The ABAG’s 
Regional Planning Committee, or similar committee that includes elected officials 
and major stakeholders, should continue to advise staff on major planning projects 
such as the designation of an Economic Development District, coordination of water 
conservation strategies or the creation of a Regional Housing Trust Fund. 

D. Planning Staff:  An integrated planning function will need to continue to engage with 
local jurisdictions.  ABAG staff takes input on housing, economic development and 
infrastructure needs and provides support on land use analysis, policy analysis, best 
practices and public engagement. Public workshops and communication through 
social media are essential components of any regional planning process to secure 
transparency and broader public input. 

E. Public Engagement:  Meaningful and transparent public engagement processes 
should continue to be used to develop strategies to support housing production and 
affordability, regional sustainability, economic prosperity, resilience and climate 
adaptation among others that are supported by a strong network of stakeholders. 

F. Stakeholder involvement:  The on-going roles that environmental, business 
community and equity stakeholders play are extremely important and need to 
continue. 
a. Environmental stakeholders will maintain an important role in the preservation of 

open space, access to parks, and healthy places. 
b. The business community will promote ongoing and new economic development 

strategies and strengthen collaboration across sub regions. 
c. Equity stakeholders broaden the agencies’ participation to ensure disadvantaged 

communities have a voice in regional strategies and investment decisions. 
G. Current Programs:  ABAG’s programs of financial services, energy savings, 

insurance pools, and the healthy restoration of the bay and estuary should be 
carefully evaluated.  ABAG believes these are core services to local jurisdictions and 
the communities in the Bay Area, and a major reason local jurisdictions pay dues to 
ABAG. 
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5. Solid ABAG Financial Performance  
 
Staff would like to impress upon MTC and our stakeholders the strength of ABAG’s finances 
and operations to date.  This information will be helpful to those looking to understand how 
ABAG’s finances are structured and how to maintain financial performance through a solid 
merger implementation plan. 
 

A. ABAG has consistently operated with a balanced budget, and has not experienced an 
operating deficit within the last five years (our analysis only looked back five years).   

B. ABAG executes a sustainable business model.  
1) Member dues pay for agency management, member services and strategic 

organizational planning. 
2) All grant funded projects are programmed to be operated within the funding 

provided.  Expenditures are closely monitored to ensure the ability to restructure 
the project budget to avoid a deficit. When grants terminate, grant funded 
positions are reduced.    

3) ABAG administration and finance provide management, administrative and other 
support services to ABAG, our entities, and related parties. Both direct and 
indirect fees are charged to fully recover the administrative cost.   

C. All ABAG entities operate with balanced budgets and both the Financial Authority for 
Non-Profit Corporations (FAN) and Pooled Liability Assurance Network (PLAN) have 
very healthy reserve funds ranging from $3-20 million. POWER distributes all surpluses 
(deficits) to its members. 

D. ABAG contributes a successful and reputable business model that is not duplicative of 
the services MTC currently provides.  ABAG’s programs are a strategic fit within the 
larger ABAG mission and its services are relied upon by critical stakeholders both 
regionally and locally. 

1) ABAG successfully represents 109 cities and counties as demonstrated by 100% 
member dues collection.  

2) ABAG has a positive reputation in the Federal, State and Regional Community 
for our extensive research, planning, land use, housing, equity, environmental, 
resilience, and economic issues as demonstrated in the growth of our budget in 
the last year from $26 to $58 million.1  

  

                                            
1 For example, ABAG administers the Bay Area Regional Energy Network (BayRen) program which is 
funded by a grant from the CA Public Utilities Commission and the Integrated Regional Water 
Management Program (IRWMP) funding through the California Department of Water Resources and 
managed by ABAG’s San Francisco Estuary Partnership (SFEP).  BayRen is the exclusive implementer 
of the Energy Upgrade California Home Upgrade Program designed to reduce energy use in existing 
homes by providing incentives to homeowners who make energy-efficient improvements. SFEP helped 
secure an additional $41 million in state grant funds and now manages for our partners a total of $93 
million for these multi-benefit water quality and drought response projects. In FY2016-17 alone, BayRen 
will be responsible for administering $12.8 in state grants out of ABAG’s total state funding of $42.7 
million.  In FY2016-17 alone SFEP will be responsible for administering $24.5 million in local, state, and 
federal funding for projects throughout the Bay Area. These are great examples of the magnitude and 
impact created through our local, state, and federal grant funds.   
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E. ABAG’s costs, unfunded pension liabilities and OPEB costs are all included in our 
employee direct cost rate and our indirect cost rate (see Attachment A).  While our SFEP 
programs/grants are not charged for indirect cost since they are located with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board in the State Building, ABAG amortizes the 
pension and OPEB liabilities through their direct charges to the grantors. 

F. The ABAG condominium unit and tenant improvements should be considered as part of 
the value ABAG brings to the merger.  

 
6. Process Towards Full Integration 
 
It will be essential that there is a strong commitment on a governance reconfiguration so that the 
relationship between regional governance and city and county participation is clear and 
decisive.  Addressing regional governance is not only about SB 375.  The Bay Area faces 
numerous environmental, economic, social and public health issues in the 21st century.   
 
A new governance model does not have to disturb the MTC composition and balance of power, 
which is set forth in statute.  ABAG staff supports the existing MTC Commission maintaining 
control over the funding of transportation networks and projects.  However, the issues outside of 
transportation programming and allocations, such as Plan Bay Area, should have representation 
that reflects the larger number of cities that need to respond to future Bay Area issues.  For 
example, this greater representation could be accomplished through a newly configured limited 
authority Governing Board, who would work with the administrative structure and the ABAG and 
MTC policy boards to decide, for example, the scope of the Regional Plan, issue the State of 
the Region report, perform an evaluation as to how well the regional agency was accomplishing 
its mission, and ensure that the planning budget was reasonably allocated to the tasks at hand. 
 
ABAG’s Board, staff and member jurisdictions are looking for assurances that options to 
address a new governance structure will be carried out in an orderly and thoughtful manner.  It 
is essential, in our opinion, to establish a date certain by when governance options will be 
presented to the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board.  The MOU should set forth a 
specific schedule that addresses this objective. 
 
 
7. Pre-Merger Implementation Activities 
 
While ABAG believes that staff merger ahead of the new governance model is an overly 
complicated and risky solution, we acknowledge that Option 7 is feasible, but requires 
substantial work prior to implementation if this option is selected.  The merger of ABAG staff into 
the MTC should be handled expertly with outside consulting support assisting both agencies.  
ABAG currently retains a mission driven staff.  They will need assurances that they will be able 
to accomplish ABAG’s regional planning goals under the MTC administrative organization.  
 
Prior to any staff merger, significant due diligence on the part of MTC regarding ABAG’s assets 
and liabilities needs to be undertaken so the MTC staff can make further recommendations to 
the Commission.  Likewise, ABAG should be expected to identify concrete actions that will allow 
for a transition of ABAG staff to MTC administrative control, while maintaining business 
continuity of the enterprise groups, continued grant activity for the San Francisco Estuary 
Partnership, the Resilience, and Energy programs, as well as necessary assurances for the 
continuity of ABAG’s policy function as a Council of Governments.  ABAG members must have 
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faith in these assurances for local governments to continue paying dues to support ABAG as a 
continuing Council of Governments.  
  
Management Partners is preparing a draft implementation action plan that sets forth steps that 
comprise a new Merger Implementation (MIP) for ABAG and MTC.  The schedule results in a 
negotiated MOU and Contract for Services.  At the conclusion of the negotiated documents, 
both ABAG and MTC will have to approve the contract for service and MOU prior to full 
implementation. 
 
The technical challenges and strategies to facilitate a staff merger should be discussed in 
another memo, and these details should be addressed by a team of consultants, including 
organizational development consultants and consultants with human resource technical 
expertise.  This should include thoughtful engagement with staff and employee representatives. 
 
8. Recommendation to Executive Board 
 
Our recommendation to the Executive Board is to first approve Option 4 (Full Merger) and then 
Option 7 (Staff Merger with Governance Model later) of the Management Partners report with 
important attached principles.  In addition to our recommendation of Option 4, staff recommends 
the alternative approval of Option 7 if that is the only option that MTC will approve.  Option 7 
retains the ABAG Board and its institutional policy authority, but transfers the ABAG staff 
administration to MTC.  It also calls for a new governance model to be considered within a 
reasonable time. Important principles  (see below) attached to the approval of Option 7 will 
make the difference in achieving the most important goals ABAG staff identified in its merger 
analysis, namely, (1) the continued participation of cities and counties as the dominant political 
structure underlying comprehensive regional planning, (2) the financial security of the ABAG 
institution and its past and present employees, and (3) a reconfiguration of regional governance 
to ensure broader city and county and stakeholder participation.   
 
9.  Principles and Language for the Resolution Supporting Option 7 
 
Staff recommends that if the Executive Board is going to support both Option 4 and Option 7, 
then principles applicable to Option 7 need to be appended to the resolution, as follows:  
 

A. The Council of Governments (COG) provides local jurisdictions with the staff support, 
resources and partnerships necessary for them to have significant input in developing 
and implementing regional plans such as Plan Bay Area. The COG operates with the 
clear understanding that all land use authority in California resides with cities and 
counties. Support for Option 7 is conditioned on the continuation of local engagement 
and participation in regional planning in the following manner:   

 
1) Cities and counties are essential partners in regional planning. 
2) Regional planning incorporates a meaningful and transparent public engagement 

process. 
3) Regional land use planning is responsive to local land use planning to build high 

quality neighborhoods. 
4) In addition to transit and transportation planning, regional land use planning 

integrates other relevant planning fields, such as water, agriculture and open 
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space, resilience, energy efficiency, climate change adaptation and mitigation, air 
quality, sea level rise, economic development, and social equity. 

B. The COG should have a voice in developing land use incentives designed to promote 
the construction of and acquisition/rehabilitation of housing units scaled to support the 
Bay Area economy.  

C. When integrating the ABAG Planning and Research Department, special attention 
should be made to retain its collaborative and holistic culture. 

D. In concert with any organizational changes, ABAG and MTC staff should engage in a 
deliberate process for integrating missions that address: 1) the function, management, 
mission, and vision of ABAG departments; 2) internal and external relationship 
maintenance; 3) decision-making structures; and 4) conflict resolution. 

E. ABAG and MTC should designate a Staff Merger committee of Board and Commission 
members that will provide guidance with respect to merger activities and changes.  This 
committee should be informed by an organizational consultant familiar with the 
overlapping areas of ABAG and MTC administration.  We do not believe important 
decisions need to be made immediately, and it would be helpful for a committee of 
elected officials to be in place for any discussion of issues among the staff. 

F. MTC administration should endeavor to understand and preserve ABAG’s existing 
programs.  Should MTC administration desire to make substantive changes, they must 
first consult with the ABAG Executive Board. 

G. The staff merger should include the transition of all ABAG staff.  Savings and 
consolidation should take place through existing vacant positions, expected attrition 
opportunities in further reorganization, and through an organizational development plan 
approved by both ABAG and MTC.   

H. The ABAG Executive Board will need a management level staff person to act as a 
liaison to the new administration.  The ABAG Board and the Executive Director of MTC 
should engage in a mutual process for the selection and retention of this liaison.  The 
mechanism to accomplish this should be worked out as part of the MIP.  This position 
will ensure that the ABAG Executive Board has an appropriate connection to staff so it 
can perform its policy oversight with autonomy. 

 
10.  Action Requested of the Executive Board 
 
The resolution the ABAG Executive Board would be asked to approve to start us down a path 
toward Option 4 or Option 7 would express general support for the chosen Option and direct 
staff to: 
 

A. Conduct a financial and legal analysis to determine the impact on both ABAG and MTC 
of a staff consolidation. 

B. Enter into negotiations and establish a deadline for: 
A. A multi-year Contract for Services that would consolidate ABAG and MTC staff 

under one executive director and provide staffing for all statutory duties, 
responsibilities and programs of the region’s COG. 

B. An MOU to pursue new governance options within a specified time period. 
C. Enter into a letter agreement whereby MTC continues to provide funding support to 

ABAG for regional planning services pending the development and execution of the 
Contract for Services and the MOU on new governance options described above. 
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Staff will provide the Executive Board, ABAG member jurisdictions and ABAG delegates with 
monthly updates on staff’s progress toward completing the due diligence work and drafting the 
Contract for Services, MOU and Letter Agreement. 
 
As each of these steps is completed, it will be brought before a publicly noticed meeting of the 
ABAG Executive Board for discussion and approval. 
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Attachment A: 
 
Unfunded Pension Liabilities and OPEB 
 
ABAG’s $12 million unfunded pension liability is not unique to ABAG and not an indication of 
poor fiscal management.  The unfunded pension liability arose from CalPERS’ failure to 
recommend adequate funding contributions for several years.  As a result, ABAG is in concert 
with most PERS plans in having unfunded liabilities that are being amortized over periods of six 
to 20 years.  The ABAG unfunded liability is 34.1% of the plan’s total accrued liability, which 
compares to MTC’s 23.4% unfunded liability, as a percentage total accrued liability. 
 
Until fiscal year (FY) 2015-16, the amortization of the unfunded pension liability was computed 
as a percentage of estimated payroll, and the dollar amount would rise or fall proportionately 
with increases and decreases in payroll costs.  Beginning in FY 2015-16, amortization is set at a 
dollar amount, which for FY 2015-16 is $1,085,876.  This payment is billed to ABAG monthly as 
a fixed amount of $90,490. ABAG’s pension amortization is scheduled to rise approximately 
$700,000 over the next six years, which will cause ABAG to re-evaluate its charges to grantors 
and enterprises. 
 
ABAG has an Actuarial Accrued Liability for its Retiree Healthcare Plan of $4.7 million, which is 
being amortized as part of ABAG’s annual payroll expense of $7 million at approximately 
$700,000 a year. This level is sufficient to fund current expenses and to provide reserves for 
future claims. It is projected that the plan will be fully funded by 2022.   As with many of these 
plans, the escalation of medical cost made ABAG’s plan a financial burden and new enrollment 
to the original plan was terminated in FY2009-10.  We anticipate a decrease in ARC with our 
upcoming actuarial evaluation due to a smaller employee pool than previously reported.  
 
ABAG’s unrestricted fund balance shows a $8 million deficit.  While it is technically true that 
ABAG’s Balance Sheet reflects a deficit fund balance, the financial health of ABAG has not 
changed, and if ABAG is allowed to continue to operate at its current level, the liability will be 
eliminated over time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Item 10, Staff Memo

Attachment 4A 

Page 10 of 27



April 2016 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments Merger Study 
Options Analysis and Recommendation Report 

Item 10, Staff Memo

Attachment 4A 

Page 11 of 27



Options Analysis and Recommendation Report 
Options Analysis  Management Partners 

 

 52  

Option 4 – Create a New Regional Agency and Governance 
Model 

Description  

Enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between MTC and ABAG to create a new 
governance model that integrates the MPO (MTC) and the COG (ABAG). The MOU would set 
forth the principles, parameters and basic terms to guide the creation of a new regional agency 
and governance model for the region. Until a new agency is created and integration achieved, 
MTC and ABAG would remain as separate, independent agencies, including their respective 
mission, governance structures, legal and statutory duties, responsibilities and authorities. 
ABAG would statutorily continue to be responsible for those activities set forth in SB 375 
regarding preparation of the SCS. Figure 9 on the following page provides a graphic depiction 
of this option. 
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Figure 9. Graphic Depiction of Option 4 

 
Note: For clarity, the graphic only depicts a brief summary of planning unit functions (not the full range 
of ABAG’s and MTC’s responsibilities). 

General Impacts 

Legal  

Entering into an MOU would result in a formal agreement between ABAG and MTC to create a 
new regional agency and governance structure and set forth the guiding principles, parameters 
and basic terms to guide its establishment. Following a determination about the governance 
structure, duties and responsibilities of a new regional agency, as well as a financial assessment 
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and proposed staffing plan, state legislation would be required to transfer the current statutory 
duties and responsibilities of MTC and ABAG to the new agency. Both ABAG and MTC have 
ancillary JPAs staffed by their respective agency personnel, which would have to enter into new 
contracts with a new agency for the same purpose if they wish to remain affiliated with the 
successor agency.  

Other authorities such as the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA) have significant authorities, 
duties and responsibilities as well as fiduciary obligations that would have to be examined 
carefully to ensure the process would not impact operational commitments during the next 
several years. Financing authorities as well as bond documents would also have to be reviewed 
to determine whether there are any significant obstacles to a successor agency.  

Financial  

If MTC and ABAG choose an option that involves creating a new agency, a more in-depth 
financial assessment will be required. Such an assessment would need to include a detailed 
analysis of each agency’s existing financial liabilities and their future impact on the finances of a 
newly created agency. The high-level assessment (base assumptions) in this report is based on 
our experience with other mergers. Under a new regional agency, it is assumed there would be 
a net reduction of one executive director position in addition to one less planning director at a 
minimum.  

Given the overall merger of staff, we believe it is reasonable to expect at least a 10% overall 
reduction in remaining overhead costs, which is likely conservative. Efficiencies and economies 
of scale typically result in greater cost savings. The overall impact for both agencies is therefore 
projected at a $2.6 million in net annual savings, as indicated in Table 7. There would be one-
time recruiting costs of $80,000 for the new executive director and planning director positions, 
and one-time implementation costs (legal and consulting) of at least $500,000. This option 
assumes that Resolution 4210 is replaced by adequate funding to avoid adverse fiscal impacts 
on ABAG during the period of negotiation and implementation of the new organization.  

Table 7. Estimated Financial Impact of Option 4 

 Assumes 50% Split in New Costs 

MTC ABAG Joint 

Existing Executive Directors ($456,000) ($363,000) ($819,000) 

New Executive Director 237,500 237,500 475,000 

Existing Planning Directors (311,000) (298,000) (609,000) 

New Planning Director 165,000 165,000 330,000 

10% Reduction in Overhead Costs (1,652,271) (302,632) (1,954,903) 

Net Cost (Savings) ($2,016,771) ($561,132) ($2,577,903) 
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Management  

Until such time as a new regional agency is created, the current management, performance and 
accountability issues associated with preparation of the SCS and PBA would likely continue 
until and unless shared agreements reset how the agencies currently work together on regional 
planning programs and services.  

A new regional agency would result in a completely consolidated regional planning 
organization (along with other programs, operations and services) under a single management 
and leadership structure. This would result in clear and consistent direction to staff and 
transparency to the governing body or bodies and the public about who is responsible for 
implementing the region’s vision. It would also present significant opportunity for the agency’s 
management and leadership to integrate both agencies into a cohesive, efficient and well-
functioning organization with a shared mission, vision and values.  

Existing Employees 

Representation Status – In a new agency, the first determination to be made would be whether to 
offer positions to existing employees in the two agencies or to fill positions through an open 
recruitment process. This decision would be made as part of the process to establish the new 
agency and would be done under collective bargaining rules and in consultation with existing 
employee groups. A bargaining unit in the new agency would be unrepresented until such time 
as a majority of all employees in the unit elected to be represented by one or more unions. For 
the bargaining unit to become represented, employees would first need to present evidence of 
the desire to be represented through a card check process or by signing petitions. Typically 
administered by the state, such an election would result in all of the employees in the agency 
being represented by a union if 50% plus one of the employees in the unit voted affirmatively 
for such an affiliation. 

Compensation – Compensation levels would be established as part of a meet and confer process 
under state law with the employees of the new agency. If they were set at the current MTC 
level, former ABAG staff may see an increase in compensation depending on the position. 

Benefits – Benefits would be established as part of a meet and confer process under state law 
with employees of the new agency. They could be set to mirror the current MTC benefits, the 
current ABAG benefits, or a different set of benefits. 

Retirement Plan  

• The retirement plan would be established as part of a meet and confer process within 
the options available through CalPERS. Both agencies currently have a 2.5% @ 55 plan 
for “Classic” employees and the required 2% @ 62 plan for new plan employees. The 
current MTC retirement plan includes a survivor benefit while the ABAG plan does not. 
The current MTC plan includes a 3% annual COLA while the ABAG plan includes a 2% 
COLA. Either of these options could be selected by the new agency. The current rate 
paid by MTC includes these options and, if both were selected, the contribution rate 
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would likely be set at the current MTC rate (although this would need to be confirmed 
with CalPERS for a new agency). 

• The employee contribution for Classic employees would be established as part of a meet 
and confer process under state law. New plan employees are required to pay the full 
employee contribution rate set by PERS. Currently, ABAG employees pay a 1% 
retirement contribution with this amount increasing to 2% and 3% over the next two 
years. Classic MTC employees pay a 5.73% retirement contribution, increasing to 8% 
over the next several years (depending on employer share increases each year). ABAG’s 
new plan members pay the full 6.25% contribution rate and MTC’s new plan employees 
pay the full 6.5% contribution rate. The difference in contribution rate is due to the 
inclusion of a survivor benefit and a higher COLA in the MTC plan. 

• Retiree health benefits would be established as part of the collective bargaining process 
between the employees and the new agency. They could be set to mirror the current 
MTC benefits, the current ABAG benefits, or a combination of the two. Employees that 
have already retired would see no change to their retiree health benefits if the new 
agency were able to assume the ongoing cost. 

• A decision to include or exclude employees from Social Security would be made as part 
of the meet and confer process under state law. Currently, ABAG employees are covered 
under Social Security while MTC employees are not. ABAG employees have a payroll 
deduction for Social Security contributions while MTC employees do not.  

Policy  

A new agency and governance model presents an opportunity to integrate the two agencies 
responsible for regional land use and transportation planning and associated services and 
programs into a transparent and more accountable policy structure. It would also provide an 
opportunity to establish a clear vision for the region. Duplicate committees addressing similar 
issues could be eliminated, which would also mean a much more efficient use of elected 
officials’ time.  

Alternative governance models provide a range of options to meet the interests of the region’s 
local governments and stakeholders, including multiple governance structures responsible for 
different missions of the new agency, e.g., the MPO or transportation, the COG, and 
administration (executive board) within an overarching policy body. Voting structures among 
the governing bodies can be weighted in accordance with various factors, including population, 
or by certain categories.  

A. Operational Effectiveness and Accountability 

Creation of a new regional agency should provide for clear staff roles and responsibilities for 
Plan Bay Area. However, it will take a minimum of a year (likely more) to establish and 
additional time to implement this option, and therefore it will have little impact on the PBA 
2017 process which is likely to be nearing conclusion or be completed by the time a new agency 
can be operational. For this option, we assume a new funding framework would be 
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implemented and the respective roles for ABAG and MTC in regard to PBA would continue 
until a new agency is created. As discussed under Option 1, while some modest incremental 
improvements could be made for the current PBA 2017 process in comparison with the PBA 
2013 process through improved coordination and a dispute resolution process, many of the 
same issues of operational effectiveness and accountability are likely to remain until a new 
agency is created.  

This option would result in the integration of land use and transportation planning, programs 
and services under one unified agency. A new, integrated and unified agency under one 
management and leadership structure would clarify and streamline staff roles and 
responsibilities and improve accountability. A single integrated agency should also provide 
increased career opportunities for staff within a larger agency.  

B. Transparency in Policy Decision Making 

In the near term this option is unlikely to address concerns with the roles and responsibilities 
for PBA 2017. The fundamental problems associated with having two agencies with 
overlapping responsibilities for the same plan will not be resolved until a new agency is 
created. Once a new agency is created, there should be significant improvements in 
streamlining the process, both for staff and for elected officials. A new committee structure 
would likely be created, allowing for less overlap in responsibility and fewer overall meetings. 
The PBA process would go through one agency rather than two, allowing for stakeholders to 
better follow and engage in the process.  

Whether PBA will be seen as the product of “representative decision making” will largely 
depend on the structure of the governing body or bodies. In any regional agency smaller 
jurisdictions want their interests and unique circumstances to be respected and their concerns 
understood. The interests of the more populous cities and counties are that programs and 
funding serve locations with the majority of the population of the region. These two interests 
must be addressed and balanced in any new governance structure.  

A single agency serving the region will be able to tackle some of the issues facing the region in a 
more holistic and comprehensive manner, including new issues as they arise. The 
administrative and other savings that can be expected by combining two agencies into a single 
agency could be used to support new policy initiatives.  

C. Core Service Delivery and Financial Sustainability 

Option 4 assumes the continuation of the 2014 Funding Framework until a new agency is 
created. We estimate that a new agency would lead to annual savings of $2.6 million after an 
estimated one-time cost of at least $500,000 to create it.  

Both organizations are much more than planning agencies, and provide a range of services in 
addition to their role in preparing and implementing PBA. ABAG’s programs include the 
Estuary Project, its insurance pool, and assisting local governments with resilience and 
emergency planning. These services are valued by its member agencies. In addition to its role in 

Item 10, Staff Memo

Attachment 4A 

Page 17 of 27



Options Analysis and Recommendation Report 
Options Analysis  Management Partners 

 

 58  

managing and distributing transportation funds, MTC (including its associated agencies such as 
the Bay Area Toll Authority) has significant programmatic responsibilities, including the 511 
system, oversight of bridge operations and maintenance, and the Clipper Card system.  

MTC is somewhat unusual among MPOs we examined in the amount of local and state funding 
it manages in addition to federal funds, and the degree to which it has operational 
responsibilities; however, it is not unique. The San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) has operational and capital improvement responsibilities and approximately as 
large an overall budget as MTC. Large local governments in the Bay Area also manage 
comparable budgets and operations, and provide an even larger range of operations and 
programs than MTC, including significant land use, capital improvement, planning and policy 
responsibilities.  

While unifying two agencies into a single agency will present challenges, we have not identified 
any overt operational obstacles (pending legal review) to that unification. Existing MTC 
operations and programs should transition to a successor agency relatively seamlessly (pending 
legal review) with little operational impact. With a comparatively secure financial foundation 
and significant savings from agency unification, the new agency should be able to maintain and 
expand core service programs, and provide adequate administrative support for programs and 
services.  

A new agency provides an opportunity for a more integrated, consistent and comprehensive 
approach to all regional programs and services, including implementation of PBA. Assuming a 
continuation of current grants, service programs and dues revenue, with less duplication and 
more cost-effective agency administration, the new agency would have additional resources to 
broaden its mission. This would allow it to become a partner with local governments in several 
areas in addition to implementing PBA, including assisting local governments and stakeholders 
in addressing other issues of significant regional concern, such as housing policies and 
resilience.  

D. Implementation Viability 

Creating a new regional agency will require legislation at the state level. It will also require 
approval from the MTC and ABAG governing bodies as well as associated JPAs and other 
authorities. The complexity of this process has not been examined in depth, but we believe it to 
be one that will take some time.  

The major challenge in implementing this option will be reaching agreement among the many 
interests and stakeholders on a new governance structure that strikes the appropriate balance 
between their various interests. A new agency also provides a different opportunity for 
employee representation in the collective bargaining process to be determined.  

Once created, a single larger, organization with secure and stable financial resources is more 
likely to be able to recruit and retain qualified staff. With a strong financial foundation, the new 
agency should be able to maintain benefits for current and future retirees, although this has not 
be assessed. This option would implement the strong stakeholder interest in a having a unified 
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planning agency. The option’s ability to foster support from local governments will depend in 
large measure on the governance structure ultimately agreed on for the new agency. 

Based on the above criteria analysis, Figure 10 presents the overall numeric assessment for 
Option 4 across five major areas.  

Figure 10. Criteria Assessment Overview for Option 4 
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Option 7 – Enter into a Contract between ABAG and MTC to 
Consolidate Staff Functions under One Executive Director and 
Enter into an MOU to Pursue New Governance Options (Full 
Functional Consolidation) 

Description  

Enter into a contract between ABAG and MTC to provide staffing for all ABAG statutory duties 
and responsibilities, a work program, functions agreed to be transitioned, as well as the role of 
the executive director with respect to the ABAG policy body. Enter into a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) between MTC and ABAG to establish a timeframe for considering a new 
governance structure and to set forth principles, goals and parameters for pursuing new 
governance options. The ABAG JPA and MTC governance structures, as well as their statutory 
roles and responsibilities, would remain unchanged.  

Within a timeframe agreed upon, evaluate the existing governance structure for efficiency, 
effectiveness and transparency and decide whether to create a new regional governance model. 
The ABAG and MTC governance structures and consolidated agency would remain in place as 
well as their statutory authorities, duties and responsibilities until and unless a new regional 
agency and/or governance structure is agreed upon and implemented. Figure 15 on the 
following page provides a graphic depiction of this option. 
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Figure 15. Graphic Depiction of Option 7 

 
Note: For clarity, the graphic only depicts a brief summary of planning unit functions (not the full range of 
ABAG’s and MTC’s responsibilities). 

 

General Impacts 

Legal  

MTC would become the legal counsel for the ABAG JPA as well as its enterprise functions and 
other JPAs to the extent the latter authorities agree to the transition. ABAG staff provides 
support to four JPAs, which would have to enter into new contracts with MTC for the same 
purpose. ABAG financing authorities as well as bond documents would also have to be 
reviewed to determine actions which might have to be taken to respond to any obstacles or 
liabilities if MTC assumes oversight in these areas.  
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Should a new governance model be agreed on, legislative action by ABAG and MTC as well as 
state legislation would likely be required to transition to a new model.  

Financial  

If this option is pursued, a more in-depth financial assessment will be required. Such an 
assessment would need to include a detailed analysis of each agency’s existing financial 
liabilities and their future impact on the finances of MTC, or if pursued, a newly created agency. 
The outcome of this option in terms of organizational savings is the same as Options 4 and 6: 
there would be a net reduction of one executive director and one director of planning, and 
given the merger of staffs, it would be reasonable to expect a 10% overall reduction in 
remaining overhead costs. The overall impact for both agencies is therefore projected at a $2.6 
million net annual savings, as indicated in Table 10. In addition, it is estimated there would be 
one-time recruiting costs of $80,000, and one-time implementation costs (legal and consulting) 
of $500,000. This option assumes that Resolution 4210 is replaced by adequate funding to avoid 
adverse fiscal impacts on ABAG during the period of contract negotiation. 

Table 10. Estimated Financial Impact of Option 7 

 Assumes 50% Split in New Costs 

MTC ABAG Joint 

Existing Executive Directors ($456,000) ($363,000) ($819,000) 

New Executive Director 237,500 237,500 475,000 

Existing Planning Directors (311,000) (298,000) (609,000) 

New Planning Director 165,000 165,000 330,000 

10% Reduction in Overhead Costs (1,652,271) (302,632) (1,954,903) 

Net Cost (Savings) ($2,016,771) ($561,132) ($2,577,903) 

 

Management  

Consolidating the ABAG and MTC staff would result in a more comprehensive regional 
planning organization under a single management and leadership structure. This would result 
in efficiencies, cost savings and more effective use of staff resources including streamlining the 
preparation of PBA. Under contract to ABAG, the combined staff will be assuming support to 
all of ABAG’s policy bodies, duties and responsibilities. MTC will need to adjust its 
organizational structure to accommodate ABAG functions and services. Following an analysis 
of the duties and responsibilities of ABAG staff, some positions may also no longer be required 
when the functions are consolidated in MTC.  

ABAG’s commitment to providing assistance to its member agencies in a number of areas will 
also need to be supported and continued in the new framework. Nonetheless, the consolidation 
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should result in clear and consistent direction to staff and transparency to the governing body 
or bodies and the public about the staff responsible for implementing the region’s vision as 
established by ABAG and MTC. It would also present significant opportunity for an executive 
director to integrate both agencies into a cohesive, efficient and well-functioning organization 
with a shared mission, vision and values. 

Employee Impacts  

Until a new regional agency is formed, the employee impacts would generally be the same as 
those described under the Implementation of Resolution 4210; however, there has been no 
determination as to whether all ABAG positions would transition to MTC. Should there be 
agreement to create a successor agency under a new governance structure, the impacts should 
be the same as those described under Option 4, Creation of a New Regional Agency and 
Governance Model. 

Policy  

Until and unless a new regional governance model is agreed on, ABAG and MTC’s policy and 
governance structures would continue as currently structured. ABAG would remain 
autonomous and independent from a policy standpoint. In addition to its JPA policy and 
statutory duties and responsibilities, the ABAG governing bodies would specifically retain their 
statutory responsibilities over the SCS as well as RHNA and therefore its specific policy roles in 
these areas. While some policy decision making could be streamlined with staff integration, 
there will be no formal change to the bifurcated strategic and policy direction for regional land 
use and transportation planning and related programs between two agencies not formally 
linked by an integrated policy structure.  

Under this option, there is no formal commitment to create a successor agency and new 
governance model. If a new governance model is pursued and implemented, it would increase 
the transparency of regional land use and transportation policy decisions and provide an 
opportunity to establish a clear vision for the region. A new governance model would also 
eliminate duplicate committees addressing similar issues, which would also mean a more 
efficient use of elected officials’ time as well as staff time. Alternative governance models 
provide a range of options to meet the interests of the region’s local governments and 
stakeholders, including multiple governance structures within the new agency that are 
responsible for different missions, e.g., the MPO or transportation, the COG, and administration 
(executive board). Voting structures among the governing bodies can be weighted in 
accordance with various factors, including population, or by certain categories.  

A. Operational Effectiveness and Accountability 

Consolidating staff would clarify and streamline staff roles and responsibilities between the 
MPO and COG under a single leadership and management structure, thereby fostering 
accountability for performance on PBA 2017 as well as all regional land use and transportation 
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planning generally. This option would provide a single planning department that would 
integrate regional land use and transportation planning more effectively. A combined 
organization with more stable financial resources should also result in increased support for 
integrated transportation and land use programs and services.  

As many stakeholders have voiced concerns about integrating land use planning into a 
transportation agency, MTC would need to increase staff resources and demonstrate a much 
stronger commitment to increasing local government engagement and support for PBA. 
Because neither ABAG nor MTC have land use authority, regional plans are implemented 
jurisdiction by jurisdiction and local jurisdiction support will be critical to the successful 
implementation of this option. Additionally, MTC would be expected to continue ABAG’s 
commitment to providing local government with a range of planning and other specialized 
assistance. Performance and expectations regarding these issues could be set forth in the 
contract and work program.  

Consolidating administrative services and other functions would result in efficiencies and 
effectiveness and probably reduce costs to ABAG programs and services, including the JPAs. It 
would also provide additional resources and expertise to address ABAG’s financial issues and 
provide long-term solutions. Further analysis as well as additional information would be 
required to understand the impact on MTC (administratively and financially) in this area. While 
a consolidated staffing function in a larger agency would provide additional depth and 
flexibility, transparency and accountability to ABAG’s member agencies by staff would be 
paramount. Implementation of this option would significantly increase the overall number of 
staff in MTC and the career opportunities for staff. 

Under the contract between MTC and ABAG, the executive director as the leader of MTC staff 
would be responsible for the oversight and management of the staff functions to carry out the 
duties and responsibilities of ABAG. ABAG would maintain its autonomy and policy role 
through an annual (or more) contract with MTC that sets forth expectations, responsibilities, a 
work program and annual budget for carrying it out. ABAG would retain authority to contract 
with consultants who can independently review issues or work if it deems necessary to do so. 
As an employee of MTC, the executive director would technically only report to one oversight 
body (in this instance, the Commission). Nonetheless, Management Partners has seen many 
agencies where executive directors (and other chief executive officers) are responsible to meet 
and balance the interests of many competing stakeholder groups.  

In the Washington, DC and Chicago MPOs, regional agency executive directors have essentially 
two different governing boards whose interests they must address, and they have not indicated 
any significant issues in doing so. In other California major regional agencies, the executive 
directors must balance the MPO and COG policies, roles and responsibilities. Establishing a 
clear set of duties and responsibilities regarding the executive director’s role with respect to the 
ABAG governing bodies will need to occur. Similarly, MTC legal counsel could agree to 
provide day to day services in support of ABAG functions and services but is also accountable 
to and reports to the Commission. ABAG may wish to retain outside legal counsel on contract 
to provide advice and counsel to the policy body. 
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B. Transparency in Policy Decision Making 

Implementation of this option would establish clear lines of responsibility and decision making 
for staff, but leave policy divided between the two agencies. The combined staff would now 
report to the ABAG policy structure regarding those issues under ABAG’s purview, and to the 
MTC policy structure for those issues under MTC’s purview. Having only one staff and a clear 
line of staff authority over the process should lead to fewer conflicts needing governing body 
review. A combined staff can also better monitor the committee review process to try to limit 
the duplication of effort by committees and by staff reporting to committees. (ABAG and MTC 
could also consider a different committee structure to improve efficiency.) 

While duplication of effort can be reduced, the existing official bifurcation of roles and 
responsibilities between the two policy bodies would continue, potentially leading to some 
continuation of the lack of transparency regarding decision making and continued inefficient 
use of elected officials’ time. There could also be some inefficiency related to resolving 
disagreements between the two policy bodies about the allocation of staff resources for the PBA 
process and other ABAG programs. A conflict resolution process would need to be adopted as 
part of the contract to address this type of resource allocation issue.  

Because the PBA process would still involve two agencies with their own committee/policy 
structure, issues identified by stakeholders regarding transparency of decision-making would 
not necessarily be resolved by this option. Whether PBA 2017 is seen as a product of 
“representative decision making” should be similar to PBA 2013 under this option, assuming 
both agencies choose to continue the current practice of joint adoption of PBA. However, should 
that practice change and MTC not receive ABAG’s support for PBA, the perception that PBA is 
a product of representative decision making could be compromised.  

This option could lead to an opportunity to address more complex regional issues, as it could 
increase the staff resources available for such work. Overall, this option should allow for more 
efficient allocation of staff with potentially significant cost savings. By reducing duplication of 
effort and allowing for a more streamlined PBA process, the level of staffing necessary for PBA 
2017 should be reduced in comparison to PBA 2013. Assuming some increased efficiency and 
reduced costs, there should be increased staff resources available to undertake new initiatives. 
While MTC will have the ability and the resources to do more comprehensive regional 
planning, undertaking a wider range of planning activities will require MTC to redefine itself as 
more than a transportation agency, which it has already begun to do.  

C. Core Service Delivery and Financial Sustainability 

Option 7 assumes that all ABAG staff and MTC staff would be consolidated into a single agency 
under a single executive director. The impact on MTC finances of potentially absorbing ABAG 
liabilities will need to be fully assessed before this option is implemented. While we have not 
fully evaluated the fiscal impacts of consolidating all ABAG and MTC staff functions into MTC, 
we would assume the administrative savings would be roughly the same as for options 4 and 6: 
about $2.6 million in annual savings and a one-time cost of at least $500,000. There would likely 
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be additional costs associated with a later evaluation of the effectiveness of the governance 
structure, and further costs to implement a decision to move forward with agency unification.  

The unified staff will be under an agency with a comparatively secure financial foundation and 
strong administrative services and programs. Overall, the annual savings from this option 
should allow maintenance and expansion of core service programs, and provide adequate 
administrative support for programs and services, assuming continuation of current grants, 
service programs and dues revenue.  

D. Implementation Viability 

Option 7 would not require any immediate legislative action, although it would be required 
should the agencies decide to create a unified agency in the future. This option would require 
ABAG and MTC to enter into an agreement for the transfer of staff and financial resources. Such 
an agreement would also set forth the programs and services staff would perform for ABAG. 

MTC may be perceived as a more attractive agency than ABAG with respect to compensation 
and some benefits by ABAG staff; however, the issue of non-affiliation with a union may be a 
negative factor. Also, leadership and a careful transition plan will be needed for a successful 
integration of ABAG and MTC staff into a single organizational culture. The consolidated staff 
will be in a more securely funded organization than ABAG, and this should address some of the 
uncertainties associated with ABAG’s current financial state.  

This option would only partially address stakeholder interest in a unified regional planning 
agency because it would leave intact the existing policy bifurcation. It is likely to be perceived 
as a step in the direction of a more unified agency, given the commitment to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the dual governance structure in the future. Based on the stakeholder meetings, 
this option would need extensive engagement to provide information about how ABAG will 
retain its independent role, and how it will provide policy direction to programs and policies 
under a consolidated staffing structure.  

Based on the above criteria analysis, Figure 16 presents the overall numeric assessment for 
Option 7 across five major areas.  
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Figure 16. Criteria Assessment Overview for Option 7 

 

 

These options are intended to frame possible approaches at this time. There may be elements or 
components of one that might be transferable or incorporated into another option, especially 
with respect to implementation mechanisms, e.g., a contract, resolution or MOU. The Executive 
Summary of this report provides a summary of Management Partners’ conclusions regarding 
these options and our recommendation for a path forward. 
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ABAG POWER Natural Gas Program
FY 2015-16 Monthly Summary of Operations

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Total

days/mo. 31 31 30 31 30 31 31 29 31 30 31 30

Gas Purchases
(1)

Purchase 1 Qty 15,500 15,373 15,000 15,308 14,996 15,493 15,500 14,500 15,500 15,000 15,500 15,000 182,670

Price $3.88 $3.88 $3.88 $2.98 $2.98 $2.98 $2.98 $2.98 $2.98 $2.29 $2.29 $2.29

Purchase 2 Qty 18,817 18,127 17,612 18,600 18,205 18,808 18,817 17,603 27,993 37,000 35,600 247,182

Price $2.77 $2.72 $2.63 $2.29 $2.21 $2.21 $2.32 $1.82 $1.91 $1.97 $1.96

Purchase 3 Qty 8,350 3,950 4,100 7,700 27,800 37,325 41,600 35,100 18,290 17,700 17,859 219,774

Price $3.21 $3.22 $3.13 $2.89 $2.72 $2.57 $2.61 $2.13 $1.58 $1.74 $1.78

Purchase 4 Qty 0

Price

Purchase 5 Qty 0

Price

Total Quantity Purchased 42,667 37,450 36,712 41,608 61,001 71,626 75,917 67,203 61,783 69,700 68,959 15,000 649,626

Total Purchase Cost $139,162 $121,612 $117,289 $110,463 $160,571 $183,607 $198,318 $149,872 $128,698 $137,991 $137,185 $34,350 $1,619,119

Backbone Shrinkage (Dths) (403) (433) (384) (404) (420) (434) (434) (406) (434) (420)

WACOG
(2)

$3.29 $3.29 $3.23 $2.68 $2.65 $2.58 $2.63 $2.24 $2.10 $1.99 $1.99 $2.29 $2.49

Storage/Inventory

Total Injections/ (Withdrawals) 0 1,413 (7,008) 1,146 (527) (7,800) (14,236) (6,800) (6,200) 0 (40,012)

Total Inventory Quantity (Dths) 63,720 65,133 58,125 59,271 58,744 50,944 36,708 29,908 23,708 23,708

Total Inventory ($) $252,740 $257,393 $229,697 $233,397 $231,322 $200,606 $144,544 $117,766 $93,339 $93,339

Avg. Inventory Rate ($/Dth) $3.97 $3.95 $3.95 $3.94 $3.94 $3.94 $3.94 $3.94 $3.94 $3.94

Gas Program Monthly Expenses (from Financial Reports)

Cost of Energy Used
(3)

167,357$     120,667$     171,529$     132,926$     189,358$     245,357$     286,783$     208,442$     153,125$     163,559$     1,839,102$    

Program Operating Expenses
(4)

26,879         32,916         30,730         33,477         19,940         23,150         29,675         34,037         29,608         30,444         290,857         

Subtotal 194,236$     153,584$     202,259$     166,403$     209,298$     268,507$     316,458$     242,479$     182,733$     194,003$     -$                 -$                 2,129,959$    

Rate ($/Dth) $4.64 $3.92 $5.14 $3.57 $3.05 $2.97 $3.66 $3.60 $2.86 $3.71 $3.57

PG&E Pass-through costs
(5)

153,297       152,983       132,969       161,361       198,079       379,109       508,773       351,662       384,505       303,322       2,726,060      

Total ABAG POWER Cost 347,533$     306,567$     335,228$     327,764$     407,377$     647,616$     825,230$     594,141$     567,238$     497,325$     4,856,019$    

Actual (metered) Gas Usage

Core
(6)

34,636 33,447 33,104 40,108 62,573 84,693 80,715 60,707 56,931 47,410 534,324

Non Core 7,206 5,774 6,211 6,550 6,042 5,588 5,751 6,691 6,986 4,949 61,747

Total Program Usage 41,842 39,221 39,315 46,658 68,615 90,281 86,466 67,398 63,917 52,359 0 0 596,071

ABAG POWER Total Core Rate 9.07$           8.49$           9.16$           7.59$           6.22$           7.45$           9.96$           9.39$           9.61$           10.10$         

PG&E Rate
(7)

Procurement Charge
(8)

3.08             3.88             3.11             3.11             3.70             3.80             3.76             4.09             1.39             2.21             2.51             1.95             

Transportation/Other Charge
(9)

4.43             4.57             4.02             4.02             3.17             4.48             6.30             5.79             6.75             6.40             

Total PG&E Rate 7.51$           8.45$           7.12$           7.13$           6.86$           8.27$           10.07$         9.88$           8.14$           8.61$           2.51$           1.95$           
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ABAG POWER Natural Gas Program
FY 2015-16 Monthly Summary of Operations

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Total

Rate Comparison

Monthly Rate Difference ($/Dth) 1.56 0.04 2.04 0.46 (0.65) (0.82) (0.10) (0.49) 1.47 1.50

Monthly Savings ($) (53,996)        (1,361)          (67,458)        (18,335)        40,595         69,828         8,416           29,828         (83,631)        (70,956)        

Cumulative 'Savings' ($) (53,996)        (55,357)        (122,814)      (141,150)      (100,555)      (30,727)        (22,311)        7,517           (76,114)        (147,070)      

Cumulative 'Savings' (%) -20.8% -10.2% -15.8% -13.3% -6.7% -1.4% -0.7% 0.2% -1.9% -3.3%

Rate Comparison excluding Stranded Pipeline Capacity Costs

Standed Pipeline Capacity Costs 10,861$       10,781$       11,016$       10,563$       11,143$       15,126$       16,751$       16,304$       13,174$       10,045$       10,005$       

Monthly Savings (45,005)        7,833           (58,182)        (9,256)          50,756         84,018         24,053         44,514         (71,897)        (61,860)        

Cumulative Savings ($) (45,005)        (37,173)        (95,354)        (104,610)      (53,854)        30,164         54,217         98,731         26,834         (35,026)        

Cumulative Savings (%) -17.3% -6.8% -12.2% -9.8% -3.6% 1.4% 1.8% 2.7% 0.7% -0.8%

Monthly Index Postings

NGI Bidweek for PG&E Citygate $3.16 $3.25 $3.10 $3.07 $2.67 $2.64 $2.82 $2.49 $1.98 $1.90 $2.08

Gas Daily Avg. for PG&E Citygate $3.19 $3.17 $3.10 $2.87 $2.70 $2.55 $2.60 $2.09 $1.90 $1.95 $1.94

NGI Bidweek for Malin $2.77 $2.76 $2.58 $2.50 $2.16 $2.37 $2.42 $2.17 $1.58 $1.62 $1.81

Notes:

(1) All gas quantities in Dth and rates in $/Dth.  (Does not include imbalance purchases traded to storage.)

(2) Weighted Average Cost of Gas (WACOG) at PG&E Citygate

(3) Includes costs to transport gas to PG&E Citygate from alternate delivery points, as well as physical storage costs.

(4) Includes scheduling fees, billing fees, administrative costs and misc. expenses; less interest income.

(5) PG&E charges billed to ABAG POWER via EDI process and passed through to customers.  These costs do not necessarily tie directly to the actual gas usage shown above due to timing difference in reporting.

(6) From billing data

(7) Based on PG&E's G-NR1 rate schedule.

(8) Includes: Procurement Charge, Capacity Charge, Brokerage Fee, Shrinkage, and Storage.

(9) PG&E Transportation Charge; Customer Charge, and surcharge for Public Purpose Programs.  Does not include Franchise Fees and City Taxes.
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Gas Hedge Chart
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ABAG POWER Long Term Gas Purchases 
(Fixed-Price Contracts > 1 month in length) 

Unhedged/Swing

Pkg 3 - Malin: $2.71

Pkg 2 - Malin: $2.29

Pkg 1 - Malin: $2.98

Attachment 5B 

Page 1 of 1



Market Price Chart
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 5-Yr Historical/Future  Market  Price  Indices @ PG&E Citygate 

"Gas Daily"-Daily NGI-Monthly Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/7/11)

Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/7/12) Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/5/13) Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/10/14)

Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/1/15) Budget (NYMEX Futures 6/7/16)

2/6/14: $23.16/Dth  
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ABAG POWER

Operating Budget
Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017

FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17

Approved (1) Projected (2) Proposed % Chg

Revenues

Sale of Energy 7,289,784$      7,293,120$      7,908,190$     8.5%

Interest Income - Banks/LAIF 9,000               14,201             12,000            33.3%
Total revenues 7,298,784        7,307,321        7,920,190       8.5%

Cost of energy

Cost of Energy Used 3,216,688        2,166,220        2,963,332       -7.9%
PG&E Pass-Through Costs (3) 3,640,504        3,332,704        4,520,926       24.2%

Total cost of energy 6,857,192        5,498,924        7,484,259       9.1%

Other Energy Costs

Meter fees -                      -                      -                      

Total Other Energy Costs -                      -                      -                      

Program Expenses

Billing Costs, external (4) 10,500             (1,275)             900                 -91.4%

Scheduling agent fees 16,800             16,800             16,800            0.0%

ABAG fees 390,292           343,574           398,731          2.2%

Interest Expense/Bank Charges 9,000               9,040               9,500              5.6%

Legal Expenses (outside) 15,000             10,000             10,000            -33.3%
Other Expenses -                      -                      -                      

Total Program Expenses 441,592           378,138           435,931          -1.3%

Total expenses 7,298,784        5,877,062        7,920,190       8.5%

True-up Adjustment -                      1,430,258        -                      

Core Annual Usage (Dths): 686,877           624,213           637,316          -7.2%

Noncore Annual Usage (Dths): 64,529             73,747             69,364            7.5%

 Core Gas Commodity (5) ($/Dth): $4.31 $3.12 $4.23 -1.8%

Noncore Gas Commodity (5) ($/Dth): $4.02 $2.96 $3.88 -3.5%

PG&E Pass-through ($/Dth): $5.30 $5.34 $7.09 33.8%

Program Expenses (6) ($/Dth): $0.58 $0.52 $0.60 4.2%

Core Total Rate ($/Dth): $10.18 $8.98 $11.92 17.1%

Noncore Total Rate ($/Dth): $4.60 $3.48 $4.48 -2.5%

Notes:

(1) Approved budget June 2015

(2) Actual April 2016 financials projected through June

(4) Proposed budget includes billing credit from PG&E.
(5) Storage costs allocated to core accounts only

(6) Program expenses minus interest income

Natural Gas

(3) 2016-17 proposed budget includes an estimated 38% increase to PG&E's 

transportaton / distribution costs based on a pending decision before the CPUC.
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ABAG POWER - Levelized Charges

Customer

Estimated 

Annual Usage Gas Cost

Distribution 

Shrinkage

Storage 

Costs

PG&E Pass-

through 

Costs (1)

Program 

Expenses (2) Total Cost

FY2016-17 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

FY2015-16 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

$423,931

rate ($/th): $0.388 2.8% $0.024 $0.710 $0.060

Core

Alameda, City

Alameda, City 116,570 $45,232 $1,284 $2,758 $82,773 $6,993 $139,040 $11,590 $11,500

Alameda Municipal Power 1,250 $485 $14 $30 $888 $75 $1,491 $130 $130

Alameda Total 117,820 $45,717 $1,297 $2,788 $83,660 $7,068 $140,530 $11,720 $11,630

Alameda City Housing Authority 48,046 $18,643 $529 $1,137 $29,666 $2,882 $52,857 $4,410 $4,680

Albany, City 10,929 $4,241 $120 $259 $7,760 $656 $13,036 $1,090 $1,030

Atherton, Town 3,875 $1,504 $43 $92 $2,752 $232 $4,622 $390 $330

Benicia, City 58,681 $22,770 $646 $1,388 $41,668 $3,520 $69,992 $5,840 $5,390

Contra Costa County GSD 1,281,843 $497,389 $14,114 $30,328 $910,196 $76,897 $1,528,924 $127,420 $112,890

Cupertino, City 35,108 $13,623 $387 $831 $24,929 $2,106 $41,875 $3,490 $3,150

Fremont, City 173,777 $67,430 $1,913 $4,111 $123,393 $10,425 $207,273 $17,280 $16,440

Gonzales, City 4,928 $1,912 $54 $117 $3,499 $296 $5,878 $490 $700

Golden Gate Bridge 51,380 $19,937 $566 $1,216 $36,483 $3,082 $61,284 $5,110 $4,640

Half Moon Bay, City 4,683 $1,817 $52 $111 $3,325 $281 $5,585 $470 $430

Hercules, City 29,031 $11,265 $320 $687 $20,614 $1,742 $34,627 $2,890 $2,520

Los Altos, City 25,956 $10,072 $286 $614 $18,431 $1,557 $30,960 $2,580 $2,150

Mill Valley, City 44,771 $17,372 $493 $1,059 $31,790 $2,686 $53,400 $4,460 $4,840

Millbrae, City

Millbrae, City 42,398 $16,451 $467 $1,003 $30,105 $2,543 $50,570 $4,220 $3,530

Millbrae WWTP 113,152 $43,906 $1,246 $2,677 $80,346 $6,788 $134,963 $11,250 $11,430

Millbrae Total 155,550 $60,358 $1,713 $3,680 $110,451 $9,331 $185,533 $15,470 $14,960

Milpitas, City 149,890 $58,161 $1,650 $3,546 $106,432 $8,992 $178,781 $14,900 $15,390

Monte-Sereno, City 694 $269 $8 $16 $493 $42 $828 $70 $70

Moraga, Town 4,537 $1,761 $50 $107 $3,222 $272 $5,412 $460 $400

Napa County

Napa County001 1,213 $471 $13 $29 $861 $73 $1,446 $130 $110

Napa County002 18,388 $7,135 $202 $435 $13,057 $1,103 $21,932 $1,830 $1,600

Napa County004 10,173 $3,947 $112 $241 $7,223 $610 $12,133 $1,020 $790

Napa County005 72,718 $28,217 $801 $1,720 $51,635 $4,362 $86,735 $7,230 $6,520

Napa County Total 102,491 $39,769 $1,128 $2,425 $72,776 $6,148 $122,247 $10,210 $9,020

- 1 -

Attachment 6A2 

Page 1 of 3



ABAG POWER - Levelized Charges

Customer

Estimated 

Annual Usage Gas Cost

Distribution 

Shrinkage

Storage 

Costs

PG&E Pass-

through 

Costs (1)

Program 

Expenses (2) Total Cost

FY2016-17 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

FY2015-16 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

$423,931

rate ($/th): $0.388 2.8% $0.024 $0.710 $0.060

Oakland, City

Oakland, City 674,558 $261,746 $7,427 $15,960 $478,982 $40,466 $804,581 $67,050 $57,380

Oakland Zoological 11,976 $4,647 $132 $283 $8,504 $718 $14,284 $1,200 $980

Oakland, City Total 686,533 $266,393 $7,559 $16,243 $487,486 $41,185 $818,866 $68,250 $58,360

Orinda, City 8,331 $3,233 $92 $197 $5,916 $500 $9,937 $830 $910

Pacifica, City 24,844 $9,640 $274 $588 $17,641 $1,490 $29,633 $2,470 $2,090

Petaluma, City 19,860 $7,706 $219 $470 $14,102 $1,191 $23,688 $1,980 $1,770

Pleasanton, City 161,648 $62,724 $1,780 $3,825 $114,781 $9,697 $192,807 $16,070 $13,460

Regional Admin. Facility 55,953 $21,711 $616 $1,324 $39,730 $3,357 $66,738 $5,570 $5,180

Richmond, City 344,074 $133,510 $3,788 $8,141 $244,316 $20,641 $410,396 $34,200 $27,830

Salinas, City 69,140 $26,828 $761 $1,636 $49,094 $4,148 $82,467 $6,880 $6,200

San Carlos, City 50,295 $19,516 $554 $1,190 $35,713 $3,017 $59,990 $5,000 $4,440

San Mateo County

San Mateo County006 464,219 $180,129 $5,111 $10,983 $329,627 $27,848 $553,699 $46,150 $49,110

San Mateo County007 660,578 $256,322 $7,273 $15,629 $469,055 $39,628 $787,907 $65,660 $57,930

San Mateo County008 5,212 $2,022 $57 $123 $3,701 $313 $6,216 $520 $430

San Mateo County009 2,947 $1,144 $32 $70 $2,093 $177 $3,515 $300 $280

San Mateo County011 19,460 $7,551 $214 $460 $13,818 $1,167 $23,211 $1,940 $2,340

San Mateo County013 57,892 $22,464 $637 $1,370 $41,107 $3,473 $69,051 $5,760 $4,620

San Mateo County015 53,746 $20,855 $592 $1,272 $38,163 $3,224 $64,106 $5,350 $4,160

San Mateo County016 7,526 $2,920 $83 $178 $5,344 $451 $8,976 $750 $620

San Mateo County Total 1,271,578 $493,406 $14,001 $30,085 $902,907 $76,281 $1,516,680 $126,430 $119,490

San Rafael, City 75,501 $29,296 $831 $1,786 $53,611 $4,529 $90,054 $7,510 $6,430

Santa Clara County 773,946 $300,312 $8,522 $18,311 $549,555 $46,428 $923,128 $76,930 $67,440

Santa Rosa, City 267,072 $103,631 $2,941 $6,319 $189,639 $16,021 $318,551 $26,550 $24,480

Saratoga, City 10,290 $3,993 $113 $243 $7,307 $617 $12,274 $1,030 $870

Union City 7,643 $2,966 $84 $181 $5,427 $458 $9,116 $760 $660

Vallejo, City 75,000 $29,102 $826 $1,774 $53,255 $4,499 $89,457 $7,460 $18,090

Vallejo Sani.& Flood Control Dist 100,515 $39,003 $1,107 $2,378 $71,373 $6,030 $119,890 $10,000 $9,060

Watsonville, City 64,706 $25,108 $712 $1,531 $45,946 $3,882 $77,179 $6,440 $5,410

Winters, City 2,234 $867 $25 $53 $1,586 $134 $2,664 $230 $190

- 2 -
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ABAG POWER - Levelized Charges

Customer

Estimated 

Annual Usage Gas Cost

Distribution 

Shrinkage

Storage 

Costs

PG&E Pass-

through 

Costs (1)

Program 

Expenses (2) Total Cost

FY2016-17 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

FY2015-16 

Monthly 

Levelized 

Charge

$423,931

rate ($/th): $0.388 2.8% $0.024 $0.710 $0.060

TOTAL - Core 6,373,157 $2,472,955 $70,172 $150,785 $4,520,926 $382,320 $7,597,159 $633,340 $583,020

Rate ($/th) $0.388 $0.011 $0.024 $0.709 $0.060 $1.192

Total ABAG POWER Commodity Cost - Core: $0.423

Member Rate - Core: $0.483

Non-Core 0.1%

San Mateo County 432,955 $167,998 $168 $25,973 $194,139 $16,180 $13,920

Santa Rosa, City (Co-gen) 67,200 $26,075 $26 $4,031 $30,133 $2,520 $2,580

Watsonville, City (Co-gen) 193,486 $75,078 $75 $11,607 $86,760 $7,230 $8,240

TOTAL - Non-core 693,641 $269,151 $269 $0 $0 $41,611 $311,031 $25,930 $24,740

Rate ($/th) $0.388 $0.000 $0.000 $0.000 $0.060 $0.448

Total ABAG POWER Commodity Cost - Non-core: $0.388

Member Rate - Non-core: $0.448

GRAND TOTAL  (Core + Non-core) 7,066,798 $2,742,106 $70,441 $150,785 $4,520,926 $423,931 $7,908,190 $659,270 $607,760

% Change: 8.5%

Working Capital Deposits: 2,020,437$   

Months: 3.06

Notes:

(1) Includes estimates for: Customer Charge, Transportation Charge, Public Purpose Programs surcharge, and franchise fee. 

(2) Program expenses less interest income.

- 3 -
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ASSOCIATION  OF BAY  AREA GOVERNMENTS          

Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area                         

 

Bay Area Metro Center 
Association of Bay Area Governments 

375 Beale Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

 
DATE:  June 15, 2016 

 

TO:  ABAG POWER Executive Committee 

 

FROM:  Gerald L. Lahr, Manager, ABAG POWER 

 

RE:  Natural Gas Program Goals & Gas Purchasing Strategy 
 

 

Below represents the current goals and purchasing strategy for the ABAG POWER natural gas aggregation 

program. 

 

Program Goals 

Since 2002 the ABAG POWER Natural Gas Program has operated with the dual, and often competing, goals of 

Cost Savings and Price Stability. 

 

 Price Stability.  It is desirable that the Program’s purchasing strategy and costs allocation 

methods be such that will provide members a reasonable degree of certainty of the costs to be 

shared within any given program year. 

 Cost Savings.  Given the desire for price stability, the Program shall attempt to provide gas 

procurement services for less than the equivalent services provided by the default provider (i.e. 

PG&E). 

 

Gas Purchasing Strategy 

Historically, the program has strived to achieve these goals through implementing a gas purchasing strategy 

that emphasizes multiple layers of long-term, fixed-price contracts for a majority of its gas load, while the 

remaining portion of gas is purchased with short-term, indexed-based contracts.  This strategy has generally 

resulted in positive savings during times of rising markets, and negative savings during falling markets, while 

maintaining price stability. 

 

In late 2014, ABAG POWER’s Executive Committee voted to alter its gas purchasing strategy by shifting its 

emphasis from long-term, fixed-price contracts to short-term, indexed-based contracts.  The decision hoped to 

capitalize on comparatively low market prices of natural gas and served as an effort to combat increased costs 

related to the pipeline capacity issues.  To date, this decision has proved successful in achieving lower rates 

than likely would have otherwise been achieved because of a gas market in recent years where spot market 

prices have generally been lower than the futures market has predicted.  However, there is no guarantee that 

these market dynamics will continue. 

 

The current gas purchasing strategy established by the Executive Committee is as follows: 

 

 The program will purchase the majority of its gas requirements based on a monthly or daily index that 

will float with the market price of gas. 

 The program will attempt to have a maximum of 500 Dth/day in long-term, fixed-price contracts. 

 Staff will monitor the price volatility of the overall portfolio and recommend actions necessary to 

ensure adequate cash flow, including changes to members’ monthly levelized payments. 

 

During the past year ABAG POWER purchased approximately 26% of its gas in long term,
1
 fixed price 

contracts. 

                                                           
1
 Contracts longer than one month in length. 
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ASSOCIATION  OF BAY  AREA GOVERNMENTS          

Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area                         

 

Bay Area Metro Center 
Association of Bay Area Governments 

375 Beale Street, Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Phone: (415) 820-7900        Fax: (415) 660-3568    info@abag.ca.gov                                

 
DATE:  June 15, 2016 

 

TO:  ABAG POWER Executive Committee 

 

FROM: Gerald L. Lahr, Manager, ABAG POWER 

 
RE:  ABAG POWER Utility Database and Reporting 
 

 

Since 2006, ABAG POWER has used a combination of accounting software (Oracle) and utility 

database software (Utility Manager Pro - UM) to manage the billing, accounting and data 

management requirements of the program.  This process has generally fit the needs of the program 

and allowed for timely fulfillment of invoicing and reporting by program staff.  While this process 

does not allow POWER members to access or monitor usage and cost data without the assistance of 

staff, ultimately it does allow members to have the data typically provided with Energy Management 

software in an easily accessible and understandable format.
1
 

 

Recently, staff were made aware of an upgrade path from Utility Manager Pro to a similar, web-based 

application named the EnergyCenter.  The EnergyCenter was created by the same developers as UM 

and preserves the same basic functionality, as well as offering a few significant upgrades, including:  

 

 Ability for members to access utility data and reporting functions without staff assistance 

o Potential for additional utility monitoring (electricity, water, refuse, etc.)   

 Detailed facility information (cost avoidance for efficiency measures, project history, photos)  

 Increased auditing capabilities for new utility bills 

Through our conversations thus far, we have learned that no additional functionality will be added to 

UM.  

 

In 2014, POWER conducted a member survey for which 25 unique jurisdictions responded, of which 

19 indicated they were either not using or unsure of their use of energy management software.  

Additional input would be needed to determine whether more extensive, accessible utility monitoring 

and reporting would be beneficial for members. 

 

Pricing 

 Setup/Conversion Cost Ongoing Annual 

Utility Manager Pro (current) - $1,800 

EnergyCenter ~$9,000-15,000 $4,800 

 

 

                                                           
1
 In addition, in 2012 ABAG POWER began posting invoices and billing detail reports to its website for access by 

members, however these documents are pre-formatted as pdf files and do not allow for interaction or report specialization. 
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