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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) AGENDA 

Date:  Thursday, October 20, 2022 

Time:  1:15 P.M. 

On September 16, 2021, the Governor signed AB 361, which amended certain provisions of the Ralph M. Brown 
Act in order to allow for local legislative bodies to conduct their meetings remotely via telephonically or by other 
electronic means under specified circumstances. Thus, pursuant to Government Code section 54953(e), the 
C/CAG Board and Committee meetings will be conducted via remote conferencing. Members of the public may 
observe or participate in the meeting remotely via one of the options below. 

Join Zoom Meeting  
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87923846411?pwd=dlMyY3dLV2QwLzFmR0FhVDg3R1o1QT09 
Meeting ID: 879 2384 6411 
Passcode: 389315 

Join by Phone: 669-900-6833 
Meeting ID: 879 2384 6411 
Passcode: 389315 

Persons who wish to address the C/CAG TAC on an item to be considered at this meeting, or on items not on this 
agenda, are asked to submit written comments to kcheung1@smcgov.org. Spoken public comments will also be 
accepted during the meeting through Zoom. Please see instructions for written and spoken public comments at the 
end of this agenda. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Brief Overview of Teleconference Meeting Procedure Cheung No materials 

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda (limited to 2 minutes) Stillman No materials 

3. Issues from the September and October C/CAG Board meetings
 Approval of the appointment of Heba El-Guindy, Deputy Director from

SMCTA and Nidal Tuqan, District Division Chief  from Caltrans, to the
C/CAG Technical Advisory Committee.

 Approval of Reso 22-81 authorizing the C/CAG Chair to sign a Letter of
Interest nominating 11 projects requesting $32.6 million for the MTC One
Bay Area Grant 3 (OBAG 3) County & Local Program.

 Approval of Reso 22-82 authorizing $200,000 of Measure M Safe Routes
to School funding to be incorporated into the SMCTA Call for Projects for
pedestrian and bicycle projects.

 Received an update on C/CAG Equity Assessment and Framework
Development Project progress.

Cheung No materials 

4. Approval of minutes from the September 15, 2022 Meeting (Action) Cheung Page 1-4 

5. Review and provide input on the Draft San Mateo County Shared
Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan  (Information)

Wever Page 5-11 



PUBLIC NOTICING:  All notices of C/CAG regular Board meetings, standing committee meetings, and special meetings 
will be posted at the San Mateo County Court Yard, 555 County Center, Redwood City, CA, and on C/CAG’s website at: 
http://www.ccag.ca.gov. 

PUBLIC RECORDS:  Public records that relate to any item on the open session agenda for a regular TAC meeting, standing 
committee meeting, or special meeting are available for public inspection.  Those public records that are distributed less than 
72 hours prior to a regular TAC meeting are available for public inspection at the same time they are distributed to all 
members, or a majority of the members, of the TAC. The TAC has designated the City/County Association of Governments 
of San Mateo County (C/CAG), located at 555 County Center, 5th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063, for the purpose of 
making public records available for inspection.  Such public records are also available on C/CAG’s website at: 
http://www.ccag.ca.gov. Please note that C/CAG’s office is temporarily closed to the public; please contact Kaki Cheung at 
(650) 363-4105 to arrange for inspection of public records.  

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING VIDEOCONFERENCE MEETINGS: Persons with disabilities who require 
auxiliary aids or services to participate in this meeting should contact Kaki Cheung at (650) 363-4105, five working days 
prior to the meeting date. 

Written comments should be emailed in advance of the meeting. Please read the following instructions carefully: 
1. Your written comment should be emailed to kcheung1@smcgov.org.
2. Your email should include the specific agenda item on which you are commenting or note that your comment concerns an

item that is not on the agenda.
3. Members of the public are limited to one comment per agenda item.
4. The length of the emailed comment should be commensurate with the two minutes customarily allowed for verbal comments,

which is approximately 250-300 words.
5. If your emailed comment is received at least 2 hours prior to the meeting, it will be provided to the C/CAG TAC members

and made publicly available on the C/CAG website along with the agenda. We cannot guarantee that emails received less
than 2 hours before the meeting will be made publicly available on the C/CAG website prior to the meeting, but such emails
will be included in the administrative record of the meeting.

Spoken comments will be accepted during the meeting through Zoom. Please read the following instructions carefully:
1. The C/CAG TAC meeting may be accessed through Zoom at the online location indicated at the top of this agenda.
2. You may download the Zoom client or connect to the meeting using an internet browser. If using your browser, make sure

you are using a current, up-to-date browser: Chrome 30+, Firefox 27+, Microsoft Edge 12+, Safari 7+. Certain functionality
may be disabled in older browsers including Internet Explorer.

3. You will be asked to enter an email address and name. We request that you identify yourself by your name as this will be
visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your turn to speak.

4. When C/CAG Staff or Co-Chairs call for the item on which you wish to speak, click on “raise hand.” Staff will activate and
unmute speakers in turn. Speakers will be notified shortly before they are called on to speak.

5. When called, please limit your remarks to the time allotted.

If you have any questions about this agenda, please contact C/CAG staff:
Program Director:  Kaki Cheung (650) 363-4105 kcheung1@smcgov.org

6. Review and recommend Board approval of a total of $290,848 in Fiscal
Year 2023 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Funds for Town of
Woodside’s Glens Path Pedestrian Safety Improvements Phase 3 Project
(Action)

Wever Page 12-18 

7. Review and approve the updated draft Committee Guidelines  (Action) Charpentier Page 19-23 

8. Nomination/Election of a new Committee Chairperson and Vice
Chairperson  (Action)

Cheung Page 24 

9. Regional Project and Funding Information Lacap  Page 25-40 

10. Executive Director Report Charpentier No materials 

11. Member Reports All 

The next regularly scheduled meeting is on November 17, 2022.
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CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (CMP) 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 

September 15, 2022 
MINUTES 

 
No. Member Agency Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jul Aug Sept
1 Ann Stillman       

(Co-Chair) 
San Mateo County Engineering x x x x x  x x 

2 Joseph Hurley     
(Co-Chair) 

SMCTA / PCJPB / Caltrain x x x x x x x  

3 Robert Ovadia Atherton Engineering x x x x x x x x 

4 Peter Brown Belmont Engineering x x x x  x  x 

5 Randy Breault Brisbane Engineering x x  x x x  x 

6 Syed Murtuza Burlingame Engineering x x x  x x x x 

7 Sean Charpentier C/CAG x x x x x x x x 

8 Brad Donohue Colma Engineering x   x x x x x 

9 Richard Chiu Daly City Engineering x x x x x x  x 

10 Tatum Mothershead Daly City Planning x x x  x x x x 

11 Louis Sun Foster City Engineering x x x x  x x x 

12 Paul Willis Hillsborough Engineering x x x x x x x x 

13 Maz Bozorginia Half Moon Bay Engineering x x x x x x x x 

14 Nikki Nagaya Menlo Park Engineering  x x x x x x 

15 Andrew Yang Millbrae Engineering x x x x x x x 

16 Lisa Petersen Pacifica Engineering x x x x x x x x 

17 Jessica Manzi Redwood City Engineering x x x x x   x 

18 Matthew Lee San Bruno Engineering x x x x x x x x 

19 Steven Machida San Carlos Engineering x  x x x x  x 

20 Azalea Mitch San Mateo Engineering x x x x x x x x 

21 Eunejune Kim South San Francisco 
Engineering

x x x   x x x 

22 Billy Gross South San Francisco Planning x x x x x x x x 

23 Sean Rose Woodside Engineering x  x x  x x x 

24 James Choe MTC x x x x  x x x 
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The two hundred eighty-first (281st) meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee took place on         
September 15, 2022 at 1:16 p.m. 

TAC members attending are listed on the Roster and Attendance table on the preceding page. Others 
attending the meeting were: Jeffrey Lacap, Kaki Cheung, Audrey Shiramizu, Eva Gaye, Kim Wever, 
Van Ocampo – C/CAG; Heba El-Guindy – SMCTA; Nidal Tuqan – Caltrans; Justin Horng – 
SamTrans; Humza Javed – City of East Palo Alto; Phoebe Cheng, Rob Jaques, Ni Lee – BART; Drew 
and others not noted. 

 
1. Brief Overview of Teleconference Meeting Procedures 

C/CAG staff Kaki Cheung described how the Committee Meeting would run virtually.   
 

2. By motion, find that, as a result of the continuing COVID-19 pandemic state of 
emergency declared by Governor Newsom, meeting in person would present imminent 
risks to the health or safety of attendees. (Action) 

 
C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier explained that AB 361 requires that, if the state of 
emergency remains active for more than 30 days, the legislative body must make findings by 
majority vote every 30 days to continue using the bill’s exemption to the Brown Act 
teleconferencing rules. On July 14, 2022, the C/CAG Board of Directors approved Resolution 
22-59, which made the findings necessary for remote meetings for both the Board of Directors 
and its standing Committees, including the TAC committee. Given that the TAC meeting is 
occurring 61 days after the approval of C/CAG Resolution 22-59 and there was no August 
C/CAG Board of Directors meeting, staff recommends that in order to continue to have remote 
meetings, the TAC find, by motion, that conducting in-person meetings at the present time 
would present an imminent risk to the health and safety of attendees. 
 
Motion – To approve by motion, that conducting meeting in person would present imminent 
risks to the health or safety of attendees, Manzi/Murtuza. Roll Call was taken. All members in 
attendance voted to approve. Motion passed 22-0. 

3. Public comment on items not on the agenda 
 
There were no public comments regarding items not on the agenda.  

 
4. Issues from the last 2022 C/CAG Board meetings (Information) 
 

C/CAG staff Kaki Cheung stated that since there was no August C/CAG Board meeting and the 
September C/CAG Board meeting was postponed by a week, there were not any items of 
interest to highlight at this meeting.  
 

5. Approval of minutes from the August 18, 2022 Meeting (Action) 

Motion – To approve the minutes of the August 18, 2022 TAC meeting, Bozorginia/Murtuza. 
Roll Call was taken. Breault, Chiu, Manzi, and Machida abstained. All other members in 
attendance voted to approve. Motion passed 18-0-4. 
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6. Receive an update on the San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and 
Implementation Plan (Information) 

 
C/CAG staff Kim Wever presented an update on the San Mateo County Shared Micromobility 
Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan. Kim updated the Committee on the proposed 
program guidelines that will be used to develop procurement materials for a single vendor to 
operate the micromobility program in the County. The Committee had an opportunity to 
provide feedback that will help finalized the Implementation Plan, which will be brought back 
to the Committees and Board for consideration in Fall 2022. 
 
Public member Drew recommended to not only consider adding front lights to the shared 
micromobility vehicles, but rear and side lights as well.  
 

7. Discuss Committee Membership Composition and Guidelines (Information) 

 C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier explained the Committee guidelines were last 
updated on November 24, 2009. Given that a significant amount of time has lapsed since the 
last Committee guideline update, staff discussed with the Committee on the following items: 
 
1. The Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) has recently expressed interest in 

participating on the Committee. Does the Committee wish to expand its membership to 
include representation from BART? 

2. What are the Committee’s thoughts on making the chairmanship opportunity available 
to all members? 

 
Member Murtuza recommended adding a BART representative as a “no voting” member and 
other members agreed.  
 
Member Murtuza and Member Sun both supported the idea of rotating the chairperson to all 
members. Member Willis added to make the chairperson terms two-year long. 
 
Member Brown asked about appointing alternates. C/CAG Executive Director Sean 
Charpentier will have staff research more about adding alternates and will bring the topic back 
to a future Committee meeting.  

 
8.  Regional Project and Funding Information 
 
 C/CAG staff Jeff Lacap highlighted the following items from his staff report: Inactive Projects 

list; PMP Certification Status; Project End Date list; SMCTA 2022 Cycle 6 Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Program Call for Projects; USDOT Safe Streets and Roads for All and other funding 
opportunities; and Local Technical Assistance Trainings. Jeff also reminded Project Sponsors 
to submit invoices on time since MTC’s evaluation criteria may include federal aid project 
delivery. 

 
 Member Manzi asked about potential Countywide projects to apply for federal grant. C/CAG 

Executive Director Sean Charpentier considered bundling projects in the past and will look into 
that for future grant opportunities. C/CAG staff Kaki Cheung mentioned that C/CAG is 
working with MTC on the Local Roads Safety Action Plan, which is a prerequisite to apply for 
the Safe Streets and Roads for All grant. 
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8.  Executive Director Report (Information) 
  

C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier did not have any additional items to report. 
 

9. Member Reports (Information) 
 
There were no member reports. 
 

10. Adjournment  
 

Co-Chair Stillman adjourned the meeting at 2:12p.m. 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: October 20, 2022 
 
To: Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee  
 
From: Kim Wever, Transportation Program Specialist 
 
Subject: Review and provide input on the Draft San Mateo County Shared Micromobility 

Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan 
 
 (For further information, contact Kim Wever at kwever@smcgov.org) 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the Technical Advisory Committee reviews and provides input on the Draft San Mateo County 
Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The cost to develop the Study is $99,994. 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
Federal Surface Transportation Program and local Congestion Relief Plan funds. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Micromobility refers to services such as bikeshare and scooter-share, where users are able to check out 
various small and light-weight vehicles for short term use through a self-service rental portal. It has been 
envisioned as one of the tools to address first and last mile challenges, bridging the transportation gap 
between home and transit stations, and from transit stations to places of employment. Other benefits of 
micromobility includes reducing short distance vehicle trips and increasing transportation access. 
Micromobility was also one of the recommended programs in the Board adopted 2021 C/CAG 
Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
 
In December 2021, the Board approved a consultant contract with Alta Planning + Design to prepare the 
San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan (Plan).  

 
Initial analysis that the consultant performed showed that a bikeshare and/or scooter-share program is 
feasible in San Mateo County. C/CAG staff also conducted an online survey between May and June of 
2022, and received 154 responses from members of the community. The survey aimed to identify 
publics' interests, concerns, and recommendations related to the Plan. Although the survey is a small 
sample, the respondents expressed interests in using a bike share and scooter share program, and stated 
their preferences for a hybrid docked and dockless program. 
 
In addition to the survey and feasibility analysis, the team developed the program goals and performance 
measures with the help of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group. The project team also researched best practices 

ITEM 5 
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and identified peer systems that are the most applicable to a future system in the County. The study has 
recommended a multi-jurisdictional shared micromobility pilot program in the County. The proposed 
pilot duration is one to two years with possible one-year extension. The consultant recommended 
making e-bicycles as the primary shared vehicle in the program. The program recommendations section 
of the Draft Plan (Attachment 2) describes the key considerations for how such a program should be 
governed and structured. The program guidelines section of the Draft Plan (Attachment 2) lists the 
proposed vendor requirements that will be used to develop procurement materials for a single vendor to 
operate the micromobility program in the County. 
 
Throughout the planning process, the team has presented updates to the Ad Hoc advisory group, the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), the Congestion Management Program Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), the Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) 
Committee, and the C/CAG Board of Directors. Additionally, the team conducted individual interviews 
with six local jurisdictions (Cities of Burlingame, Millbrae, Redwood City, San Mateo, South San 
Francisco, and County of San Mateo) and six partner agencies (Caltrain, Commute.org, Joint Venture, 
SamTrans, San Mateo County Transportation Authority, and Silicon Valley Bicycle Collation) to engage 
their interest and participation in a multi-jurisdictional program.  
 
Recommendations 
 
The Draft Plan Executive Summary (Attachment 1) provides an overview of the project and proposed 
recommendations and implementation. Since the last presentation to the Committee and after 
considering feedback from various stakeholders, the project team has refined the recommendation as 
follows: 

 Pilot Location 
The study identified five potential pilot locations based on the criteria of 1) equity focus areas, 2) 
proximity to transit, 3) proximity to barriers, and 4) estimated micromobility demand. One of the 
identified locations, Millbrae/Burlingame, is implementing its own micromobility program.   
The original recommendation was to select one of the five pilot sites to launch the program. After 
discussion with the project team, the revised recommendation is for the pilot to take place at the 
Daly City, Broadmoor and Colma area, in addition to the locations of Redwood City and North Fair 
Oaks. This refinement enables the team to examine potential demand in both the northern and 
southern part of the County. The team is in active discussions with these aforementioned 
jurisdictions to assess levels of interest. The Daly City and Colma staff have asked C/CAG about 
presenting the concept to Council this fall. 
 
It is expected that users would be able to check out micromobility devices in core areas such as 
downtown and near train and BART stations. Users can then utilize the e-bicycles and/or scooters 
generally within the limits of the jurisdictions. 
 
 Governance Committee 
The study recommends establishing a governance committee comprised of staff from the 
participating pilot jurisdictions, the program manager and any other key stakeholders as needed. The 
Committee will establish the basic framework of a governing body. The Committee will review and 
agree on the vendor procurement scope, and the vendor selection approach. This body would also 
serve as a venue to discuss program issues, share lessons learned, and resolve problems.  
 
 Program Manager 
The study identified three agencies that have the ability to play the role of program managers: 
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C/CAG, SamTrans, and County of San Mateo. The consultant considered the following 
characteristics when making the recommendation: 
 Countywide scope with strong existing relationships with local jurisdictions;  
 Ability to navigate local sensitivities and politics; 
 Consensus-building and facilitating inter-jurisdictional communication;  
 Procurement expertise and capacity;  
 Project and contract management expertise, including the capability to oversee a contract, 

manage additional subcontractors, and fulfill contract reporting requirements; 
 Expertise in planning and data management, including the ability to work with micromobility 

datasets, or the ability to contract for that expertise; 
 Ability to effectively apply for and manage grants; and 
 Ability to conduct field inspections and travel between participating jurisdictions easily. 

 
Although all three agencies have the technical capacity, the team is recommending C/CAG to lead 
the program given the agency’s countywide program scope, its proven ability to build consensus 
with partners across jurisdictional boundaries, and general support from the C/CAG Board on the 
project concept and the program’s ability to reduce vehicle miles traveled.   At some point, success 
in shared micromobility will depend on having programs that operate on a larger scale across 
multiple jurisdictions, and C/CAG has strengths in multi-jurisdictional programs.   
 
It is important to note that additional staff and financial resources would be required to manage the 
program, and the program success is not guaranteed.   The design and implementation of shared 
micromobility programs is still a work in progress in the Bay Area and throughout the nation.   
 
The major costs are staffing costs to manage the program and an operator subsidy to support the 
equity components.   The study estimated that at least one new full time equivalent staff will be 
required to manage the program, and that the Agency may need to provide the operator a subsidy of 
approximately $100,000 to guarantee equity pricing program, a cap on user fees or other geographic 
operating requirements. In addition, prior to the pilot’s official start, C/CAG will likely need some 
consultant assistance with the governance committee and the development of the procurement 
documents.    

 
Next steps 
 
At the October meeting, the Committee will have an opportunity to provide input on the 
recommendations. The Draft Plan has been released for public comments. Staff will return to the 
Committee with the Final Plan to recommend Board approval.  
 
 
WEB ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Draft San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan 
Executive Summary 

2. Draft San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan (will 
be available online at https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-program-
technical-advisory-committee/) 

7



San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study 

1 
 

I. Executive Summary 

Introduction 

What is Shared Micromobility?  

Shared micromobility is an umbrella term for lightweight, human or electric-powered vehicles that are operated as 
a fleet and can be accessed by the public to use. While many forms of micromobility vehicles exist, this study 
focuses on bikes, e-bikes, and e-scooters, which are the most common form of shared fleets. Shared micromobility 
services have expanded across the world. Their technologies and ownership structures have rapidly developed and 
evolved in the past 5-10 years. In 2021, 128 million trips were taken via shared micromobility in the North 
America.1 Shared micromobility services changed significantly in 2018, with the widespread launch of scooter 
share systems in around 100 U.S. cities. Scooters accounted for 62.2 million trips in 2021.  

Project Purpose 

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) collaborated with local stakeholders to 
define what a successful shared micromobility program would look like for San Mateo County and to determine 
the feasibility of developing one. The existing status quo requires individual jurisdictions across San Mateo County 
to develop their own shared micromobility programs and guidelines. This study aims to define what a coordinated, 
proactive approach to shared micromobility could look like in San Mateo County.  

Project Process 

The study incorporated multiple analyses to evaluate the feasibility of a shared micromobility program in San 
Mateo County. Throughout the process, the project team worked with an Ad Hoc Advisory Group and various 
stakeholders to ensure the study reflected the values of the community. The process included: 

• Would shared micromobility work in San Mateo County? Examining seven key factors known to 
influence program feasibility to better understand fatal flaws and/or significant barriers to implementing 
a shared micromobility program in San Mateo County.  

• How would shared micromobility fit into the San Mateo County context? Analyzing local and regional 
policy and data to determine the transportation challenges and opportunities that a shared micromobility 
could address. 

• What would success look like for a program in San Mateo County? Working with stakeholders to 
establish a vision, goals, and objectives that articulate what outcomes a shared micromobility program 
would need to support.  

• How would a shared micromobility program develop in San Mateo County? Recommending a program 
structure and guidelines for implementation that best fit the context and resources of partnering agencies 
in San Mateo County.  

Program Vision & Goals 

Vision Statement:  
A shared micromobility program in San Mateo County 
will provide residents and visitors—including low-income 
individuals, communities of color, persons with 
disabilities, and other historically marginalized 
communities—with an affordable, convenient, and 
sustainable transportation option that reduces vehicle 
miles travelled, connects communities to destinations 
across the County, and seamlessly integrates with 
transit.   

 

Program Goals: 

• Replace Motor Vehicle Trips 

• Integrate with Transit 

• Ensure the Program Benefits Everyone 

• Enhance Mobility Options for Local Residents 

• Create a Cost-Effective and Self-Sustaining Program 

• Support Economic Development 

• Generate Positive Public Perception about the 
Program 

• Support Tourism Opportunities

Attachment 1 
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San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study 

2 
 

Program Feasibility 

Many factors influence the level to which a shared micromobility program is feasible, and more specifically, 
whether a program that meets the local community’s vision and goals is feasible. Based on the results of multiple 
analyses, or feasibility factors, the project team concluded that a shared micromobility program is feasible in San 
Mateo County. The feasibility factors, listed below, include qualitative analyses to better understand how a 
program might achieve its goals and to identify fatal flaws and/or significant barriers to implementing a shared 
micromobility program in San Mateo County.  

Feasibility Factors 

• Planning and Policy Review: Do existing plans and policies allow or recommend shared micromobility? 
• Demand Analysis: Are there multiple areas around the county where share devices would likely be used? 
• Barriers Analysis: Would users have viable routes/connections to travel on? 
• Equity Analysis: Could a program benefit people with low-incomes and in communities of color? 
• Program Opportunity and Resource Analysis: Are there sufficient resources available for the 

management, vendor equipment and operations, and funding of a program?  

Program Recommendations 

The recommendations apply best practices and lessons learned from peer programs to 1) create a program that is 
best positioned to achieve the vision and goals and 2) to leverage the county’s strengths and adjust for challenges 
identified in the feasibility analysis.  

While San Mateo County could elect to move forward with a structure other than the proposed, there are several 
negative governance outcomes of continuing with the current micromobility status quo. Individual jurisdictions 
would have to bear all procurement, management, and oversight responsibilities for a local program, resulting in 
an increased and redundant workload burden on jurisdiction staff. Jurisdictions would have no established 
regulatory or procurement standards from which to build their micromobility program. Individually, each 
community may struggle to attract the same number and quality of vendors as a multi-jurisdictional program. 
Additionally, jurisdictions and vendors would have no mechanism for coordinating planning, procurement, and 
negotiations and there would be no structure to manage or address inter-jurisdictional micromobility issues. The 
results would be a fragmented micromobility market where users may be restricted to making trips within a 
specific town or city, users may have to switch between operators based on where they are travelling, and users 
have less predictability regarding user pricing and riding rules. 

Governance and Management Recommendations 

• Establish a multi-jurisdictional program with a single program manager responsible for procurement and 
contract management.  

• The recommended program manager is C/CAG given the agency’s countywide program scope, its proven 
ability to build consensus with partners across jurisdictional boundaries, and general support from the 
C/CAG Board on the project concept and the program’s ability to reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

• Contract out to one or more private, third-party operators. 
• Management and oversight responsibilities would be the responsibility of a single organization as the 

program manager, with support from other organizations in specialized roles.  
• Individual jurisdictions could opt into the program with the flexibility to dictate certain operating 

requirements, such as no-ride areas, speed limited areas, and restricted parking areas. Jurisdictions will 
retain the ability to fine the operator or impound vehicles in instances of violations. Ideally, any day-to-
day operational issues will be handled by the vendor with oversight from the program manager. 

• Establish a governance committee composed of participating jurisdictions, the program manager and any 
other key stakeholders as needed. This body would be a venue to discuss program issues, share lessons 
learned, and resolve problems. 
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San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study 
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• Establish a process for escalating complaints and issues, creating a clear chain of command for any 
operational issues and complaints 

System Type Recommendations 

• E-bikes are the primary vehicle type, with the option to include manual bikes and/or e-scooters as 
determined by individual jurisdictions. 

• Hybrid or dockless system types are preferred given their ease of implementation and flexibility of 
operations when considering a pilot program. However, the results of the feasibility analysis, best 
practices memo, and goals of the program indicate that multiple system types could be successful in San 
Mateo County. The peer system comparison showed a hybrid, docked, and/or dockless system can be 
successful for a regional program. The system type, therefore, will depend on level of funding available 
and interest from operators.  

Costs & Funding Recommendations 

• Through a competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) process, procure a private operator responsible for self-
financing and operating the system.  

• Public costs would be limited to the cost of procurement, oversight, and contract management. These 
costs could be partially recouped through a permit fee.  

• Provide program funding or a program subsidy in return for operator guarantees such as the equity 
pricing program, caps on user fees, or certain geographic operating requirements. 

Plan Development Recommendations 

Phase 1 Pilot Program 
The San Mateo Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study proposes a Phase 1 Pilot Program that would run for one to 
two years, with participating jurisdictions committing to stay within the program through the duration of the pilot. 
The study identified five potential pilot locations (see Map 1 below) based on an analysis of high demand areas, 
equity focus areas2, and the opportunity to connect across jurisdictional boundaries. The two locations 
recommended for the pilot are Daly City, Broadmoor, and Colma, and Redwood City and North Fair Oaks based on 
their close proximity to high frequency transit locations, the ability to serve a large population in an equity priority 
community with limited access to vehicles and high reliance on transit. Each pilot program should have a minimum 
of 500 vehicles and 50 stations/hubs (if a docked or hybrid system is chosen). This would include 1.6-2.0 
designated parking spots per bike and 16 hubs per square mile in high density locations. The three additional areas 
identified as candidates for a pilot program include: Pacifica, South San Francisco, and San Bruno; South San 
Francisco and Unincorporated San Mateo County; and Millbrae and Burlingame.  
 
System Expansion 
The pilot is an opportunity to test and refine the multi-jurisdictional micromobility management approach. At the 
end of the pilot period, the study team envisions that revised recommendations and program management 
structure may be adopted to incorporate lessons learned from the pilot. The system should expand beyond the 
initial Phase 1 Pilot Program service area based upon factors such as ridership, funding, infrastructure, new 
indicators of demand, and political will/agency capacity. Following the pilot program, with the multijurisdictional 
contract in place, the program manager should work with the operator(s) to develop satellite programs at coastal 
communities, with consideration for alternate service models, such as reduced user fees and/or long-term lending. 
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San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study 

4 
 

Program Guidelines & Requirements 

An RFP for shared micromobility will lay out guidelines and requirements for the program that the selected vendor 
must follow. The San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study offers recommendations for common 
elements that will be included, such as type of vehicles permitted, rider age restrictions, and contract length. 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: October 20, 2022 

 
To:  Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee  
 
From:  Kim Wever, Transportation Program Specialist 
   
Subject: Review and recommend Board approval of a total of $290,848 in Fiscal Year 

2023 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Funds for Town of Woodside’s Glens 
Path Pedestrian Safety Improvements Phase 3 Project 

 
 (For further information, contact Kim Wever at kwever@smcgov.org) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
  
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviews and 
recommends Board approval of a total of $290,848 in Fiscal Year 2023 Transportation Fund for 
Clean Air (TFCA) Funds for Town of Woodside’s Glens Path Pedestrian Safety Improvements 
Phase 3 project. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The total available amount of TFCA County Program Manager Funds is $290,848 for Fiscal 
Year 2023. 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is authorized under Health and 
Safety Code Section 44223 and 44225 to levy a fee on motor vehicles. Funds generated by the 
fee are referred to as the TFCA funds. These funds are used to implement projects that reduce air 
pollution from motor vehicles. Health and Safety Code Section 44241(d) stipulates that forty 
percent (40%) of funds generated within a county where the fee is in effect shall be allocated by 
the BAAQMD to one or more public agencies designated to receive the funds. In San Mateo 
County, C/CAG is the TFCA grant Program Manager. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In Fiscal Year 2022-2023, the Air District allocated a total of $1.1M to C/CAG for the 
implementation of projects that reduce air pollution from motor vehicles. In February 2022, the 
Committee recommended approval of funding to Commute.org for the countywide trip reduction 
program and BART Shuttle program. An amount of $290,848 remains in the Fiscal Year 2022-
2023 TFCA funding cycle as “Other Projects to be determined”. Staff originally planned to 
allocate this funding to active transportation and first last mile solutions such as shared 
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micromobility program. However, Air District recently informed the Agency that this amount 
needs to be programmed by November 4, 2022, and the shared micromobility program needs 
additional time to incorporate feedback from C/CAG Committees and Board. as well as the 
participating jurisdictions.  
 
A summary of the approved Fiscal Year 2022/23 TFCA County Program Manager Expenditure 
Plan is shown below:  

 Estimated  
FY 2022/23 
TFCA Funds  

Administration $68,456  

Commute.org - Countywide Voluntary Trip Reduction $600,000 

Commute.org - BART Shuttle  $136,000 

Other Projects to be determined $290,848 

Total  $1,095,304 

 
Recommendation  
 
To ensure the timely obligation and use of funds, C/CAG staff proposes to direct this limited 
amount to the next highest scoring small project from the recent One Bay Area Grant (OBAG 3) 
Call for Projects. Attachment 1 is the draft project nomination list for the One Bay Area Grant 3 
(OBAG 3) County & Local Program. As shown in the table, the next highest scoring small 
project is Phase 3 of the Town of Woodside’s Glens Path Pedestrian Safety Improvements. The 
Town requested a total of $536,000. In consultation with Town staff, the Town is open to 
accepting a smaller grant amount and will supplement funds from other sources.  Attachment 2 is 
an excerpt of the Town’s OBAG 3 application, which includes the Project Information, Project 
Cost & Funding, and Project Area Map. The project meets the Air District’s required cost-
effectiveness ratio.  
 
Staff requests that the Committee reviews and recommends C/CAG Board approval of allocating 
$290,848 in Fiscal Year 2023 TFCA Funds to partially fund Town of Woodside’s Glens Path 
Pedestrian Safety Improvements project, Phase 3.  
 
 
ATTACHMENT 

1. Draft Project Nomination List for the One Bay Area Grant 3 (OBAG 3) County & Local 
Program 

2. Town of Woodside’s OBAG 3 Application: Project Information, Project Cost & Funding, 
and Project Area Map Sections 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Draft Project Nomination List for the One Bay Area Grant 3 (OBAG 3) County & Local Program 

 

 
 

 
  

12 San Mateo County  Bay Road Complete Street Rehabilitation Project   $        3,806,790   $                3,806,790   $                3,806,790   $                3,806,790  115.6 Yes

9 City of South San Francisco 
School Street/Spruce Avenue and Hillside Boulevard Safety and Access 

Improvement Project  
3,127,385$           $                3,127,385   $                3,127,385   $                3,127,385  113.9 Yes

16 City of Redwood City  Roosevelt Avenue Traffic Calming Project   $        3,400,000   $                3,400,000   $                3,400,000   $                3,400,000  111.2 Yes

19 City of San Mateo US 101/Peninsula Avenue Interchange Improvements Project 5,000,000$           $                5,000,000   $                1,000,000   $                1,000,000  111.2 Yes

20
San Mateo County 

Transportation Authority

19th Avenue/Fashion Island Boulevard Complete Street Class IV 

Bikeway  
 $        3,375,000   $                3,375,000   $                3,375,000   $                3,375,000  109.6 Yes

25 Town of Colma 
El Camino Real Complete Street Project from Mission Road to City of 

South San Francisco (Segment B) 
4,640,000$           $                4,640,000   $                4,640,000   $                4,640,000  105.6 Yes

13 City of Menlo Park  Middle Avenue Caltrain Pedestrian and Bicycle Undercrossing  5,000,000$           $                5,000,000   $                5,000,000   $                5,000,000  105.0 No

24 City of Burlingame Rollins Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project 3,100,000$           $                3,900,000   $                3,900,000   $                3,100,000  104.3 Yes

23 City of Redwood City 101/Woodside UPRR Bikeway Project 4,800,000$          104.3 Yes

26 City of Redwood City  Broadway Bicycle and Pedestrian Vision Zero Project  3,054,300$          103.1 Yes

1 City of Burlingame California Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project 2,000,000$          101.3 Yes

17 Town of Atherton 
Adelante Selby Spanish Immersion School Safe Route to Schools 

Project 
3,115,024$          3,115,024$                 3,115,024$                 100.8 Yes

15 City of Menlo Park  El Camino Real Pedestrian Crossing Improvements   $        2,000,000  100.3 Yes

18
San Mateo County Transit 

District (SamTrans) 
Express Bus Mobility Hub    $        5,000,000  99.6 Yes

8 BART
Next Generation Fare Gates Project at Northern San Mateo County 

BART Stations
 $        4,457,455  99.1 No

5 City of Pacifica Sharp Park Priority Development Area Pedestrian Improvement  $        2,360,000   $                   384,825   $                   900,000  1,269,801$                 900,000$                    1,269,801$                 900,000$                    98.8 Yes

7 BART Next Generation Fare Gates Project at Central San Mateo County  $        4,791,764  97.9 No

10 City of Half Moon Bay  Kelly Avenue Complete Street Project  5,000,000$          96.9 Yes

28* City of Millbrae 

Micro‐Mobility Hub Phase 2 and Electric Vehicle Shuttle Program 

servicing riders to and from Multi‐Modal BART/Caltrain/HSR Station, 

Affordable Housing, Job Centers and Schools 

 $            880,000  800,000$                    95.0 Yes

27 City of Daly City  Bayshore and Woodrow Wilson Safe Routes to School Project  4,550,000$          89.9 Yes

3 City of San Carlos Holly Street/US‐101 Pedestrian and Bicyclist Overcrossing  $        5,000,000  87.3 No

11 East Palo Alto
Runnymede Street between Pulgas Avenue and the Bay Trail within the 

City of East Palo Alto. 
 $        2,010,000  82.0 Yes

6* Town of Woodside  The Glens Path ‐ Pedestrian Safety Improvements – Phase 3   $            536,000  80.0 No

4 City of Pacifica  Rosita Road from Adobe Drive to Oddstad Boulevard, Pacifica, CA   1,781,600$          77.8 Yes

21* City of Belmont City of Belmont Pedestrian and Bike Improvements   $        1,000,000  77.3 Yes

14 City of Foster City  Street Rehabilitation – Edgewater (FY 24‐25)  1,200,000$          75.8 Yes

22* City of Foster City  Foster City Safe Routes to School Improvements  504,000$             72.1 Yes

2 City of San Carlos Safe Routes to School Improvement Project  $        1,100,000  68.6 Yes

29* Town of Hillsborough  Hillsborough Street Resurfacing Project   $        1,000,000  67.2 Yes

 $      87,589,318   $             32,634,000   $                   900,000   $             32,634,000   $                   900,000   $             32,634,000   $                   900,000 
* Small Project

Application 
ID

Sponsor Name Project Name
 OBAG3 Funds 
Requested 

Option 1 (Baseline) Option 2 Option 3 (NEW Staff Recommendation)

 OBAG 3 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 

 Measure M 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 

 OBAG 3 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 

 Measure M 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 

 OBAG 3 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 

Total 
Score

Safe Routes 
to School 
(within 1/2 

Mile)

 Measure M 
Recommended 

Funding Allocations 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
Town of Woodside’s OBAG 3 Application: 

Project Information, Project Cost & Funding, and Project Area Map Sections 
 

1 
 

1. Project Information 
Project Name: The Glens Path - Pedestrian Safety Improvements – Phase 3 
Project Sponsor: Town of Woodside
Sponsor Single Point 
of Contact:  

Sean Rose 
(650)851-6790x114
srose@woodsidetown.org

Project Location 
(include map of project 
location and use map 
here as the base layer): 

The project is part of a multi-phased project in The Glens neighborhood on 
Glenwood Avenue and Hillside Drive. Phase 3 is located between 243 
Glenwood Avenue and 332 Glenwood Avenue in the Town of Woodside.  

Safe Routes to 
School 
 

Indicate if project is located within ½ mile of a school: 
☐ Located within ½ mile of a school 
Describe how the project supports the Safe Routes to School Program and include 
project location maps. 
Town Staff, the Woodside Elementary School PTA, and local residents have all 
identified Glenwood Avenue (in the Glens neighborhood) as a hazardous 
pedestrian route for access to Cañada Road, Woodside Elementary School, and 
other destinations.  This project would provide a safe pathway for families to access 
regional destinations as well as intra-neighborhood travel. 

Brief Project 
Description (Limit to 
500 words)  

Glenwood Avenue is the main road that services The Glens neighborhood. The 
neighborhood consists of approximately 170 single family homes. Many of the 
homes are occupied by young families, as these are the most affordable homes 
within the Town. The existing road is narrow, less than 16-feet in width in many 
areas, and without shoulders. The speed limit in this neighborhood is 20 mph. The 
terrain is steep on most of the route, with intermittent roadside ditches to carry 
stormwater. 
 
In order to create a safe pedestrian route for residents, the Town has constructed 
Phase 1 of this multi-phase project on Hillside Drive and is planning to construct 
Phase 2 of the project in 2023 from Cañada Road to 243 Glenwood Avenue. These 
two phases constructed or will construct curbs and 4’ wide asphalt concrete paths 
on one side of the roadway to provide an accessible route for residents.  The 
projects also included driveway reconstruction, minor landscaping, fence 
reconstruction, drainage improvements, and retaining walls in order to 
accommodate the path. 
  
The Phase 3 Project will include these same features to achieve the 4-feet wide 
path. The project length is approximately 850 linear feet and affect 7 residential 
driveways. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
Town of Woodside’s OBAG 3 Application: 

Project Information, Project Cost & Funding, and Project Area Map Sections 
 

2 
 

Project 
Justification/Need 
(Please limit to 500 
words or less): 

There is a steadfast demand from the Glens residents for this project.  For over a 
decade, residents have been vocal about the dangerous conditions as discussed 
further in the “Community Support” section of this application. 
 
The current roadway is narrow and winding; at some locations it is difficult for 
vehicles to bypass each other. In many locations the total pavement width is 16-
feet. Recent speed surveys have supported the posted 20 mph speed limits in the 
neighborhood. The project will not widen the roadway. 
 
Although the narrow roadways keep vehicular speeds low, the road does not 
provide consistent safe refuge areas for families to traverse the neighborhood. 
There are currently no provisions for ADA accessibility through the neighborhood; 
making the area inaccessible to many physically disabled individuals.  
 
This neighborhood is relatively affordable in comparison to other areas in the 
Town, which makes this neighborhood attractive to young families, emphasizing 
the need for implement safe pedestrian facilities.  
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Project Cost & Funding 
OBAG 3 Grant Request:  
Total Grant Request $536,000 

Note: Projects eligible for OBAG 3 cannot be a design only project. Project funds may cover some design cost, but project must include a fully funded construction phase. 

 
Project Cost & Schedule: 

Project Phases Total Cost 
Secured Funds Unsecured Funds Schedule  

(Start dates:  
Planned, Actual) Amount Fund Sources OBAG 3 Grant 

Request  
Remaining 

Funding Needed 
Planning/ 
Conceptual  0 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 
Environmental 
Studies (PA&ED) 30,000 6,000 General Fund, 20% Match 24,000 0 Jan/2023 
Design 
Engineering 
(PS&E) 

130,000 130,000 General Fund, 100% 0 0 May/2022 

Right-of-way 0 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 
Construction 
Engineering 90,000 18,000 General Fund, 20% Match 72,000 0 June/2024 
Construction 550,000 110,000 General Fund, 20% Match 440,000 0 June/2024 

Total $800,000 $264,000  $536,000 $0  
 
Project Investment by Mode: 

Mode Share of project 
investment 

Share of project 
investment within 

C/CAG Equity 
Focus Area (EFA) 

Auto  0% 0% 
Transit 0% 0% 
Bicycle/Pedestrian 100% 100% 
Other 0% 0% 

Total 100% 0% 
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Project Area Map 
The Glens Path Pedestrian Safety Improvements Phase 3 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT

Date: October 20, 2022 

To: Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee  

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Review and approve the updated draft Committee Guidelines  

(For further information contact Sean Charpentier at scharpentier@smcgov.org) 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION

That the Technical Advisory Committee reviews and approves the updated draft Committee 
Guidelines. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact related to this item.  

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Not applicable. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1998, C/CAG Bylaws established the Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory 
Committee. The Committee is comprised of engineers and planners who provide technical expertise 
and professional recommendations to the C/CAG Board regarding transportation and air quality 
issues.  There are currently a total of 25 positions, including 23 engineers and 2 planners from the 
C/CAG member agencies as well as representatives from regional and state transportation agencies.  
Traditionally, the County of San Mateo’s Public Works Director and the San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority representative take turn chairing the meetings. The Committee guidelines 
were last updated on November 24, 2009. 

Given that a significant amount of time has lapsed since the last Committee Guideline update, staff 
brought a discussion item to the Committee at its September meeting. The Committee discussed the 
possibility of expanding its membership to include representation from BART, changing the 
chairmanship to any Committee members and electing new leadership every two years, and 
considering the possibility of appointing alternate members.  

At the October Meeting, staff is recommending that the Committee reviews and approves the 
updated draft Committee Guidelines. The new draft Guidelines stipulate  that the positions of 
Committee Chair and Vice-Chair are open to any members and election shall take place every two 
years.  An updated roster with the current members is also included with the Guidelines. Staff is still 
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studying the topics of BART membership and appointment of alternate members and will return to 
the TAC at a future meeting.   
 
ATTACHMENT 
 

1. Draft Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee (CMP TAC) 
Guidelines Updated October 2022 (redlined) 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee (CMP TAC) 
Guidelines 
Established 11/24/09 
Revised 10/20/2022 

Mission 
The CMP TAC is a staff committee composed of engineers and planners who provide technical 
expertise and professional recommendations to the CMEQ Committee and C/CAG Board regarding 
transportation and air quality issues, the Congestion Management Program, and the Countywide 
Transportation Plan. 

Membership 
The CMP TAC was originally established to include representatives from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) (1), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) (1), San 
Francisco International Airport (SFIA) (1), the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) (1 with 1 
alternate), the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA)  (2), San Mateo County 
Government (3), the Central County Cities (2), the North County Cities (2), the South County Cities (2), 
the Cities at large (1), and Caltrans (3).  A total of 19 members. 

The current composition of the Technical Advisory Committee includes up to twenty twelve city 
engineers and  planners, one county engineer, one county planner, one representative each from the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Caltrans, SamTrans/, the Transportation Authority/, the 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB)/Caltrain, and  C/CAGthe Congestion Management 
Program. 

There are currently a total of 25 positions including 15 engineers and 4 planners from the local 
jurisdictions in addition to representatives from Caltrans, SamTrans, Peninsula Corridor JPB, 
SMCTA, MTC, and C/CAG. 

 25 members on average
 The CMP TAC is currently composed of 24 members made up of engineers representing

SMCTA, Peninsula Corridor JPB (Caltrain), Caltrans, MTC, C/CAG, and the cities and 
County 

 1816 jurisdictions (175 cities and the County) are represented
 Burlingame, San Mateo, Daly City, and South San Franciscothe County have 2 representatives

each (engineer and planner)
 25 cities NOT represented: Hillsborough, San Bruno, Portola Valley , Half Moon Bay, and

East Palo Alto
 The total number of members fluctuates with the highest of 27 in 2005 and lowest of 20 in

2000 with 20.  The current number of members is 254.

Term Limits 
 There are no term limits for the CMP TAC.  Members can remain on the TAC indefinitely or

until the member voluntarily relieve him/or herself of the membership.  

Chair and Vice Chair 
• The Chair and Vice Chair for the CMP TAC are appointed by Committee members at a CMP

TAC Meeting every two years. 
• There are no term limits.
• The role of the Chair is to manage the Committee meetings by calling the meeting to order,

leading the Committee through the agenda topics, monitoring meeting discussion to ensure all 
discussion remains on topic, and leading the motion and approval of all action items. The role 
of the Vice Chair is to support the Chair and lead the Committee meeting should the Chair be 
unable to attend. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Selection Process 
 To fill the vacant engineering positions, staff solicits individuals from C/CAG member

agencies who have expressed interest in being on the TAC and requested that a letter of 
interest be submitted to C/CAG for considerations.  Staff would focus on the cities’ Public 
Works Directors/City Engineers that are not currently represented on the Committee.  For 
backfilling a vacant “Planner” position, staff will contact the Planning Directors. 

 Interested individuals are then asked to submit a letter of interest and request from the City
Manager.  Based on the number of vacancies and responses received, the C/CAG Executive 
Director makes the recommendation for the appointment of new member(s) to backfill the 
vacancies.  If there is more interest than positions available, the Director has the discretion to 
expand the number of members to maintain a representational and diverse committee. 

 The C/CAG’s Board of Directors then approve the nomination at the next regularly scheduled 
Board meeting.

Current 2022 Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee Roster 
–

Agency Representative 
San Mateo County Engineering Ann Stillman  
SMCTA / PCJPB / Caltrain Heba El-Guindy   
Atherton Engineering Robert Ovadia 
Belmont Engineering Peter Brown  
Brisbane Engineering Randy Breault 
Burlingame Engineering Syed Murtuza 
C/CAG Sean Charpentier  
Colma Engineering Brad Donohue 
Daly City Engineering Richard Chiu 
Daly City Planning Tatum Mothershead 
Foster City Engineering Louis Sun  
Hillsborough Engineering Paul Willis 
Half Moon Bay Engineering Maziar Bozorginia 
Menlo Park Engineering Nikki Nagaya 
Millbrae Engineering Jane Kao  
Pacifica Engineering Lisa Petersen 
Redwood City Engineering Jessica Manzi 
San Bruno Engineering Matthew Lee 
San Carlos Engineering Steven Machida 
San Mateo Engineering Azalea Mitch  
South San Francisco Engineering Eunejune Kim 
South San Francisco Planning Billy Gross 
Woodside Engineering Sean Rose 
MTC James Choe 
Caltrans Nidal Tuqan  
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Member Agency

Jim Porter (Co-Chair) San Mateo County Engineering

Joseph Hurley (Co-Chair) SMCTA

Duncan Jones Atherton Engineering

Karen Borrmann Belmont Engineering

Randy Breault Brisbane Engineering

Syed Murtuza Burlingame Engineering

Bill Meeker Burlingame Planning

Sandy Wong C/CAG

Gene Gonzalo Caltrans

Rick Mao Colma Engineering

Robert Ovadia Daly City Engineering

Tatum Mothershead Daly City Planning

Ray Towne Foster City Engineering

Chip Taylor Menlo Park Engineering

Ron Popp Millbrae Engineering

Van Ocampo Pacifica Engineering

April Chan Peninsula Corridor JPB

Peter Vorametsanti Redwood City Engineering

Robert Weil San Carlos Engineering

Larry Patterson San Mateo Engineering

Bob Beyer San Mateo Planning

Steve Monowitz San Mateo County Planning

Dennis Chuck So. San Francisco Engineering

Kenneth Folan MTC

Staff Support

John Hoang C/CAG

2009 TAC Roster and Attendance
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
Date: October 20, 2022 
 
To:  Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee  
 
From: Kaki Cheung, Program Director 
 
Subject: Nomination/Election of a new Committee Chairperson and Vice Chairperson 
 

(For further information contact Kaki Cheung at kcheung1@smcgov.org) 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the Technical Advisory Committee nominates and elects a new Committee Chairperson and 
Vice Chairperson. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
There is no fiscal impact related to this item.  
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
Not applicable. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Traditionally, the County of San Mateo’s Public Works Director and the San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority representative take turn chairing the meetings. Member Ann Stillman 
currently serves as the only Co-Chair since Member Joe Hurley’s retirement in September. At the 
Committee’s September meeting, the Committee discussed and expressed support for making the 
chairmanship positions available to any member. The Committee also noted the importance of 
experience, and suggested electing these positions every two years.   
 
The role of the Chair is to manage the Committee meetings by calling the meeting to order, leading 
the Committee through the agenda topics, monitoring meeting discussion to ensure all discussion 
remains on topic, and leading the motion and approval of all action items. The role of the Vice 
Chair is to support the Chair and lead the Committee meetings should the Chair be unable to attend. 
 
At the October Meeting, staff is recommending that the Committee nominates and elects a new 
Chair and Vice Chair to serve between November 2022 through January 2025. The January election 
date will allow this Committee to be on a similar election schedule as other C/CAG Committees.  
 
ATTACHMENT 
 

None 

ITEM 8 

24



 C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: October 20, 2022 
 
To: Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee  
 
From:  Jeff Lacap, Transportation Systems Coordinator 
 
Subject: Regional Project and Funding Information 
 

(For further information, contact Jeff Lacap at jlacap@smcgov.org) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the Technical Advisory Committee receives information on regional project and funding related 
items. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
None. 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
N/A 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
C/CAG staff routinely attends meetings hosted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) and receives information distributed from MTC pertaining to federal funding, project delivery, 
and other regional policies that may affect local agencies. Attached to this report includes relevant 
information from MTC. 
 
FHWA Policy for Inactive Projects 
 
Caltrans requires administering agencies to submit invoices at least once every 6 months from the time 
of obligation (E-76 authorization). The current inactive list is attached (Attachment 1). Project 
sponsors are requested to visit the Caltrans site regularly for updated project status at: 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/projects/inactive-projects 
 
Please continue to send in your invoices in a timely matter to Caltrans or let them know of any 
unanticipated delays to your project. Obligated funds should be able to be spent and invoiced for 
reimbursement within 6 months. Projects not ready to be encumbered or awarded within 6 months 
should not be obligated. 
 

Pavement Management Program (PMP) Certification 
 
The current PMP certification status listing is attached (Attachment 2). Jurisdictions without a current 
PMP certification are not eligible to receive regional funds for local streets rehabilitation and will have 
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projects removed from MTC’s obligation plans until their PMP certification is in good standing. 
Contact Sui Tan at stan@bayareametro.gov if you need to update your certification. 
 
Miscellaneous MTC/CTC/Caltrans Federal Aid Announcements 
 
Recent Caltrans Presentations 
 

At the September MTC Local Streets and Roads / Programming and Delivery Working Group 
meeting, Caltrans staff presented on the following topics: 
 

 Caltrans Division of Local Assistance Efficiencies – Past, Present, and Future 
 Caltrans Division of Local Assistance Encroachment Permits 

 
See Attachment 3 for copies of the presentations. 
 
USDOT Notice of Funding Opportunities 2022 
 

In order to provide stakeholders with more visibility into upcoming funding opportunities, US 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) has published a list of anticipated dates for Notice of Funding 
Opportunities (NOFOs) for key Bipartisan Infrastructure Law programs. The NOFO list is not 
comprehensive and will be updated periodically with new programs and dates. 
  
Full details can be found here: https://www.transportation.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law/upcoming-
notice-funding-opportunity-announcements-2022 
 
Lapsed Project End Dates 
 
Please review the Caltrans Project End Date (PED) lookahead report attached (Attachment 3) and work 
with Caltrans Local Assistance to take appropriate action.  
 
Any work done on projects past the PED is not eligible for reimbursement. PEDs should be extended 
prior to the expiration of the current PED. If a PED is extended after its lapse, then the work done 
during the lapsed period is not reimbursable. PEDs must be extended through an E-76 modification. 
Please plan on the E-76 approval process to take at least 4 weeks. 
 
Caltrans Division of Local Assistance (DLA), Office of Project Implementation provides guidance and 
support to local agencies in managing the Federal-aid projects. The Project End Date (PED), analogous 
to the previously used Agreement End Date (AED), is the date that an agency estimates to identify the 
end of a project phase's Period of Performance (end of Federally participating work). It is defined as 
the date after which no additional federally participating costs may be incurred for an authorized phase 
of work. 
 
The look ahead report attached lists projects with (i) expired PED, (ii) PED to expire within the next 
three months, (iii) PED to expire within the next 6 months and (iv) PED to expire in more than 6 
months but with lapses in the past. The purpose of this list is to alert local agencies of expired or 
expiring PEDs, so they can initiate PED extension requests where necessary and/or contact DLAEs for 
further assistance. Projects with final invoices submitted do not require a PED extension.  
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Local Technical Assistance Trainings 
 
These programs provide subsidized, practical training for transportation professionals in California’s 
cities, counties, and regional transportation agencies. 
 

 Federal Aid Series – Various Dates. Register here: 
https://californialtap.org/index.cfm?pid=1077 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Caltrans Inactive Project List for San Mateo County as of September 26, 2022 
2. MTC’s PMP Certification Status of Agencies within San Mateo County as of October 11, 2022 
3. Caltrans Division of Local Assistance Presentations 
4. Caltrans Lapsed Project End Dates Lookahead Report 
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Inactive Obligations

Local, State Administered/Locally Funded and Rail Projects

Updated on 
09/26/2022

4th quarter inactive 
projects

Project 
Number

Status
Agency Action 

Required
State Project No

Project 
Prefix

District County Agency Project Description
Latest 
Date

Earliest 
Authorizatio

n  Date

Latest 
Payment 

Date

Last Action 
Date

Months of 
No Activity

Program 
Codes

Total Cost 
Amount

Obligations 
Amount

Expenditure 
Amount

Unexpended 
Balance

5171023 Inactive
Invoice returned to 
agency.  Contact 

DLAE. 
0418000443L CML 04 SM Burlingame

ALONG BROADWAY CORRIDOR REMOVE AND REPLACE OLD 
STREET LIGHTING WITH NEW PEDESTRIAN LIGHT FIXTURES 

AND POLES.
11/22/2021 6/24/2020 11/22/2021 11/22/2021 7 Z003 $865,106.00 $720,000.00 $1,327.95 $718,672.05

5267023 Inactive
Project is inactive. 

Funds at risk. Invoice 
immediately. 

0418000359L STPL 04 SM San Carlos

CEDAR STREET BETWEEN SAN CARLOS AVENUE AND CITY OF 
BELMONT; AND BRITTAN AVENUE BETWEEN ELM STREET AND 
THE ALLEYWAY SOUTH OF EL CAMINO REAL AC OVERLAY AND 

INSTALL ADA RAMPS

12/28/2021 1/16/2020 12/28/2021 4/8/2022 6 Z230 $602,896.56 $524,537.20 $349,107.95 $175,429.25

Project 
Number

Status
Agency Action 

Required
State Project No

Project 
Prefix

District County Agency Project Description
Latest 
Date

Earliest 
Authorizatio

n  Date

Latest 
Payment 

Date

Last Action 
Date

Months of 
No Activity

Program 
Codes

Total Cost 
Amount

Obligations 
Amount

Expenditure 
Amount

Unexpended 
Balance

5029035 Inactive
Project is inactive. 

Funds at risk. Invoice 
immediately. 

0416000282L CML 04 SM Redwood City

MIDDLEFIELD ROAD BETWEEN MAIN STREET AND WOODSIDE 
ROAD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS:  SIDEWALK 

WIDENING, CORNER BULB OUT, CROSSWALKS, BUS STOP, 
BENCHES, PED LIGHTS, STREET LIGHTS, BIKE LANES, SIGNS, 

STRIPING

10/12/2021 2/27/2018 10/12/2021 10/12/2021 8 Z003 $7,286,350.00 $1,752,000.00 $1,711,999.99 $40,000.01

5438018 Inactive
Project is inactive. 

Funds at risk. Invoice 
immediately. 

0420000013L STPL 04 SM East Palo Alto

WEST BAYSHORE RD, SCOFIELD ST, RUNNYMEDE ST., 
PULGAS AVE, O.CONNOR ST (NON-PARTICIPATING), 

NEWBRIDGE ST, COOLEY AVE ROADWAY REHABILITATION, 
INCLUDING: BASE REPAIR, CRACK SEAL. AC OVERLAY, 

GRINDING, ADJUST UTILITY FRAMES, REPLACE PAVEMENT 
MARKINGS AND TRAFFIC SIGNAL DETECTION

06/21/2021 3/5/2020 6/21/2021 6/21/2021 12 Z230 $1,358,724.00 $416,000.00 $376,817.83 $39,182.17

5438015 Inactive
Project is inactive. 

Funds at risk. Invoice 
immediately. 

0414000191L HPLUL 04 SM East Palo Alto UNIVERSITY OVERCROSSING US 101 BIKE PED PATH 10/25/2019 11/27/2013 10/25/2019 10/25/2019 32 HY20 $950,000.00 $760,000.00 $739,979.07 $20,020.93

Project 
Number

Status
Agency Action 

Required
State Project No

Project 
Prefix

District County Agency Project Description
Latest 
Date

Earliest 
Authorizatio

n  Date

Latest 
Payment 

Date

Last Action 
Date

Months of 
No Activity

Program 
Codes

Total Cost 
Amount

Obligations 
Amount

Expenditure 
Amount

Unexpended 
Balance

6204125 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

0413000206L FERPL 04 SM Caltrans
ON US101 FROM 0.3 MILES NORTH OF SAN ANTONIO ROAD 

(SCL -PM 50.6) TO 0.3 MILES SOUTH OF GRAND AVENUE 
INTERCHANGE (SM-PM 21.8) US 101: INSTALL HOV/HOT LANE

07/02/2019 5/16/2017 7/2/2019 7/2/2019 35 RPS0 $20,999,258.82 $9,547,698.97 $9,547,074.22 $624.75

6204113 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

0400000684L CML 04 SM Caltrans
ON STATE ROUTE: 101. US 101 BROADWAY INTERCHANGE IN 

BURLINGAME RECONSTRUCT INTERCHANGE INCLUDE 
BIKE/PED FACILITY

01/24/2020 1/30/2014 1/24/2020 2/24/2022 29 M400 $50,043,250.63 $3,559,977.49 $3,559,977.49 $0.00

5268020 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

0415000290L STPL      04 SM Belmont BELMONT VILLAGE, SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 04/25/2018 4/9/2015 4/25/2018 4/25/2018 50 M23E $550,000.00 $440,000.00 $440,000.00 $0.00

6204111 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

0400000743L
HPLULC

ML  
04 SM Caltrans STATE ROUTE 1 SAN PEDRO BRIDGE, BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 05/26/2017 11/1/2013 5/26/2017 5/26/2017 61 HY10 $10,166,000.00 $3,390,749.00 $3,390,749.00 $0.00

6419007 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

044A9208L CML       04 SM

City/County 
Association of 

Governments of 
San Mateo 

County

ARTERAL ALONG ECR TO SR101 FR I280 HOLLY ST  , 
IMPLEMENT ITS ELEMENTS

02/17/2011 1/27/2009 2/17/2011 2/17/2011 136 L400 $415,000.00 $367,000.00 $367,000.00 $0.00

5935044 Inactive

Project is inactive. 
Proceed to next 
phase/ closeout 

project.

04924729L CML       04 SM
San Mateo 

County
MIRADA SURF BIKE/PED TRAIL, BIKE/PED CLASS 1 TRAIL 06/24/2010 2/5/2009 6/24/2010 6/17/2013 144 L400 $184,604.00 $163,429.29 $163,429.29 $0.00

1of1
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_PMP_Certification_Status_Listing_07‐2022

PMP Certification Expired
October 11, 2022 Expiring within 60 days

Certified (including 

Pending & Extension)    

County Jurisdiction Last Major Inspectionᵜ Certification Expiration Date P‐TAP Cycle Status
San Mateo Atherton 6/30/2020 7/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Belmont 11/1/2021 12/1/2023 22 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Brisbane 8/4/2020 9/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Burlingame 8/15/2020 9/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Colma 6/13/2019 7/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Daly City 10/1/2019 11/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo East Palo Alto 8/15/2020 9/1/2022 21 Certified
San Mateo Foster City 8/7/2021 9/1/2022 21 Certified
San Mateo Half Moon Bay 11/1/2021 12/1/2023 22 Certified
San Mateo Hillsborough 8/15/2020 9/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Menlo Park 12/31/2020 1/1/2023 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Millbrae 9/26/2020 10/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Pacifica 8/28/2020 9/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo Portola Valley 2/28/2021 3/1/2023 21 Certified
San Mateo Redwood City 12/1/2021 12/21/2023 22 Certified
San Mateo San Bruno 8/3/2019 9/1/2021 22 Certified with Pending
San Mateo San Carlos 10/7/2019 11/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo San Mateo County 7/31/2019 8/1/2022 23 Certified with Pending
San Mateo San Mateo 9/3/2020 10/1/2022 21 Certified
San Mateo South San Francisco 2/23/2020 3/1/2023 20 Certified with Extension
San Mateo Woodside 8/19/2020 9/1/2022 21 Certified

Note: Updated report is posted monthly to:
http://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/PMP_Certification_Status_Listing.xlsx

ᵜ "Last Major Inspection" is the basis for certification and is indicative of the date the field inspection was completed.

(*) Indicates One‐Year Extension. Note: PTAP awardees are ineligible for a one‐year extension during the cycle awarded.

(^) Indicates previous P‐TAP awardee, but hasn't fulfilled requirement; must submit certification prior to updating to current P‐TAP award status.

Page 1 of 1

ATTACHMENT 2
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Caltrans Division of Local Caltrans Division of Local
AAssistance Efficiencies 

2022-2023

Past, Present, and Future

TRAININGS

Critical Dates Local Agency 
submittals 

Federal Aid 
Series (FAS)

Labor 
Compliance

DLA Training 
Days 

(quarterly)

Resident 
Engineers (RE) 

Academy
ADA/Title VI 

Home (caltap.org)

Right of Way Program

• Customized level of oversight/support

• Local projects have varying level of R/W needs

• Agencies have limited resources/technical staff

• Funding timelines may require expedited review

• Local Project specific guidance for Local Agencies

• R/W Manual is catered to Capital Project Delivery

• Creates efficiencies within the program

• Focused support for disadvantaged communities/smaller agencies

• Improve coordination/communication/collaboration

New ROW position created under the Division of Local Assistance

Developing a Preliminary Engineering Right of Way (PERW) form

Office of Federal Programs – HIGHWAY BRIDGE PROGRAM

Completed by HBP

• Created shared inboxes for 6A/6D submittals and Reservation 

requests

• HQ HBP developed consistent “incoming” protocols

• Provided files on a shared drive as workaround to ADA

• FTIP Lists Updates

• Manuals and Guides

• Monthly Reconciliation Reports provided

• Created a focus group to review all training materials and determine 

what additional training are needed

• In collaboration with SLA, published the Type Selection Report 

Guidelines

Prioritized Recommendations-future

• Develop new HBP process flow charts to aid Districts

• Completed “Readiness to Advertise” flow chart

• Roles and Responsibilities

• 6A/6D checklist

• Standard Operating Procedures in the Shared Drive and DLA intranet

• Update the LAPD 6A/6D form

• Update BPMP Plan List Template

• Develop videos and provide training on HBP Process

• Annual Status Training posted on shared drive 

• EPSP and Post Programming Training posted on shared drive 

• HBP 6A, 6D, BIC BPMP Submittal Rules posted on shared drive 

• HBP reservation request rules shared with Office of Implementation

• Hold HBP/District meetings

ATTACHMENT 3
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Office of Federal Programs - EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM

• Working with FHWA, our office streamlined the process to justify “betterments” for local agency Emergency Relief (ER) 
projects. Justification usually requires local agencies perform a Benefit-Cost Analysis, comparing the project cost without 
the betterment protective feature to the project cost with the betterment protective feature, over the expected lifetime of 
the improvement.

• Up to the time the streamlined process was implemented, local agencies had a wide variety of submittals, ranging from a 
brief paragraph to reports over one inch thick done by a consultant. The streamlined process we implemented, consists of a
single page Excel spreadsheet that walks the local agency through the simplified B-C Analysis, which is allowed per the 
guidance in the FHWA ER Manual (2013). Implementation has resulted in the following “betterment” streamlining benefits:

• Cost savings – local agency staff could easily do the analysis; no need for expensive consultant

• Time savings – local agency staff can do analysis; no need for lengthy consultant procurement process

• Clarified requirements – reduced number of excessive and deficient analysis in justification submittals

• Standardized submittals – allowed for faster local agency analysis and faster and easier FHWA review/approval

• Reduced Rejections – improved local agency submittal quality and content, significantly reducing rejected submittals 

Office of Guidance & Oversight – A&E CONSULTANT BRANCH

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL/REQUEST 
FOR QUALIFICATIONS (RFP/RFQ) 

REVIEW CHECKLIST

STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL/STATEMENT OF 
QUALIFICATIONS (SOP/SOQ) 
RESPONSIVENESS CHECKLIST

Environmental 
Compliance 
Office 
Improvements 
2022

“Streamlined” Environmental Assessment Writing 
Template, for projects w/ 1-2 build alternatives and 
where significant effect to resources is limited. 

New Environmental Document Quality Control 
Review Procedures” to increase efficiency of the 
document review/approval

Programmatic No-Effect Memo for Biological 
Compliance, streamlining for projects w/ very minor 
to no impacts.

Alternative Process Guidance for Biological Studies 
for projects that require consultation.

Environmental 
Compliance 
Office 
Improvements 
2022

Flexibility in Timing for Obtaining Biological 
Opinions, for projects where a BO is required.

Changes to FWS/NMFS Species List 
Requirements, related to the Section 7.

Categorical Exclusion Checklists are no longer 
required.

Details are available here -
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-
analysis/standard-environmental-reference-
ser/policy-memos#npit
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CLEAN CALIFORNIA PROGRAM

USE OF RESTRICTED GRANT 
AGREEMENTS

PROGRAM IS RUNNING 
SMOOTHLY

ADDITIONAL ROUNDS OF 
FUNDING WOULD BE EASY TO 

ADMINISTER

OFFICE OF STATE 
PROGRAMS

Data Sharing:

Completed:  Active Transportation Program (ATP) B/C Tool Development completed. 

Currently: Developing seamless data transition for Successful ATP Application.

Future:  Developing contract for Statewide ATP Count Database (UC Berkeley 
SafeTREC).

Funds Management:

Completed: Hired ATP Funds Manager and developed improved funds and OA 
tracking and management.

Currently:  Developing graphical fund reporting for management. 

Completed:   Held open house Priority Legislative Budget Projects (PLBP) workshops with 
agencies to assist with Funds Transfer Agreements.

Process Improvements:

Completed:  Incorporated ATP Counts Reporting into CalSMARTS

Currently: Developing contract for Evaluation and Technical Assistance to increase 
assistance to disadvantaged communities for applications. 

Other: 

Currently:  Advance coordination with California Transportation Commission (CTC) on 
Timely Use of Funds Requests. 

OFFICE OF PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION

Data Sharing:
Completed: Project End Date (PED) Tool 

Currently: Working to add critical dates such as inactives, reversion dates/CWAs, 
timely use of funds, disadvantaged agencies

Future:  FTA transfers, delivery milestones, audit findings, process review findings, 
QAP/ADA/DBE 

Funds Management:
Completed: OA Management Best Practices Committee – updated OA Management Plan

and Repeat Inactive process

Currently: Finance Letter updates to include critical dates

Process Improvements:
Completed: Project Delivery Status Meeting with District – quarterly, ongoing

Non-conformance report

Single Audit Report - flag in database

Currently: LAPM 3-A updates

Lean 6 Sigma for tracking performance for E-76s, and PSAs

Smartsheet for PSA submittals and tracking

OFFICE OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Currently: Developing process to assess agency risks 
1. Risk Assessment Questionnaire – program & project risks

2. Training

3. Monitoring

4. Recertification

Future:
Meetings with MPOs/RTPAs at programming to determine 
funding opportunities, agency and project risks (scope, 
cost, schedule), bundling, and partnering opportunities.

Risk Assessment and Training Program:
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CALTRANS DLA & FHWA 
VIRTUAL PEER EXCHANGE: 
PROJECT BUNDLING AND 

PARTNERING FOR 
LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY

OCTOBER 4 & 5, 2022 

Registration Required

IDEA

Electronic submittal of ideas, questions, trainings, improvements

Caltrans Encroachment Permits 

LSRPDWG Meeting - September 15, 2022
Presenter: Surya “Sunny” Mantravadi, Chief

Office of Encroachment Permits
“A brighter future for al l  through a world-class transportation network”

Strategic Goals

What is an Encroachment Permit?
• S&H Code 660 defines encroachment as any tower, pole, 

pole line, pipe, pipeline, fence, billboard, stand or building, 
or any structure, object of any kind or character not 
particularly mentioned in the section, or special event, in, 
under, or over any portion of the highway rights-of-way.

• Authority for Caltrans to control encroachments within the 
highway rights-of-way is stated in S&H Code Section 660. 

• An encroachment permit is a formal, legally binding 
contract between Caltrans and the permittee.

2
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CEPS (Caltrans Encroachment Permit System)
• Enterprise online, automated, and milestone-based system 
• Replaces current paper-based database system (EPMS)
• Prompts internal/external users throughout permitting process:

Allows applicants to upload complete applications with online
payments
Generates email notification of acknowledgement, assignment to 
permit writers/functional units, and integrates Adobe Signature
Automatically generates permits with special provisions
A complete system from submittal to archiving

3

CEPS Delivery Schedule
• Product Demo: Currently on Monthly Basis Until Tested
• Beta Testing: February and March 2022 for Phase 1 

(Caltrans Testing)
• Training for Permit Writers/Functional Units: March 2022
• CEPS Deployment: July 2022 for Phase 1 (Caltrans Use)

Fall for Phase 2 (Public Interface)
• Communication and Outreach: Continuous

4

Purpose of New Policy
Policy implemented on June 12, 2020 for a well-defined review
process selection based on specific criteria, per locals’ request

Replaces oversight PEER review process based on $ limits alone 

Removes $3 million limit (under former oversight PEER process) to
allow streamlined processing of large but relatively simple projects

Emphasis is on submittal complexity and completeness; cost is no
longer a primary factor

For compatibility with EP 30- and 60-day performance targets

Extensive outreach to public and private partners since June 2020    

Policy available to the pubic at Traffic Operations website
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/news-policy

5

Purpose of New Policy
Use of the PEER Form TR-0112 is now limited to Encroachment Permit
Office Process (EPOP) projects that have permanent traffic impacts,
and those that affect operating capability of State highways

Examples: Bike lanes, channelization, intersection improvements/
signal modifications, signalization, HAWK/Hybrid Beacons

6
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Complexity and Completeness
Complexity:

New structures (retaining walls, tiebacks, soundwalls, culverts) not
per Caltrans Standard Plans
Conduits > 60” in diameter with cover depth < 15’ (C/D < 3) using
trenchless installations, for DIB 83-04 complex settlement estimates
High priority utilities on bridge structures, per PDPM Chapter 17
Modification of Caltrans structures, for HQ Structure reviews
Permanent stormwater treatment facilities and impervious
surface areas limits, for RWQCB/SWDR reporting requirements
Projects in slip/slide prone areas, for geotechnical mitigations

7

Complexity and Completeness
Complexity:

Design Standard Decision Document (DSDD) required
Modification of existing/new soundwalls on bridges 
Right-of-way conveyance, CTC action
Capacity increase, converting operational nature (GP to HOV/ETL)
Utility projects requiring Complex Utility Project Agreements (CUPA)*
(CEQA, ADL, TMP, SWDR, Resurfacing, etc.)

*  CUPA No. 04-2809:  PG&E 8-Mile Gas Main Replacement (EA 04-1W6501) - 04-NAP-29 PM 27.4 - 35.5

8

Complexity and Completeness
Completeness:

Approved environmental document (S&H Code 671.5)
Complete (100%) design* submittal (S&H Code 671.5)
Agreements (maintenance, lease, joint use) on standard
templates

* Design completion requiring project development is considered incomplete design

9 10

30-Day Performance Target Timeline
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Selection Criteria: 
EPOP or QMAP

11

Review Process Selection
Step 1:  Encroachment Permit Office Process (EPOP) or Quality
Management Assessment Process (QMAP) 

Use Form TR-0416 to check 15 items:
If all checked “True”, EPOP applies
If any checked “False” (except for No. 2 and 15), QMAP applies
For No. 2 checked “False”, resubmit application when design is 
100% complete
For No. 15 checked “False”, DPE determines appropriate review 
process in consultation with impacted functional units for cost
over $1 million (except for complex utilities requiring a CUPA)

12

Review Process Selection
Step 2:  Project Delivery Short-Form QMAP (DEER)* or Standard
QMAP(PSR-PDS) as PID 

Use Appendix I of DEER Guidelines to check 6 items:
If all checked “True”, Short-Form QMAP (DEER) applies
(QMA per DD-23-R2)
If any checked “False”, Standard QMAP (PSR-PDS)** applies
(QMA per DD-23-R2, Cooperative Agreements per DD-102)

All projects funded by others are considered encroachment
projects irrespective of the process used

* Name change to Short-Form QMAP was to better reflect DD-23-R2 terminology
Name change to DEER was for compatibility with name Short-Form QMAP

** Including when applicant requests Caltrans to be the lead agency for environmental studies/public outreach for Item 1

13

Selection Criteria:
QMAP (DEER) or
QMAP (PSR-PDS)

14
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TR-0154
Admin Route Slip

15

DEER Permit Approval Process

1.
Request a meeting with 

District 4 Regional Project 
Manager to go over the 

project 

2.
Submit project description, 
completed Form TR-0416, 

Appendix I Checklist, and a 
draft permit application to 
request District 4 Regional 
Project Manager Establish 
Expenditure Authorization 

(EA) for a DEER project

3.
Complete the project 

development process and 
have DEER (PID) and PS&E 

approved

4.
District 4 Regional Project 

Manager submits 
recommendation to Office 
of Encroachment Permits 
for issuing a parent permit 

(RTL)

5.
Office of Encroachment 
Permits issues parent and 

double (contractor’s) 
permits

16

District 4 Regional Project Managers
North

Marin County – Ram Bommavaram  (ram.bommavaram@dot.ca.gov)
Napa County - Ricky Gao (rui.gao@dot.ca.gov)
Solano County – Sindhu Kurup (sindhu.kurup@dot.ca.gov)
Sonoma County - Ahmad Rahimi (ahmad.rahimi@dot.ca.gov)

South
Santa Clara County - Fariba Zohoury (fariba.zohoury@dot.ca.gov)
Santa Clara County (VTA) - Joon Kang (joon.kang@dot.ca.gov)

East
Alameda County (580 Corridor/Tri Valley) - Jack Siauw (jack.siauw@dot.ca.gov)
Alameda County (880/238 Corridor) - Val Ignacio (val.ignacio@dot.ca.gov)
Alameda County (80/680 Corridor) - Ron Kiaaina (ron.kiaaina@dot.ca.gov)
Contra Costa County - Inderpreet Singh (inderpreet.singh@dot.ca.gov)

West
San Mateo County - Mohammad Suleiman (mohammad.suleiman@dot.ca.gov)
San Francisco County - Al Lee (al.b.lee@dot.ca.gov)
Toll Bridges - Muthanna Omran (muthanna.omran@dot.ca.gov)

17

District 4 EP Regional Branch Chiefs

Region I
Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo
Chris Master (chris.master@dot.ca.gov)

Region II
Contra Costa, Napa, Solano, Sonoma
Ajay Sehgal (ajay.sehgal@dot.ca.gov)

Region III
Alameda, Santa Clara
Fred Farid (fred.farid@dot.ca.gov)

Support (Admin, Records, Stormwater)
Fred Nejabat (fred.nejabat@dot.ca.gov)

18

37



Questions/Comments?

19

Thank you!

20
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Last Updated:

Project 
Number
xxxx(xxx)

Prefix Responsible Agency
PE Auth 
"Other" 

(NI/Studies)

PE 
Auth

RW 
Auth

CON 
Auth

Monitoring 
Class

PED 
Expires 
(Months)

Current 
SEQ #

Current 
FADS SEQ 
Status

Pending 
PED 

Change

Lapse 
Occurrences

FHWA 
Approve
s Waiver 
Request

Nonparticipating PED Lapses
(Adjusted for Waiver Approvals)

(All) . (All) Adv Project ID (All)

5438(018) STPL East Palo Alto 33.3% 03/05/20 08/31/21 * ‐13  PED Expired 1 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(8/31/2021 to Present) 0420000013 ACTIVE

5177(040) CML South San Francisco 50.0% 01/04/19 02/01/22 * ‐8  PED Expired 2 Pend FHWA 12/31/26 1 SEQ# 1(2/1/2022 to SEQ# 2 Approval)                0419000112 ACTIVE

5029(035) CML Redwood City 25.0% 07/31/22 * ‐2  PED Expired 1 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(7/31/2022 to Present) 0416000282 ACTIVE

5438(011) HPLUL East Palo Alto 33.3% 04/04/12 03/02/18 09/30/22 * 1  PED 0 to < 3 mos 6 Approv 0400021118 2W ACTIVE

5438(015) HPLUL East Palo Alto 33.3% 11/27/13 10/30/22 * 2  PED 0 to < 3 mos 4 Approv 0414000191 2W ACTIVE

5935(064) BPMP San Mateo County 33.3% 08/10/18 10/31/22 * 2  PED 0 to < 3 mos 1 Approv 0413000030 ACTIVE

5268(021) CML Belmont 33.3% 12/23/20 11/01/22 2  PED 0 to < 3 mos 1 Approv 0419000270 ACTIVE

5177(041) HSIPL South San Francisco 50.0% 12/12/19 11/25/22 2  PED 0 to < 3 mos 2 Approv 0419000138 ACTIVE

5177(039) BPMP South San Francisco 50.0% 11/19/19 12/30/22 * 4  PED 3 to < 6 mos 1 Approv 0418000191 ACTIVE

5196(040) ATPL Daly City 0.0% 04/17/17 07/02/20 12/31/22 * 4  PED 3 to < 6 mos 2 Approv 0417000097 ACTIVE

5177(033) CML South San Francisco 50.0% 01/31/14 01/09/17 03/31/23 7  PED 6+ mos 4 Approv 1 3‐WR
Yes 

(Partial)
SEQ# 3(09/01/2020 to 1/14/2021)w 0414000209 2W ACTIVE

5196(042) STPL Daly City 0.0% 01/02/20 05/09/23 8  PED 6+ mos 3 Approv 0419000152 ACTIVE

5357(010) BRLS Half Moon Bay 0.0% 02/27/18 06/30/23 * 10  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0417000486 ACTIVE

5267(023) STPL San Carlos 100.0% 01/16/20 12/18/23 15  PED 6+ mos 3 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(12/18/2021 to 12/21/2021)              0418000359 ACTIVE

5333(017) BRLS Woodside 0.0% 07/28/17 01/31/20 12/30/23 16  PED 6+ mos 5 Approv 0417000338 ACTIVE

5333(012) BRLS Woodside 0.0% 03/16/12 03/26/21 12/30/23 16  PED 6+ mos 4 Approv 0412000119 2W ACTIVE

5935(075) ATPLNI San Mateo County 33.3% 06/15/17 01/01/24 16  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0417000250 2W ACTIVE

5029(032) BPMP Redwood City 25.0% 03/21/14 03/21/24 * 18  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0414000103 2W ACTIVE

5268(022) STPL Belmont 33.3% 03/04/22 05/01/24 20  PED 6+ mos 1 Approv 0421000026 ACTIVE

5177(043) HSIPL South San Francisco 50.0% 11/15/21 06/01/24 21  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0420000025 ACTIVE

5935(087) STPL San Mateo County 33.3% 11/01/21 08/29/22 06/30/24 22  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0422000053 ACTIVE

5171(023) CML Burlingame 0.0% 06/24/20 07/01/24 22  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0418000443 ACTIVE

AMS Adv ID 
(* Multi Adv 

IDs)

Lapse Action 
by SEQ #  

(WR) or (NP)

Agency's 
Portfolio 
with 
Lapses 
(%)

Project End Date Reporting
*** Submit PED extension requests at least one month prior to expiration to account for processing times and reduce nonparticipating gaps ***

9/1/2022

AMS 
Adv 
Acct 
Codes

FMIS 
Status

PED by Expiration
(Based on current 

PED)

Approved 
PED

(* Legacy)
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Last Updated:

Project 
Number
xxxx(xxx)

Prefix Responsible Agency
PE Auth 
"Other" 

(NI/Studies)

PE 
Auth

RW 
Auth

CON 
Auth

Monitoring 
Class

PED 
Expires 
(Months)

Current 
SEQ #

Current 
FADS SEQ 
Status

Pending 
PED 

Change

Lapse 
Occurrences

FHWA 
Approve
s Waiver 
Request

Nonparticipating PED Lapses
(Adjusted for Waiver Approvals)

(All) . (All) Adv Project ID (All)

AMS Adv ID 
(* Multi Adv 

IDs)

Lapse Action 
by SEQ #  

(WR) or (NP)

Agency's 
Portfolio 
with 
Lapses 
(%)

                 Project End Date Reporting
*** Submit PED extension requests at least one month prior to expiration to account for processing times and reduce nonparticipating gaps ***

9/1/2022

AMS 
Adv 
Acct 
Codes

FMIS 
Status

PED by Expiration
(Based on current 

PED)

Approved 
PED

(* Legacy)

5102(049) BRLS San Mateo 50.0% 06/09/18 07/28/24 23  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(8/6/2020 to 5/6/2021)                0417000373 ACTIVE

5102(051) STPL San Mateo 50.0% 03/07/22 10/31/24 26  PED 6+ mos 1 Approv 0420000363 ACTIVE

5226(023) CML San Bruno 100.0% 11/16/18 01/01/25 28  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(11/1/2020 to 3/18/2021)                0419000066 ACTIVE

6419(027) CMLNI

City/County Association of 

Governments of San Mateo 

County

0.0% 10/18/17 03/31/25 * 31  PED 6+ mos 2 Approv 0418000108 ACTIVE

5333(013) BHLS Woodside 0.0% 03/16/12 NA *  No PED Established 3 Approv 0412000121 2W ACTIVE

5333(014) BHLS Woodside 0.0% 03/16/12 NA *  No PED Established 3 Approv 0412000122 2W ACTIVE

5029(024) BPMP Redwood City 25.0% 04/13/11 NA *  No PED Established 1 Approv 0400021045 2W ACTIVE

5029(025) BPMP Redwood City 25.0% 04/13/11 NA *  No PED Established 1 Approv 0400021046 2W ACTIVE

5935(044) CML San Mateo County 33.3% 02/05/09 "Fin" Invoice NA‐Zero $ *  No PED Established 3 Approv 0400001511 ACTIVE

5268(020) STPL Belmont NA 04/09/15 Acct Final 12/01/18 * ‐46  NA‐Closing 1 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(12/1/2018 to Present) 0415000290 7D ACTIVE

5177(037) ATPL South San Francisco NA 04/20/17 02/27/19 Acct Final 02/28/22 * ‐7  NA‐Closing 4 Pend FHWA No change 2
SEQ# 4 (SEQ# 4 Approval to Present)   SEQ# 

3(2/28/2022 to SEQ# 4 Approval)            
0417000117 7D ACTIVE

5935(079) BHLO San Mateo County NA 11/07/18 Vouchered 07/01/22 * ‐3  NA‐Closing 4 Pend HQ No change 2
SEQ# 4 (SEQ# 4 Approval to Present)   SEQ# 

3(7/1/2022 to Next FMIS Appv)            
0418000322 9A ACTIVE

5935(081) STPL San Mateo County NA 11/30/18 12/16/20 Acct Final 09/01/23 12  NA‐Closing 3 Approv 1 SEQ# 1(10/31/2020 to 12/16/2020)                0419000108 7D ACTIVE

6419(007) CML

City/County Association of 

Governments of San Mateo 

County

NA 01/27/09 Acct Final NA‐Zero $ *  NA‐Closing 2 Approv 0400001169 7D ACTIVE

5299(013) STPL Millbrae NA 02/06/15 Acct Final NA‐Zero $ *  NA‐Closing 1 Approv 0415000126 7D ACTIVE
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