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AGENDA 
Congestion Management & Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee 

Date: Monday October 31, 2022 
Time: 3:00 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), C/CAG 
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/88589170098?pwd=ajNNWndSRlUvM3F0bHNjQVVHQi90QT09 

Meeting ID: 885 8917 0098 
Passcode: 136584 

Join by Phone: +1-669-900-6833 
Meeting ID: 885 8917 0098 
Passcode: 136584 

Persons who wish to address the C/CAG CMEQ Committee on an item to be considered at this meeting, or on items 
not on this agenda, are asked to submit written comments to jlacap@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. 

2. 

3. 

Brief Overview of Teleconference Meeting Procedures 

Public comment on items not on the agenda 

Issues from the October 2022 C/CAG Board meeting: 
• 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 

Information (Lacap) 

Presentations are limited to 3 
mins 

 Information (Lacap) 

No Materials 

No Materials 

No Materials 

4. Approval of minutes of September 26, 2022 meeting Action (O’Neill) Pages 1-3 

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

Information (Wever) Pages 4-10 

http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88589170098?pwd=ajNNWndSRlUvM3F0bHNjQVVHQi90QT09
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88589170098?pwd=ajNNWndSRlUvM3F0bHNjQVVHQi90QT09
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6. 

7. 

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 

Discuss Committee Membership Composition 

Action (Wever) 

Information (Charpentier) 

Pages 11-17 

Pages 18-22 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Executive Director Report           

Member comments and announcements 

Adjournment and establishment of next meeting date: 
November 28, 2022 

Information (Charpentier) 

Information (O’Neill) 

Action (O’Neill) 

No Materials 

No Materials 

No Materials 

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 Board 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 Board meeting 
are available for public inspection at the same time they are distributed to all members, or a majority of the members, of the Board. The Board 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 Mima Guilles at (650) 599-1406 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 Mima Guilles at (650) 599-1406, 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 jlacap@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 CMEQ Committee 

members, 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 read during 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 Board 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 CMEQ Chair 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: Jeff Lacap, jlacap@smcgov.org 

http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
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CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS COMMITTEE ON CONGESTION 
MANAGEMENTAND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (CMEQ) 

MINUTES 
MEETING OF September 26, 2022 

The meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair Alba at 3:00 p.m. via Zoom Videoconference. Roll call for 
attendance was taken. Attendance sheet is attached.  

1. Brief Overview of Teleconference Meeting Procedures

Jeff Lacap, C/CAG Staff, provided an overview of the teleconference meeting procedures. 

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda

None. 

3. Issues from the September 2022 C/CAG Board meeting. (Information)

Jeff Lacap, C/CAG Staff, noted the agenda listed the status of items recently addressed by the C/CAG
Board, and offered to respond to any questions.

Commissioner Papan urged C/CAG staff to follow-up with MTC staff regarding the importance of the
11 projects submitted for consideration for OBAG 3 Grant Program.

4. Approval of minutes of the August 29,2022 meeting. (Action)

Motion – To approve the minutes of the August 29, 2022 CMEQ meeting, Bonilla/Sullivan. Beach,
Bonilla, O’Neill, Brown, Holober, McCune, Sullivan, Papan, Penrose, Salazar, Roberts, and Alba.
Motion Passes 12-0.

5. Receive an update on the San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and
Implementation Plan

Kim Wever, C/CAG Staff, presented the draft program recommendations for the San Mateo County 
Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study and Implementation Plan. Kim requested that the committee 
provide feedback on the program guidelines and addressed committee members’ questions and 
comments. 

Member Brown inquired about the kind of usage data that the vendor will be required to submit. Kim 
responded that usage data such as demographics of users, destination of trips, duration of trips and 
percent of car trips replaced will be required from the vendor. Staff will share the full list of proposed 
performance measures to the Committee to review.  

Member Sullivan inquired about the ratio of scooters in relation to bicycles. Kim answered that the pilot 
will begin with e-bikes only, however it is up to the operator and jurisdictions to add manual bicycles 
and/or e-scooters.  Member Sullivan asked if usage data will distinguish riders using e-bikes for 
commuting or recreational purposes. Kim answered yes it will part of an annual rider survey. Member 
Sullivan also asked whether jurisdictions will be liable for minors who do not utilize helmets. Lastly, he 
asked if some of the locations will have bike repair.  
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Kim further responded that helmets are required by state law for minors under the age of 18 and riders 
will need to sign and accept a waiver before beginning the ride. Kim concluded her response by stating 
that operators of e-bicycles are responsible for ensuring that e-bicycles are operatable when in usage.  

Commissioner Papan asked is there a way to standardize waivers for helmet requirements given that 
minors cannot legally provide consent. She also inquired about the ability of vendors to track or ban 
riders who vandalize micromobility devices. Kim indicated that vendors are able to track through 
membership data.  

Member McCune inquired whether potential issues with the e-bikes would create a liability concern for 
the sponsoring government agency. Kim answered that liability will be on the operator and the state has 
recently passed AB37,1 requiring additional insurance requirements for shared micromobility 
companies. However, Kim will double check with the project team to see if there is a need for additional 
insurance for the jurisdiction. 

Member Salazar inquired whether there are examples from diverse suburban areas where this program 
has been utilized. Kim indicated that she has been in communication with City of Fremont, who has a 
citywide micromobility program.  

6. Executive Director Report (Information)

Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director provided the following updates:
• C/CAG staff will return to the CMEQ Committee with a Pilot location and governance model

for the Micromobility Program

7. Member comments and announcements (Information)

Commissioner Papan stated that MTC will be discussing the Transit Oriented Communities Policy at
their next meeting.

8. Adjournment and establishment of next meeting date

The meeting adjourned at 3:48 p.m. The next regular meeting was scheduled for October 31, 2022
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2022 C/CAG Congestion Management & Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee Attendance Report 

Name Representing Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 
(No Mtg.) Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

(No Mtg.) 

Emily Beach (Burlingame City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X X 

Rick Bonilla (San Mateo City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X X 

Julia Mates (Belmont City 
Council Member) Elected Official X N/A N/A N/A 

Mike O’Neill (Pacifica City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X 

Diana Reddy (Redwood City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X X 

Dick Brown (Woodside Town 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X X 

Reuben Holober (Millbrae City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X X 

Tom McCune (Belmont City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X 

Patrick Sullivan (Foster City 
Council Member) Elected Official X X X X X X 

Gina Papan (MTC Commissioner) Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) X X X X X X X 

Lennie Roberts Environmental Community X X X X X X X 

Juan Salazar Business Community X X X X X 

Peter Ratto San Mateo County Transit 
District (SamTrans) X X X X X X X X 

Jessica Alba Public Member X X X X X X X 

Vacant Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board (Caltrain) 

Deborah Penrose Agencies with 
Transportation Interests X X X X X X X 

Staff and Guests in attendance for the September 26, 2022 Meeting 
Sean Charpentier, Eva Gaye, Jeff Lacap, and Kim Wever, - C/CAG Staff  
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: October 31, 2022 

To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality 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 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 

Item 5
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measures with the help of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group. The project team also researched best practices 
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.  
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• Program Manager
The study identified three agencies that have the ability to play the role of program managers: 
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.  

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-and-
environmental-quality-committee/)

https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-environmental-quality-committee/
https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-environmental-quality-committee/
https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-environmental-quality-committee/
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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 



San Mateo County Shared Micromobility Feasibility Study 

8

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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• 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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10

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 31, 2022 

To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality 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 Committee 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 
micromobility program. However, Air District recently informed the Agency that this amount 

Item 6
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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. The Technical Advisory Committee reviewed and recommended approval at 
their October 20th meeting.  

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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Draft Project Nomination List for the One Bay Area Grant 3 (OBAG 3) County & Local Program 
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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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Town of Woodside’s OBAG 3 Application: 

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

14 

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. 

https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/1/edit?mid=1IrVj81rXE8NwfxoV6kXf91CfmH59PzEh&usp=sharing
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/1/edit?mid=1IrVj81rXE8NwfxoV6kXf91CfmH59PzEh&usp=sharing
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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 31, 2022 

To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality Committee 

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Discuss Committee Membership Composition 

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

RECOMMENDATION

That the Committee discusses the composition of Committee membership 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact related to this item. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Not applicable. 

BACKGROUND 

The Congestion Management & Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee provides advice and 
recommendations to the C/CAG Board of Directors on all matters relating to traffic congestion 
management, travel demand management, coordination of land use and transportation planning, 
mobile source air quality programs, energy resources and conservation, and other environmental 
issues facing local jurisdictions in San Mateo County.  

The CMEQ committee is composed of 9 elected seats, plus one seat each from the following: 
business community; environmental community; agencies with transportation interests; San Mateo 
County Transit District (SamTrans); Joint Powers Board (Caltrain); Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission; and one general public member. It should be noted that that the SamTrans and 
Caltrain seats are non-voting seats.  See attachments 1 and 2 for the CMEQ roster and resolution 
17-03 that codified the CMEQ voting procedures, respectively.    

ITEM 7 
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BART and SamTrans submitted project applications for OBAG 3 funding.  As part of the process, 
BART expressed an interest in increasing its engagement and collaboration in San Mateo County.  

BART plays a major role in the transportation system in San Mateo County.   There are six BART 
stations that connect to 4 BART lines, including two that extend to Millbrae/SFO.  See attachment 3 
for more information on BART in San Mateo County.   

C/CAG staff would like to discuss with the CMEQ Committee the possibility of adding a BART 
seat to the CMEQ Committee.  It is anticipated that if BART were added to the CMEQ Committee, 
it would be a non-voting seat similar to those held by Caltrain and SamTrans.  Changes to the 
composition of the CMEQ Committee would require an amendment to Resolution 03-17.     

ATTACHMENTS 

1. 2022 Committee Roster
2. Resolution 03-17
3. BART in San Mateo County Information



CMEQ Roster 

Chair:  Mike O’Neill 
Vice Chair: Jessica Alba 
Staff Support:  Jeff Lacap (jlacap@smcgov.org) 

Name Representing 

Emily Beach (Burlingame City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Rick Bonilla (San Mateo City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Mike O’Neill (Pacifica City Council Member) Elected Official

Diana Reddy (Redwood City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Dick Brown (Woodside Town Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Reuben Holober (Millbrae City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Tom McCune (Belmont City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Patrick Sullivan (Foster City Council 
Member)

Elected Official

Gina Papan (MTC Commissioner)
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC)

Lennie Roberts Environmental Community

Jessica Alba Public Member

Peter Ratto San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans)

Juan Salazar Business Community 

Deborah Penrose Agencies with Transportation Interests

Vacant Elected Official

Vacant
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 

(Caltrain)

20
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