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Congestion Management & Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee 

Date: Monday May 19, 2025 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location:  San Mateo City Hall 
  Conference Room C 
  300 W. 20TH Ave 
  San Mateo, CA 94403 

Join by Zoom Webinar:   
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87297026746?pwd=hH
SqCBp68h8xOXH4eLcZzQfTnLaZ5L.1 

Join By Phone: +1 669 900 6833 

Zoom Webinar ID: 872 9702 6746 

Passcode: 512343 

 ***HYBRID MEETING - IN-PERSON AND BY VIDEOCONFERENCE*** 

This meeting of the C/CAG CMEQ will be held in person and by teleconference pursuant to Government Code 
Section 54953(e). Members of the public will be able to participate in the meeting remotely via the Zoom platform 
or in person at the location above. For information regarding how to participate in the meeting, either in person or 
remotely, please refer to the instructions at the end of the agenda. 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call Action (Papan) No Materials 

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda Presentations are 
limited to 3 mins. 

No Materials 

3. Issues from the May 8, 2025 C/CAG Board meeting:
o Approval of Reso 25-24 adopting the C/CAG distribution

policy for the Fiscal Year 2025-26 State Transit Assistance
(STA) Population-Based funds.

o Approval of Reso 25-25 awarding up to $306,060 in Fiscal
Year 2026 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Funds
(TFCA) for Town of Hillsborough’s Rapid Electric
Vehicle Chargers.

o Review the initial draft of C/CAG Fiscal Year 2025-26
Program Budget

Information 
(Lacap) 

No Materials 

4. Approval of minutes of the April 28, 2025 CMEQ Meeting. Action (Papan) Pages 1-5 

5. Review and recommend approval of the FY 25/26 and FY 26/27
TA and C/CAG Shuttle Program funding list.

Action (Kalkin) Pages 6 -14 

6. Review and recommend approval of an agreement between C/CAG
and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for the San Mateo
County Energy Watch (SMCEW) Program, adding approximately
$1,450,400 for a new total not to exceed $4,235,400 and extending
the agreement end date to December 31, 2027.

Action 
(Charpentier) 

Pages 15-16 

http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87297026746?pwd=hHSqCBp68h8xOXH4eLcZzQfTnLaZ5L.1
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87297026746?pwd=hHSqCBp68h8xOXH4eLcZzQfTnLaZ5L.1
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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 in person and through Zoom. Public comments will be taken first by speakers in person, 
followed by via Zoom. Please read the following instructions carefully: 

In-person participation: 
If you wish to speak to the C/CAG CMEQ, please fill out a speaker’s slip placed by the entrance of the meeting room. If you have 
anything that you wish distributed to the Committee and included in the official record, please hand it to the C/CAG staff who will 
distribute the information to the Committee members and staff. 

Remote Participation: 

1. The C/CAG CMEQ 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

7. Receive a presentation on MTC’s Transit Priority Policy for
Roadways (TPPR).

Information 
(Lacap) 

Pages 17-31 

8. Executive Director Report Information 
(Charpentier) 

No Materials 

9. Adjournment and establishment of next meeting date:
June 30, 2025

Action 
(Papan) 

No Materials 

http://www.ccag.ca.gov/
http://www.ccag.ca.gov./
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
mailto:jlacap@smcgov.org
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ITEM # 4 

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS COMMITTEE ON CONGESTION 
MANAGEMENTAND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (CMEQ) 

MINUTES 
MEETING OF April 28, 2025 

The meeting was called to order by Vice- Chair Brown at 3:00 p.m. at San Mateo City Hall. Roll call 
for attendance was taken. Attendance sheet is attached.  

1. Call to Order/Roll Call

Meeting called to order at 3:00 pm by Chair Papan

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda

There were no public comments on the agenda.

3. Issues from the April 10, 2025 C/CAG Board meeting. (Information)

Jeff Lacap, C/CAG Staff, noted that Casey Fromson, Caltrain representative was appointed to the
CMEQ Committee at the April 10, 2025 C/CAG Board Meeting.

Sean Charpentier, Executive Director of C/CAG, provided an overview of the April 10th Board
meeting. During the meeting, the Board reviewed Senate Bill 63 (SB 63), which proposes placing a
transportation revenue measure on the November 2026 ballot.

4. Approval of minutes of the February 24, 2025 CMEQ Meeting. (Action)

Motion to approve minutes of the February 24, 2025 CMEQ Meeting. Jimenez/Hedges. Papan, 
Brown, Venkatesh, Jimenez, McCune, Carter, Dinan, Hedges, Manalo. Members Miles-
Holland and Penrose abstained. Motion Passes 9-0-2. 

Member Manalo joined the meeting during the voting of the minutes and utilized AB 2449. 

5. Receive a presentation on the MTC Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) Policy Evaluation
Framework. (Information).

Jeff Lacap, C/CAG Staff introduced Gillian Adams, Principal Planner at MTC to present on the
draft MTC Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) Policy Evaluation Criteria.

Member Hedges noted that San Mateo has three Caltrain stations and a vibrant "Eat-Shop" district
featuring both retail and housing within a quarter mile of a station, served by a bus line. He
inquired whether San Mateo is in compliance? In response, Gillian stated that MTC is particularly
interested in the types of planning efforts underway in local jurisdictions. She noted that state law
has already eliminated minimum parking requirements, and MTC is now encouraging jurisdictions
to adopt residential parking maximums in their zoning codes.
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Chair Papan requested clarification on who is responsible for setting parking maximums. 
Gillian explained that there are four different transit tiers, each with its own set of expectations. 
Chair Papan also asked Gillian to share information on MTC’s affordable housing policies and 
identify which jurisdictions are currently in compliance. Additionally, she asked for a definition of 
a Mobility Hub. Gillian noted that she will follow up and provide the requested materials to the 
committee. 
 
Member Dinan requested that Gillian provide additional information regarding the housing 
requirements. Gillian explained that there are both minimum and maximum density requirements. 
Under the 3Ps framework (production, preservation and protection), MTC evaluates jurisdictions 
based on the adoption of two specific policies; jurisdictions that implement only one policy will 
receive partial credit.  
 

6. Review and recommend approval of up to $306,060 in Fiscal Year 2026 Transportation Fund 
for Clean Air Funds (TFCA) for Town of Hillsborough’s Rapid Electric Vehicle Chargers. 
(Action) 

Kim Wever, C/CAG staff presented on the recommended award of FY 2026 Transportation Fund 
for Clean Air Funds (TFCA) to the Town of Hillsborough’s Rapid Electric Vehicle Chargers 
project. Kim also shared that staff is developing a multi-year call for projects and will return to the 
Committee to award the remaining balance of FY 2026 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Funds. 

Member Papan inquired about which cities and projects had previously received TFCA funding. 
Kim responded that staff will provide a list with the call for projects.  

Member Dinan asked whether the City of East Palo Alto had applied for TFCA funding, noting the 
city's need for additional charging stations. Kim responded that while staff had been in 
communication with the city on the previous call for projects, no application was submitted. 
Member Miles-Holland echoed the same question, inquiring whether the Town of Atherton had 
applied, to which Kim also responded no. 

Motion to recommend approval of up to $306,060 in Fiscal Year 2026 Transportation Fund for 
Clean Air Funds (TFCA) for Town of Hillsborough’s Rapid Electric Vehicle Chargers. 
Penrose/Hedges. Papan, Brown, Venkatesh, Jimenez, Miles-Holland, Dinan, Carter, Penrose and 
Hedges, Motion Passes 9-0. Members McCune and Manalo were not present during voting. 

7. Review and recommend approval of the C/CAG distribution policy for the Fiscal Year 2025-
2026 State Transit Assistance (STA) Population-Based funds. (Action). 

Jeff Lacap, C/CAG staff presented on the C/CAG distribution policy for the Fiscal Year 2025-2026 
State Transit Assistance (STA) Population-Based funds. 

Member Penrose inquired about funding for shuttle services to the Coast. Member Ratto 
responded, noting that the program currently funds SamCoast and Route 117. She also emphasized 
the limited transportation options available for coastal communities. 



3 
 

Chair Papan commented on the need to broaden the definition of Equity Priority Communities to 
ensure it includes the needs of the Coastal communities in San Mateo County. 

Motion to recommend approval of the C/CAG distribution policy for the Fiscal Year 2025-2026 
State Transit Assistance (STA) Population-Based fund. Hedges/Jimenez. Papan, Brown, Venkatesh, 
Jimenez, Miles-Holland, McCune, Dinan, Carter, Penrose and Hedges, Motion Passes 9-0. 
Members Manalo was not present during voting. 

 
8. Receive an update on the San Mateo County Safe Routes to School Program Annual Report 

for Fiscal Year 2023-2024. (Information) 

Eva Gaye, C/CAG staff introduced Theresa Vallez-Kelly Safe Routes to School Coordinator for 
San Mateo County Office of Education to present on the FY23-24 Annual Report. 

Member Papan recommended that city councils coordinate more closely with their local school 
boards to improve implementation of Safe Routes initiatives. 
 
Member Carter asked how individuals interested in conducting a walk audit could get started. In 
response, Theresa offered to connect directly with anyone interested in setting one up. 
 
Member Miles-Holland asked whether any schools in Atherton are currently participating in the 
Safe Routes program and how schools can get involved. Theresa responded that while she has 
conducted outreach to schools in Atherton, none are currently participating. She offered to follow 
up with Member Miles-Holland offline to provide additional details. 
 
Mike Swire provided a public comment emphasizing the importance of improving connectivity and 
ensuring pedestrian safety. He shared that in San Mateo, the City Council voted to remove bike 
lanes near San Mateo High School, College Park Elementary, and the adult school. He noted that 
Humboldt Street—part of C/CAG’s High-Injury Network (HIN) and located in an Equity Priority 
Community—was affected, with bike lanes replaced by parking. He also mentioned that the 
Burlingame City Council canceled planned bike lanes on Trousdale Drive, directly in front of 
Franklin Elementary. Mike urged C/CAG to support safer streets and recommended that funding be 
withheld from cities that do not follow through on their approved safety projects. 
 

9. Executive Director Report (Information) 
• The California E-Bike Incentive Program will open a lottery for eligible adults to receive a 

voucher of up to $2,000 toward the purchase of an e-bike. Applicants must have an income 
at or below 300% of the Federal Poverty Level. To participate, individuals must join the 
online waiting room on April 29, 2025, between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
 

10. Member comments and announcements (Information) 
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Member Brown inquired about the regulations governing electric bicycles and requested that the 
committee receive a presentation on the topic. 
 

11. Adjournment and establishment of next meeting date 

The meeting adjourned at 4:53 p.m. The next regular meeting is scheduled for May 19, 2025 at San 
Mateo City Hall, Conference Room C. 
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Name Representing Jan Feb Mar 
(Canceled) Apr May Jun  

Jul 
(No 

Mtg.) 
Aug Sept Oct  Nov  

Dec 
(No Mtg.) 

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

Tom McCune (Belmont City 
Council Member) 

Elected Official 
X X AB 

2449 
Mark Dinan (East Palo Alto 

Council Member) 
Elected Official 

X X 

Stacy Jimenez (Foster City 
Council Member) 

Elected Official 
X X X 

Stacy Miles Holland (Atherton 
Council Member) 

Elected Official 
X X 

Juslyn Manalo (Daly City Council 
Member) 

Elected Official AB 
2449 

Pranita Venkatesh (San Carlos 
Council Member) 

Elected Official 
X X 

Bob Nguyen (Millbrae Council 
Member) 

Elected Official 
X 

Vacant (Council Member) 
Elected Official 

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

Mollie Carter Environmental Community X X 

Richard Hedges Public Member X X Brown 
Act 

Vacant Business Community 

Deborah Penrose Agencies with 
Transportation Interests X 

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

Pamela Herhold Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART) X X 

Casey Fromson Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board (Caltrain) R 

R - Remote attendance                   Blank- Absent     
Brown Act - Remote attendance via Publicly Accessible Teleconference Location 
X - In person attendance                AB 2449 – Remote attendance via AB 2449  

In-Person: Sean Charpentier, Eva Gaye, Jeff Lacap, Kim Wever- C/CAG 
 Theresa Vallez-Kelly (SMCOE) 
Online: Kaki Cheung-C/CAG; Gillian Adams   
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 
 
Date: May 19, 2025 
 
To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee 
 
From: Susy Kalkin, Transportation Systems Coordinator 
 
Subject: Review and recommend approval of the FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 TA and C/CAG Shuttle 

Program funding list. 
 

(For further information contact Susy Kalkin at kkalkin@smcgov.org) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
  
That the Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee review and 
recommend approval of the FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) 
and C/CAG Shuttle Program funding list.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
Available funding for the shuttle program call for project in the two-year cycle is up to $17,000,000.   
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS 
 
Funding to support the shuttle program is derived from the C/CAG Congestion Relief Plan.  It includes 
approximately $1,000,000 in funding for the two-year cycle.  The San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority (TA) Measure A Local Shuttle Program made available approximately $16,000,000 for the 
two-year funding cycle.  The C/CAG funding will be predicated on the C/CAG Board of Directors 
approving shuttle funding in the amount of approximately $500,000 for each fiscal year through the 
annual budget adoption process. 
 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 
For the FY 2025/2026 and FY 2026/2027 funding cycle, the San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority (TA) and C/CAG conducted a joint Call for Projects, offering up to $17 million in combined 
funding for shuttle services. The Call for Projects was released on January 13, 2025, with applications 
due by February 28, 2025. 
 
A total of 23 applications were submitted by five sponsors, requesting approximately $14.4 million 
through the San Mateo County Shuttle Program. This represents a decrease in the number of shuttle 
requests compared to the previous cycle, which included 26 shuttles. The reduction is primarily 
attributed to rising shuttle operating costs, which led sponsors to consolidate certain routes to improve 
efficiency and reduce expenses. 
 
During the previous Call for Projects (CFP), SamTrans conducted concurrency reviews for all existing 
shuttles to ensure services did not significantly overlap with SamTrans routes. Under the current CFP, 
concurrency reviews are conducted only for new shuttle routes, substantial modifications to existing 

ITEM 5 
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routes, or when changes occur within the SamTrans fixed-route network. 
 
For this cycle, the Skyline College Shuttle was the only route subject to a concurrency review due to 
the recent launch of SamTrans Route SKY. The review determined that the Skyline College Shuttle 
now significantly overlaps with the new SKY route. As a result, while the Skyline College Shuttle is 
recommended for funding for the current two-year cycle, Skyline College and SamTrans staff will 
coordinate on a plan to phase out the shuttle and transition riders to the SamTrans SKY route in the 
future. 
 
Shuttle applications were reviewed and evaluated by a committee composed of staff from the TA and 
C/CAG. The Committee recommends funding all 23 applications, totaling $14,439,244, as summarized 
in Attachment 1. Key approval steps and associated dates are shown in the table below. 
 
 

Key Dates/Upcoming Milestones Date 
TA Board Meeting (Informational Item)  May 1, 2025 
C/CAG TAC Recommendation May 15, 2025 
C/CAG CMEQ Committee Recommendation May 19, 2025 

TA CAC Recommendation June 3, 2025 

TA Board Action June 5, 2025 

C/CAG Board Action June 12, 2025 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Shuttle Program Outlook 
 
Shuttle program costs have risen significantly since the last CFP and are expected to continue 
increasing in the years ahead. The Peninsula shuttle program is now at a juncture where a more 
proactive approach is needed to assess how the long-term future of the shuttle program aligns with 
available funding. 
 
Measure A provides a relatively fixed annual amount for shuttle programs. For the current CFP, the 
TA leveraged rollover funds from previous years to make as much funding available as possible, in 
anticipation of higher costs for shuttle operations. However, this strategy is not sustainable for future 
cycles. As operational costs continue to rise, the TA will not have sufficient funding to continue 
supporting the program at its current level. 
 
Additionally, there has been a historical mismatch between the shuttle partners’ funding commitments 
and the term of the SamTrans master shuttle contract. While the joint CFP follows a two-year cycle, 
the most recent SamTrans master agreement spans ten years. This results in a contract with the 
operations vendor that extends far beyond the timeframe of firm funding commitments from shuttle 
program partners including the TA, C/CAG, Commute.org (with funding from local private businesses 
or other partners), SamTrans, Caltrain, and local jurisdictions. 
 
As the current model is no longer sustainable, TA staff has proposed to lead a shuttle study with shuttle 
program partners mentioned above to reimagine the program’s future. The study will evaluate longer 
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term financial commitments to more closely match operations contract terms, evaluate current routes 
and operations to confirm future shuttles meet community needs, and envision a more financially 
feasible path forward based on available funding. If approved by the TA Board in June, the proposed 
study would begin in July 2025 and be completed within approximately one year, prior to the release 
of a new SamTrans Master Shuttle Contract procurement. 

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

A primary goal of the shuttle program is to sustain and enhance local mobility for transit-reliant 
populations.  Shuttles help fill gaps in local bus service to address unmet community mobility needs, 
especially for underserved populations.  Accordingly, the scoring criteria for the program includes a 
strong equity component.  The scoring focuses on maximizing ridership (50 points), equity (25 points), 
and first/last mile need (25 points), along with up to 10 bonus points.   

Of particular note, the draft recommendations include funding for the following four community 
shuttles located within equity priority areas: 

• Daly City Bayshore
• South City Shuttle (East)
• South City Shuttle (West)
• Menlo Park Crosstown

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Exhibit A: Draft Program Recommendations
2. Exhibit B: Shuttle Route Descriptions
3. Exhibit C: Shuttle Rankings & Scoring Recommendations



Exhibit A. San Mateo County Shuttle Program Call for Projects FY26/27 Draft Program Recommendations

Shuttle Name Route ID Sponsor Service Type Total Cost Requested Funds Matching Funds % Match New/Existing
Proposed TA Funded Shuttles

1 Brisbane Bayshore Caltrain BBC Commute.org Commuter $579,523 $434,642 $144,881 25% Existing
2 Brisbane Crocker Park BCP Commute.org Commuter $1,207,340 $905,505 $301,835 25% Existing
3 Burlingame Bayside BAY Commute.org Commuter $603,670 $452,752 $150,917 25% Existing
4 Burlingame Point BPT Commute.org Commuter $772,697 $309,079 $463,618 60% Existing
5 Daly City Seton DCS Commute.org Commuter $676,110 $507,083 $169,028 25% Existing
6 Foster City Commuter FCC Commute.org Commuter $1,159,046 $869,284 $289,761 25% Existing
7 Hillsdale Caltrain Commuter HCC Commute.org Commuter $676,110 $507,083 $169,028 25% Existing (Replicates prior Norfolk shuttle route)
8 Millbrae Burlingame Commuter MBC Commute.org Commuter $700,257 $525,193 $175,064 25% Existing
9 North Foster City NFC Commute.org Commuter $676,110 $507,083 $169,028 25% Existing

10 Redwood City Midpoint MPT Commute.org Commuter $1,207,340 $905,505 $301,835 25% Existing
11 Redwood City Redwood Life RLC Commute.org Commuter $603,670 $452,752 $150,917 25% Existing
12 Redwood City Seaport Centre SEA Commute.org Commuter $603,670 $452,752 $150,917 25% Existing
13 South San Francisco Oyster Point BART OPB Commute.org Commuter $700,257 $525,193 $175,064 25% Existing
14 South San Francisco Oyster Point Caltrain OPC Commute.org Commuter $627,817 $470,862 $156,954 25% Existing
15 South San Francisco Oyster Point Ferry OPF Commute.org Commuter $579,523 $434,642 $144,881 25% Existing (Combines prior Oyster Point Ferry and Utah Grand Ferry routes)
16 South San Francisco Utah Grand BART UGB Commute.org Commuter $1,207,340 $905,505 $301,835 25% Existing
17 South San Francisco Utah Grand Caltrain UGC Commute.org Commuter $676,110 $507,083 $169,028 25% Existing
18 South San Francisco South City East SCSE City of South San Francisco Community $1,716,933 $1,287,700 $429,233 25% Existing
19 South San Francisco South City West SCSW City of South San Francisco Community $868,466 $651,350 $217,117 25% Existing
20 Skyline College Shuttle1 SKY San Mateo County Community College District Commuter $608,272 $304,136 $304,136 50% Existing
21 Menlo Park Crosstown2 MPE Menlo Park Community $1,289,972 $773,983 $515,989 40% Existing
22 Menlo Park Willow Road M4 Menlo Park Commuter $1,093,563 $820,171 $273,392 25% Existing (Combines prior Willow Road and Marsh Road routes)

$18,833,794 $13,509,336 $5,324,458
Proposed C/CAG Funded Shuttles

23 Daly City Bayshore DCB Daly City Community $1,239,877 $929,908 $309,969 25% Existing
$1,239,877 $929,908 $309,969

Total $20,073,671 $14,439,244 $5,634,427 28%

1 Evaluation committee recommends funding shuttle for current CFP cycle, during which SamTrans and Skyline College will work to phase out the shuttle and transition riders to new SamTrans SKY route.
2TA and City are working to address requested modifications to the shuttle route proposal. Final cost for the shuttle will be included in the June Board packet.

Attachment 1
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Exhibit B

San Mateo County Shuttle Program
Route Descriptions

Commute.org 

Brisbane Bayshore Caltrain 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $434,642 
Serves the Bayshore Caltrain Station and provides connections to businesses in the Crocker Park 
industrial area and other parts of Brisbane and Daly City with service offered during peak weekday 
commute hours  

Brisbane Crocker Park 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $905,505 
Serves the Bayshore Caltrain Station and the Balboa Park BART/MUNI Stations and connects riders to 
the Crocker Park industrial area in Brisbane with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

Burlingame Bayside  
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $452,752 
Serves the Millbrae Intermodal Station and provides connections to the Bayside business and hotel 
district east of the US 101 in Burlingame as well as businesses and multifamily buildings in Burlingame 
and Millbrae with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

Burlingame Point 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $309,079 
Serves the Millbrae Intermodal and Burlingame Caltrain stations and provides connections to the 
Burlingame Point campus as well as hotels and businesses along Airport Boulevard with service offered 
during peak weekday commute hours  

Daly City Seton Medical Center 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $507,083 
Provides service between the Daly City BART Station, Daly City Civic Center and Seton Medical Center. 

Foster City Commuter 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $869,284 
Serves the Hillsdale Caltrain Station and provides connections to major employment and activity centers 
in Foster City with service offered peak weekday commute hours 

Hillsdale Caltrain Commuter 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $507,083 
Serves the Hillsdale Caltrain Station and providing service to the Lakeshore and Mariners Island 
residential and commercial communities in San Mateo with service offered peak weekday commute 
hours. 

Attachment 2
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Millbrae Burlingame Commuter 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $525,193 
Serves the Millbrae Intermodal and Broadway Caltrain Stations and provides connections to the Mills-
Peninsula Medical Center, Mercy Burlingame, and residential areas of Easton and Burlingame Terrace 
with service offered peak weekday commute hours 

North Foster City 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $507,083 
Serves the Millbrae Intermodal Station and provides connections to major employment centers in North 
Foster City with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

Redwood City Midpoint 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $905,505 
Serves the Redwood City Caltrain station and provides connections to the Midpoint Technology Park, 
Stanford Health Care and University facilities and other developments in the Downtown area with 
service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

Redwood City Redwood Life 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $452,752 
Serves the Belmont Caltrain Station and provides connections to the employers in Redwood Shores, 
numerous parks and public facilities, and businesses on the west side of the US 101 with service offered 
during peak weekday commute hours 

Redwood City Seaport Centre 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $452,752 
Serves the Redwood City Caltrain Station and connects riders to the Seaport Centre business park and 
residential developments east of the US 101 with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

South San Francisco Oyster Point BART 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $525,193 
Serves the South San Francisco BART Station and provides connections to business and other 
developments in the northern portion of Oyster Point with service offered during peak weekday 
commute hours 

South San Francisco Oyster Point Caltrain 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $470,862 
Serves the South San Francisco Caltrain station and provides connections to office buildings and other 
employers in Oyster Point with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

South San Francisco Oyster Point Ferry 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $434,642 
Serves the South San Francisco Ferry Terminal and provides connections to office buildings and other 
employers in Oyster Point with service offered during peak weekday commute hours. This service 

11



combines the previous Oyster Point Ferry and Utah Grand Ferry routes into one due to lower ridership 
and increased service costs.  

South San Francisco Utah Grand BART 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $905,505 
Serves the South San Francisco BART station and provides connections to biotech businesses and other 
developments in the area with service offered during peak weekday commute hours 

South San Francisco Utah Grand Caltrain 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $507,083 
Serves the South San Francisco Caltrain Station and provides connections to biotech businesses, the 
South San Francisco Conference Center, and other developments with service offered during peak 
weekday commute hours 

Menlo Park

Menlo Park Willow Road 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $820,171 
Serves the Menlo Park Caltrain Station and provides connections to medical facilities, school, offices and 
other destinations with service offered during peak weekday commute hours. This revised route 
combines the former Willow Road and Marsh Road commuter routes.  

Menlo Park Crosstown 
Service Type: Community Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $773,983 
Serves the Menlo Park and Palo Alto Caltrain Stations and provides connections to schools, parks, 
shopping centers, medical facilities, and other destinations with service offered all day from 8 AM to 6 
PM on weekdays 

San Mateo County Community College District

Skyline College Daly City BART Express 
Service Type: Commuter Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $304,136 
Serves the Daly City BART Station and connects riders to Skyline College with service provided all day 
four to five days per week from 7 AM to 7 PM 

South San Francisco

South City Shuttle (East) 
Service Type: Community Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $1,287,700 
Serves the South San Francisco BART Station and provides connections to parks, medical facilities, 
schools, community centers, and other destinations with service provided all day from 7 AM to 7 PM on 
weekdays 
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South City Shuttle (West) 
Service Type: Community Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $651,350 
Serves the South San Francisco BART Station and provides connections to park, schools, residential 
areas, and public facilities with service offered all day from 7 AM to 7 PM on weekdays 

Daly City

Daly City Bayshore 
Service Type: Community Recommended Funding for FY26 & FY27: $929,908 
Serves the Daly City BART and Balboa Park BART Stations and provides connections to the North 
Peninsula Food Pantry, affordable housing, the Bayshore Community Center, and other destinations 
with service offered all day from 6 AM to 8 PM on weekdays 
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Exhibit C. FY 2026/2027 Shuttle Scores & Rank

Shuttle Type
Total (with 

Bonus) Rank
South City East Existing 78 1
BCP - Brisbane / Crocker Park – Balboa Park Existing 74 2
SKY - Skyline College Express Existing 64 3
MPT - Midpoint Tech – Redwood City Existing 63 4
SEA - Seaport Centre Caltrain – Redwood City Caltrain Station Existing 62 5
OPC - Oyster Point Caltrain – So. San Francisco Caltrain Station Existing 61 6
DCB - Daly City Bayshore – Daly City; Balboa Park Existing 61 6
BPT - Burlingame Point – META – Millbrae Station Existing 60 8
BAY - Burlingame / Bayside – Millbrae Station Existing 56 9
Menlo Park Willow Commuter Existing 56 9
MBC - Millbrae Burlingame Commuter Existing 54 11
UGC - Utah-Grand Caltrain – So. San Francisco Caltrain Station Existing 53 12
DCS - Daly City Seton Existing 52 13
NFC - North Foster City – Millbrae Station Existing 52 13
OPB - Oyster Point BART –  South San Francisco BART station Existing 52 13
UGB - Utah Grand BART – So. San Francisco BART Station Existing 52 13
Menlo Park Crosstown Existing 51 17
BBC - Brisbane / Bayshore Caltrain Existing 49 18
South City West Existing 48 19
RLC - Redwood LIFE Caltrain – Belmont Caltrain Station Existing 47 20
OPF - Oyster Point and Utah Grand Ferry Existing 36 21
HCC - Hillsdale Caltrain Commuter Existing 33 22
FCC - Foster City Commuter – Millbrae Existing 32 23

Attachment 3
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: May 19, 2025 

To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee 

From: Sean Charpentier, Executive Director 

Subject: Review and recommend approval of an agreement between C/CAG and Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E) for the San Mateo County Energy Watch (SMCEW) Program, 
adding approximately $1,450,400 for a new total not to exceed $4,235,400 and extending 
the agreement end date to December 31, 2027. 

(For further information or questions, contact Susan Wright at swright@smcgov.org.) 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee review and 
recommend approval of an agreement between C/CAG and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 
for the San Mateo County Energy Watch (SMCEW) Program, adding approximately $1,450,400 for a 
new total not to exceed $4,235,400 and extending the agreement end date to December 31, 2027. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Funding for the SMCEW comes from the PG&E Local Government Partnership grant, which comes from 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) from Public Goods Funds. C/CAG provides local 
match from the C/CAG Congestion Relief Fund – Climate Change and Resiliency Planning category. 

BACKGROUND 

The San Mateo County Energy Watch, Local Government Partnership (LGP) with PG&E began on 
January 1, 2009, under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Since the 
original program cycle, which ended on December 31, 2009, PG&E has contracted with C/CAG for the 
SMCEW for seven additional program cycles, 2010-2012, 2013-2014, 2015, 2016-2018, 2019, January 
1, 2020 through June 30, 2020, fiscal years 2021 through 2023, and most recently July 2023 to 
December 2025.  

The SMCEW program refers local governments, special district, K-12 public school districts, and small 
businesses to PG&E programs for technical support and financing to support implementation of energy 
efficiency and decarbonization projects. It also partially funds the RICAPS Climate Collaborative, which 
supports all jurisdictions in the county with comprehensive and tailored technical support for developing 
and implementing climate action plans, including, but not limited to, community greenhouse gas 
emissions inventories and climate action measure quantification tools. RICAPS hosts monthly full-group 
meetings for jurisdiction staff as well as working groups dedicated to advancing specific decarbonization 
projects. The program also supports efforts to adopt policies and long-term strategic planning for 
countywide energy efficiency and emission reduction efforts. 

Success of the program has been tracked by key performance indicators (KPIs), such as number of 
customer contacts, which include meetings with decision-makers at public agencies. Other indicators 
include the number of RICAPS Climate Collaborative meetings and Facilities Working Group meetings 
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held on a monthly or bi-monthly basis for municipal and school staff countywide. In addition, the number 
of referrals of project opportunities to PG&E contractors is also tracked. Performance is tracked by the 
four main customer segments served: local governments and special districts, K-12 public school districts, 
small businesses, and the RICAPS and Facilities Working Groups. The KPIs are reported to PG&E 
monthly. 

Examples of other program deliverables include but aren’t limited to: 
- Grid Reliability and Building Electrification Explainer 
- Building Electrification Best Practices Review 
- Methane Gas Catalog Tool  
- Climate Action Plan Template + Menu of Measures 
- Greenhouse gas emissions inventories for each jurisdiction 
- Forecasting + measure quantification tools  

In order to receive funding beyond December 31, 2025, staff submitted a proposal in February 2025 
outlining proposed enhancements to the existing scope of work based on input from stakeholder 
conversations to determine current needs.  The C/CAG Board will be asked to approve a contract extension 
for an existing agreement between C/CAG and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) in June, adding 
$1,450,400 for a new total not to exceed $4,235,400.  The new amendment, if approved, will extend the 
agreement end date to December 31, 2027. 

With the extension, the SMCEW program will broaden the type of small businesses to beyond only those 
considered “hard to reach” or in disadvantaged community areas. In addition, the program will provide 
more systematic technical and administrative support to help local government, special district, and K-12 
public school district facilities staff plan decarbonization projects. 

C/CAG has contracted with the County’s Office of Sustainability staff to successfully support the 
Program. There is a separate staffing agreement between C/CAG and the County, with a current end date 
of December 31, 2025.  

Staff will provide a presentation on the Energy Watch program at the meeting. 

EQUITY IMPACTS 

The Program aims to prioritize outreach and services to low-income households, small businesses, and 
public agencies in disadvantaged and hard-to-reach communities.   

ATTACHMENT 

The following attachment is available on the C/CAG website.  See “Additional Agenda Materials” for 
the relevant Board Meeting at:) at https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-
environmental-quality-committee/ 

• Energy Watch Program Presentation

https://www.smcsustainability.org/wp-content/uploads/GridReliabilityExplainer_FINAL4.pdf
https://smcenergywatch.org/wp-content/uploads/All-Electric-Buildings-Best-Practices-Review.pdf
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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ITEM 7 

C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: May 19, 2025 

To: Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee 

From: Jeff Lacap, Transportation System Coordinator 

Subject: Receive a presentation on MTC’s Transit Priority Policy for Roadways 
(TPPR). 

(For further information, contact Jeff Lacap at jlacap@smcgov.org) 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee receive a 
presentation on MTC’s Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR). 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no financial impact related to this item. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

N/A 

BACKGROUND 

In 2021, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted the Bay Area Transit 
Transformation Action Plan, a strategic framework aimed at enhancing the customer experience and 
improving the efficiency of transit operations across the region. A key priority of the Action Plan is to 
improve bus speed and reliability through regional coordination and local implementation through the 
following efforts: 

1. Develop the Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR): The TPPR will serve as the
region’s official Transit Priority Policy. Once adopted, it will apply to all new roadway projects
located on the public right-of-way that receive MTC discretionary funding of more than
$250,000 or seek MTC endorsement. The policy will outline specific requirements for
prioritizing transit in roadway design and operations.

2. Conduct a Regional Transit Assessment (RTA) and Develop a Transit Priority
Network (TPN): MTC is also conducting a Regional Transit Assessment, which includes a
Corridor Assessment to identify where bus service improvements are most needed. This work
will inform the development of the Transit Priority Network (TPN)—a designated network of
corridors where transit will be prioritized based on data-driven thresholds (e.g., buses per hour,
passenger volumes) and stakeholder engagement.

file://dpw.sanmateocounty.ads/data/Users/ccag/WPDATA/04%20-%20Committees/CMEQ/Agenda%20Packets/2025/5.%20May/jlacap@smcgov.org
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MTC began initial outreach and shared the initial draft TPPR earlier this year to stakeholders. MTC 
Staff will present an overview and the revised draft of the TPPR and requirements. 

MTC presented the TPPR to the C/CAG Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on May 15, 2025. The 
TAC recognized the importance of facilitating more trips on transit and expressed concern about the 
process requiring roadway or bicycle and pedestrian projects on city streets to seek support from the 
transit agencies, and the lack of dedicated funding. 

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

The TPPR advances equitable access by improving transit travel times and supports regional mobility by 
making transit a more viable and reliable option for all users, particularly those in underserved 
communities. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways Revised Draft Policy Memo

  The following attachments are available on the C/CAG website (See “Additional Agenda Materials”) at: 
https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/congestion-management-and-environmental-quality-committee/ 

2. Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways Stakeholder Feedback Summary on Preliminary
Draft Policy Memo (Winter 2025)

3. TPPR Comments Submitted by CCAG on Preliminary Draft Policy – March 2025

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


Memorandum 
To: 
Relevant Working Groups & Committees 
(comprised of MTC, Transit Operator, County Transportation Agency, Local Jurisdiction, and 
Caltrans District 4 staff) 

From: 
Britt Tanner, Transit Priority Principal, Regional Network Management (MTC) 
Joel Shaffer, Transit Priority Project Manager, Regional Network Management (MTC) 
Mika Miyasato, Principal Planner / Transit Priority Planner (AC Transit) 

Date: 
April 28, 2025 

Regarding: 
Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways: Revised Draft Policy Memo 

The purpose of this memo is to provide an overview of and seek feedback on the proposed 
content and requirements of the Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR). This 
memo supersedes the previous Draft Policy Memo issued in February/March 2025 to reflect 
comments received through stakeholder outreach at that time. A catalogue of the modifications 
to the Draft Policy Memo is listed in Appendix 3.   

MTC Regional Network Management (RNM) staff propose leveraging the existing MTC 
Complete Streets Checklist to implement the TPPR and promote enhanced coordination between 
project sponsors, right-of-way agencies, and transit agencies. Input on this Revised Draft 
Policy Memo is requested by end of day Friday, June 6, 2025. 

Background 

Adopted in 2021, the Bay Area Transit Transformation Action Plan (Action Plan) identifies 
actions to improve the transit customer experience and efficiency of Bay Area transit operations 
in the near-term. Specifically, the Action Plan calls for the development and adoption of a 
Transit Priority Policy and Corridor Assessment to improve bus speed and reliability. MTC is 
approaching the Action Plan as follows: 

1. Develop the Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR): The TPPR is
proposed to serve as the Transit Priority Policy, and it will establish requirements for new
roadway projects on public right-of-way receiving MTC discretionary funding over
$250,000 or requesting MTC endorsement, once adopted.

ATTACHMENT 1
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2. Conduct a Regional Transit Assessment (RTA) and Develop a Transit Priority
Network (TPN): The RTA will include a Corridor Assessment and will establish a
Transit Priority Network (TPN) that identifies where transit should be prioritized. TPN
criteria thresholds (e.g., buses per hour, passengers per day) will be based on data
analysis and stakeholder input.

This memo and current outreach efforts are focused on the development of the TPPR. The RTA 
and development of the TPN are a separate, but related, process that is anticipated to begin in 
spring 2025 and conclude with the adoption of the TPN in late 2026 (see Appendix 1 for more 
details).  

Purpose and Goals of the TPPR 
The purpose of the TPPR is to enhance the transit rider experience by supporting the 
implementation of transit priority infrastructure and policies that improve transit travel times and 
reliability, and promote the robust interagency coordination required to do so.   

The goals of the TPPR are to: 

• Establish a common definition of transit priority in the region;
• Guide and align local and regional agencies (i.e., cities, counties, county transportation

agencies, transit agencies, Caltrans District 4, and MTC) toward roadway investments that
improve transit travel times and reliability, and help transit better serve people’s needs;

• Inform how transit priority projects are prioritized for regional discretionary funding; and
• Navigate implementation challenges like complex interjurisdictional collaboration and

limited agency resources.

The TPPR also aligns with various MTC and State policies and programs, including the MTC 
Complete Streets (CS) Policy and Checklist (2022), Senate Bill 960 (2024), and the Caltrans 
Director’s Policy on Public Transportation (in progress). 

Stakeholder Engagement in Development Process 
Early stakeholder engagement informed the creation of a TPPR framework and outline: 

December 
2023 

RNM staff kicked off the TPPR effort with a workshop attended by various 
partner agencies including transit agencies, county transportation agencies 
(CTAs), Caltrans, local jurisdictions, and transit advocacy organizations. 

Winter/ 
Spring 
2024 

RNM staff convened a Policy Development Working Group (PDWG) – 
consisting of a subset of workshop attendees. Staff used feedback from the 
PDWG and other staff working groups to form a policy framework and outline.  

Fall 2024 The TPPR framework was presented to MTC’s RNM advisory bodies. 

Winter 
2025 

RNM staff developed a preliminary Draft Policy Memo summarizing proposed 
TPPR content and requirements. Outreach consisted of presentations at various 
agency stakeholder groups. Feedback was received from approximately 50 
agencies, with 350 comments received in total.  
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Through the engagement process, staff heard the following feedback on what should – and 
should not – be included in the TPPR:  

• Prioritize transit over single-occupancy vehicles;
• Better integrate transit more effectively into existing “Complete Streets” planning and

design processes, and consider Complete Streets as part of a broader, interconnected street
network rather than individual roadways;

• Focus on transit travel time and reliability. While important, transit safety, first/last mile
transit stop/station access, and transfers between services are not the primary focus for
Transit Priority;

• Provide clear guidance for more coordinated and consistent integration of transit priority
elements into projects, without dictating specific improvements;

• Define criteria to guide MTC’s funding of transit priority projects;
• Incentivize local jurisdictions/right-of-way owners to adopt a local transit priority policy,

while retaining local control over design decisions; and
• Minimize new bureaucratic processes.

For a detailed summary of all agency comments on the preliminary Draft Policy Memo, and 
RNM staff responses, see the Stakeholder Feedback Summary Memo.   

Key Elements of the TPPR 
Formalizing Interagency Coordination through the Complete Streets Checklist Process 

MTC is proposing that the Transit Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR) utilize the existing MTC 
Complete Streets (CS) Checklist process to ensure early and effective interagency coordination 
for projects along transit routes. Transit coordination is already included in the regional CS 
Policy. The CS Checklist is required for projects requesting over $250,000 in MTC discretionary 
funding or an MTC endorsement. 
Adding TPPR requirements to the CS Checklist would ensure stronger coordination between 
project sponsors/applicants, local right-of-way agencies, and transit operators for all roadway 
projects, regardless if they are transit related. Project applicants should coordinate with transit 
agencies at the earliest feasible stage of a project, ideally during project initiation/project 
development, to discuss project scope, objectives, potential impacts on transit, and 
considerations for transit priority treatments. The TPPR requirements would also apply to 
Caltrans if they are seeking regional discretionary funding.  

To facilitate this, the TPPR would require: 

• Transit Agency Review: All roadway improvement projects along a transit route1, existing
or planned2, should be reviewed for impacts to transit and opportunities for transit priority
treatments.

1 TPPR would apply to scheduled, publicly accessible transit where vehicles operate along established routes with 
designated stops at predetermined times or on a predetermined headway. This would exclude private shuttle 
services, special event services, and demand-responsive/paratransit service.  
2 Planned transit service includes budgeted service changes or services included in an approved Comprehensive 
Operations Analysis. It does not include long-range plans, unless they are budgeted.  
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• Project applicants would provide any affected transit agencies and MTC with project
information, including transit routes in the project area, coordination to date with
transit agencies, and potential impacts to transit operations (projects in design and
construction phase only).

• Transit agencies would review the provided information and indicate whether they
support or have concerns about the project. The review would be completed by
senior-level staff or an authorized delegate at the transit agency. Transit agencies
would complete review within 30 calendar days of receiving all relevant information.

• Inclusion of Best Practice Transit-Supportive Design Guidance for Projects on
Roadways where Transit has been Prioritized: All projects on roadways along the Transit
Priority Network (TPN) would be further required to consider including best practice transit
priority infrastructure and design treatments, such as those described in the National
Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Transit Street Design Guide3 or other
national or locally-adopted transit-supportive design guidance.

• In the documentation provided for transit agency review, the project applicant should
detail transit-supportive design elements incorporated into the project, or reasons why
they cannot be included.

• In the transit agency’s review, additional transit-supportive measures could be
suggested for consideration.

• Project Exceptions: Projects unable to meet the above requirements should document the
need for an exception. Potential conditions for exceptions include:

• Transit elements would be addressed through a separate, funded planning process or
project.

• Requested transit elements are infeasible along the roadway due to conflicts with fire
code, designation as evacuation route, or similar public safety requirements, and
alternative transit elements cannot be identified.

• The cost to add transit-supportive design elements to a non-transit project is
excessively disproportionate to the base project cost. Generally, “disproportionate”
could be defined as greater than 20 percent, but would be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis.4

• Transit agency did not review project within 30 days:
o If needed, MTC staff may assist with outreach to transit agency.
o This may delay funding approval or possibly deem the application incomplete.

• Consensus cannot be reached by the project applicant and transit agency regarding the
project design or allocation of roadway space.
o Applicant should document good faith efforts made to resolve any disputes.
o MTC or another third-party agency may aid in dispute resolution as needed.
o MTC reserves the right to final project approval, and projects receiving MTC

discretionary funds may be delayed or rescinded for incomplete project application
or if mutual agreement is not reached.

3 https://nacto.org/publication/transit-street-design-guide/ 
4 Per FHWA Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations: “A cost may be 
considered excessively disproportionate when the cost of providing the accommodation would be more than 20% of 
the cost of the larger transportation project.” 
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The requirements above assume a local/subregional right-of-way agency (e.g., city or county) as 
the project sponsor coordinating with an independent transit agency. For additional agency 
scenarios (e.g., projects sponsored by transit agencies, CTAs, Caltrans, or dual right-of-way 
owner/transit operator agencies) and additional details, see Appendix 2.  
Optional: Adoption of a Local/Subregional Transit Priority Policy or Resolution in 
Support of TPPR 
The TPPR would encourage local/subregional right-of-way agencies and funding agencies (i.e., 
cities, counties, and county transportation agencies) to adopt a local transit priority policy or a 
resolution in support of the TPPR. The intent of these policies or resolutions is to affirm that 
local/subregional agencies support the needs of transit in projects and day-to-day operations, as 
well as foster better interagency coordination between local/subregional agencies and transit 
agencies. Projects sponsored by local/subregional right-of-way agencies and located within a 
jurisdiction that has a transit priority policy or resolution would be prioritized for certain MTC 
discretionary funding. Project sponsors/applicants would not be penalized if the 
local/subregional agency has not adopted a transit priority policy or resolution in support of the 
TPPR, and exact incentives are dependent on the specific funding program.  
The TPPR would include a sample resolution and the minimum elements required to qualify for 
potential funding prioritization; however, local/subregional agencies would have flexibility to 
develop their own policy to best fit within the context of their local area as long as it includes the 
minimum elements required. A local/subregional agency may adopt its transit priority policy as 
an independent policy or a modification to an existing policy (e.g., expanding an active 
transportation policy into a complete streets policy) or existing plan (e.g., general plan or transit 
plan).  

Proposed TPPR Roles/Requirements by Agency Type 
In summary, the list below describes what the TPPR would require and how agencies would be 
encouraged to collaborate together, by agency type.  

• Local Jurisdictions/Right-of-Way Agencies
o If project is located on a roadway with existing or planned fixed-route transit, need to

coordinate with transit agencies to review project
o If project is on TPN, need to incorporate transit-supportive design elements, such as

those described in the NACTO Transit Street Design Guide or other national or
locally adopted transit-supportive design guidance

o Consider adopting a local transit priority policy or a resolution in support of the TPPR
• Caltrans

o If Caltrans is seeking MTC discretionary funds, Caltrans would adhere to the right-of-
way agency requirements listed previously

o If a local agency sponsoring a project on the State Transportation Network (STN) is
seeking MTC discretionary funds, the local agency sponsor would adhere to the local
jurisdiction requirements listed previously

o The following considerations apply to projects along the STN, but are not
requirements of the TPPR:

 Caltrans will use the Caltrans Bay Area Transit Plan, along with local and
regional plans, as a guide to identify transit needs on the STN
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 Per SB 960, Caltrans shall adopt a Director’s Policy for Public Transit in
support of transit along the STN by the end of 2025. Also, per SB 960,
Caltrans shall adopt design guidance for transit priority facilities by July
1, 2028

• Transit Operators
o Review projects within 30 days of submission by project sponsor

• MTC and County Transportation Agencies
o As needed, convene discussions to advance local project solutions and reach

consensus among project sponsors/applicants, local right-of-way agencies, and transit
operators

o Encourage transit priority through funding incentives
• MTC

o Develop and make available a database of transit agency contacts for project reviews
o Convene regional discussion on transit priority and provide policy direction
o Conduct a Regional Transit Assessment to develop the TPN, evaluate existing transit

operations and needs throughout the region, and develop a near-term implementation
strategy

o Manage and periodically update the TPPR (and TPN, once adopted)
o Oversee Complete Streets Checklist
o Provide technical assistance and other educational opportunities (e.g., transit priority

design guidance, best practices for interagency coordination, considering competing
roadway needs and functions in limited right-of-way, etc.)

Potential Cost and Schedule Impacts of TPPR 
Currently, the CS Checklist must be completed before applying for MTC discretionary funding, 
unless otherwise noted by a specific funding program. As part of early project planning, local 
jurisdictions should coordinate with transit agencies providing service within the project area to 
ensure alignment on project objectives and obtain feedback on project design. If this 
coordination does not occur as part of project development, agencies may need additional time to 
complete transit agency coordination prior to submitting a funding application. MTC will 
consider the timing of funding announcements and application deadlines to allow for additional 
interagency coordination.   
Additionally, MTC will review its current funding programs and may adjust future grant 
allocations to account for potential increased project costs due to the inclusion of transit-
supportive design elements for projects on the Transit Priority Network. Identifying multimodal 
needs early in the project development phase can inform project cost estimates, so that funding 
requests are made for the appropriate amount. While adding transit-supportive design elements 
may increase project costs in certain situations, the goal of the TPPR is to create better, more 
complete projects that consider all modes.   

Considerations in Limited Right-of-Way 
Roadways serve a variety of users (e.g., transit riders, pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers) and 
have multiple functions (e.g., throughput of people, property access, and parking). Roadway 
design to accommodate all users and functions can sometimes be difficult, especially in areas 
with limited public right-of-way.  
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The TPPR would not dictate roadway modal hierarchy, allocation of space, or specific transit 
priority treatments. The intent of the TPPR is to encourage early coordination among project 
sponsors, right-of-way agencies, and transit agencies to evaluate whether transit-supportive 
design elements can be incorporated into roadway projects and/or to mitigate any potential 
adverse impacts to transit operations. In situations where consensus cannot be reached, MTC will 
explore potential ways to assist agencies come to a resolution.  

Feedback Requested 
RNM staff is looking for feedback on the proposed TPPR elements outlined in this memo. Some 
questions to guide your review include:   

• How can the TPPR be modified to address any existing barriers to effective interagency
and reach design consensus in constrained locations?

• What technical assistance and other support materials should MTC consider when
assisting partner agencies with transit-supportive street design?

o Transit Agencies: how can MTC help you give input on project designs?
o Local Jurisdictions: how can MTC help you incorporate transit-supportive

elements into project designs?
• Do you have any concerns with the proposed TPPR contents and requirements? If so,

what modifications would you suggest to address them?
• How else can MTC support your agency when implementing the TPPR?
• Is there anything else that should be included in the TPPR?

TPPR Schedule and Next Steps  
RNM staff have coordinated with county transportation agency (CTA) staff to determine which 
committees/working groups are best to solicit feedback on this memo from local jurisdictions in 
all nine Bay Area counties this spring (See Page 8). Meetings are tentative and subject to change. 
The MTC Transit Priority webpage (TPPR drop-down menu) will be updated regularly to reflect 
any changes to the outreach schedule.  

After spring outreach to CTA committees/working groups, RNM staff will develop a first draft of 
the TPPR policy text and present to select staff working groups and the RNM advisory bodies for 
feedback in the summer. 

Adoption of the final draft of the TPPR text is anticipated in late 2025, in advance of OBAG 4 
funding program adoption in early 2026. It is anticipated that the TPPR would be updated on an 
as-needed basis, in coordination with updates to the CS Policy, CS Checklist, and TPN.   
RNM staff anticipate regular communication with stakeholder agencies throughout policy 
development and implementation. You can track updates on the MTC Transit Priority webpage. 
You may also reach out with any questions or to request a presentation to your staff-level group 
by emailing transitpriority@bayareametro.gov. 
By end of day Friday, June 6, 2025, please submit your feedback on this revised Policy 
Memo using the comment spreadsheet emailed to you.  
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Spring 2025 Stakeholder Engagement Schedule 

County Body Date 

Alameda ACTC Technical Advisory Committee May 8, 2025 

Contra 
Costa 

West Contra Costa Transportation Commission (WCCTC) 
East County Transportation Planning Committee (TRANSPLAN) 
Southwest Area Transportation Committee (SWAT) 
Transportation Partnership and Cooperation (TRANSPAC) 

May 8, 2025 
May 20, 2025 
May 21, 2025 
May 29, 2025 

Marin TAM Technical Advisory Working Group June 12, 2025 

Napa NVTA Technical Advisory Committee 
NVTA Citizen Advisory Committee 

May 1, 2025 
May 7, 2025 

Santa 
Clara 

VTA System Operations and Asset Management Working Group 
VTA Technical Advisory Committee 

April 23, 2025 
June 11, 2025 

San 
Francisco TBD  TBD 

San 
Mateo C/CAG Congestion Management Technical Advisory Committee  May 15, 2025 

Sonoma SCTA Technical Advisory Committee 
SCTA Planning Advisory Committee 

April 24, 2025 
May 15, 2025 

Solano STA Technical Advisory Committee April 30, 2025 
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Appendix 1: Establishing a Transit Priority Network via a Regional Transit Assessment 
The TPPR would call for the establishment of a Transit Priority Network (TPN), which 
would be developed as part of the upcoming Regional Transit Assessment (RTA). The TPN 
would be a living network that informs where transit should be prioritized and informs regional 
discretionary funding.  

This RTA will conduct data-driven existing conditions analysis, responding to the Transit 
Transformation Action Plan’s call for a transit assessment that includes “identification of current 
bus speeds to establish a baseline”. This existing conditions analysis will be used to develop a 
draft TPN based on criteria loosely defined in the TPPR, including: 
• Corridors with existing and planned high transit service frequency and/or ridership,

considering local context (land use, density, etc.); 
• Corridors identified or prioritized for transit in approved state, regional, county, and local

transit, transportation, or general plans; 
• Equity considerations (e.g., proximity and connectivity to MTC Equity Priority

Communities); and 
• Other contextual considerations (e.g., network gaps/continuity, local importance/roadway

context, proximity to MTC Priority Development Areas, key transit transfer locations/stations, 
etc.).   

While the TPN criteria (e.g., transit frequency, ridership) will be broadly included in the TPPR, 
the precise thresholds (e.g., number of buses per hour, total passengers per day) would be 
developed during the RTA. The RTA process will include engagement with agency stakeholders 
and working groups, including but not limited to, the Transit Priority Working Group and the 
Policy Development Working Group, to ensure feedback from transit agencies, local 
jurisdictions/right-of-way agencies, CTAs, Caltrans, and transit advocacy organizations. 

The RTA and TPN are expected to be periodically updated to reflect current transit conditions. 

Proposed Overall Schedule 
2024 2025 2026 

Summer Fall Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter Spring Summer Fall 
Transit Priority 
Policy for Roadways 
(TPPR) 

Policy 
Framework Draft TPPR Final TPPR

Regional Transit  
Assessment (RTA) 
&  
Transit Priority 
Network (TPN) 

Procurement RTA Development 

TPN 
Development Adopt TPN 
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Appendix 2: Details of Proposed Complete Streets Checklist Additions 
The current Complete Streets (CS) Policy and Checklist were adopted in October 2022. The 
TPPR and CS Policy are closely linked in promoting balanced roadways that serve all users. 
This year, MTC planning staff are reviewing the existing CS Checklist, including the current 
implementation of the Checklist, which provides an opportunity to coordinate and streamline the 
CS Checklist to reflect the requirements of both the CS Policy and the TPPR. Comments 
received as part of the TPPR outreach related to the CS Policy and CS Checklist were shared 
with MTC planning staff for consideration.   
Existing CS Checklist Requirements:  

• If there is an adopted Complete Streets Plan (such as bicycle, pedestrian, active
transportation, Vision Zero or other systemic safety plan), Community Based Transportation
Plan, or transit plan, the project must be in accordance with that plan(s).

• If the project is on MTC’s Active Transportation Network, it must follow NACTO All Ages
& Abilities principles and FHWA’s Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines
(PROWAG).

• The project must be reviewed by a local (city or county) Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC).

• Project applicants are responsible for assembling all pertinent information, including all
elements required for the CS Checklist as well as additional project documentation for
review by transit agencies and other relevant stakeholders (i.e., Caltrans for a project on the
State Transportation Network).

• CS Checklist currently requires that project sponsors provide documentation to confirm
transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project.

Proposed CS Checklist Requirements (TPPR Additions): 
If the project is located on roadways with existing or planned transit service, the project sponsor 
should consider transit needs, including opportunities to reduce transit delay, improve transit 
reliability, and/or mitigate project elements that may adversely impact transit operations.  
As noted above, the CS Checklist currently requires that project sponsors provide documentation 
to confirm transit agency coordination and acknowledgement of the project. The TPPR would 
require documentation showing transit review, rather than acknowledgment, for projects that are 
along a transit route. Transit agency review would be documented and signed by senior-level 
staff or an authorized delegate at both the project sponsor and the affected transit agencies.    

• If the project is along a transit route, but not on the TPN, the project sponsor should
coordinate with any affected transit agencies to:

o Identify any potential impacts to transit and mitigate where feasible
o Optional: It is also encouraged, but not required, to consider contextual design

guidance from the NACTO Transit Street Design Guide or other national, state,
and local best practice guidance (see potential measures below).

• If the project is along a transit route on the TPN, the project sponsor should
coordinate with any affected transit agencies to:

o Identify any potential impacts to transit and mitigate where feasible
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o Incorporate reasonable transit-supportive design elements based on
contextual design guidance from the NACTO Transit Street Design Guide or
other national, state, and local transit best practice guidance. Potential
improvements could include, but are not limited to, bus stop relocation to more
suitable location, bus stop access improvements, bus stop boarding islands or bus
bulbs, ADA access improvements, transit signal priority, transit lanes, transit
queue jumps, red curb to improve access to bus stops, and other curb regulations.

o The project sponsor and transit agency would document the suggestions
considered and efforts made to incorporate the identified elements, or
reasons why they could not be included.

o Note that this requirement would only go into effect once the TPN is developed
and adopted (anticipated late 2026). There will be an interim period after TPPR
adoption and before TPN adoption when project sponsors should only perform
the following actions: (1) review transit impacts or (2) request an exception, and
submit to the Transit Agency.

• If unable to do the above, project sponsor would request an exception. The request for
exception would indicate why best practice transit design guidance is not incorporated and
an exception is needed. This could include:

• Transit elements to be addressed through a separate, funded planning process or
project.

• Requested transit elements are infeasible along the roadway due to conflicts with fire
code, designation as evacuation route, or similar public safety requirements, and
alternative transit elements cannot be identified.

• The cost to add transit-supportive design elements to the non-transit project is
excessively disproportionate to the base project cost. Generally, “disproportionate”
could be defined as greater than 20 percent, but would be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis.

• Transit agency did not review project within 30 days:
o If needed, MTC Staff may assist with outreach to transit agency.
o This may delay funding approval or possibly deem the application incomplete.

• Consensus cannot be reached by the project applicant and transit agency regarding the
project design or allocation of roadway space
o Applicant should document good faith effort made to resolve any disputes.
o MTC or another third-party agency may aid in dispute resolution as needed.

o MTC reserves the right to final project approval, and projects receiving MTC
discretionary funds may be delayed or rescinded for incomplete project application or
mutual agreement is not reached.

Additional Agency Scenarios: 
o Transit agency-sponsored projects should complete the existing CS Checklist process.

There is no need for additional transit review of the project.
o CTA-sponsored projects should complete the existing CS Checklist process, plus

review by any affected transit agencies.
o Caltrans-sponsored projects should complete the existing CS Checklist process, plus

review by any affected transit agencies (if requesting MTC discretionary funds).
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o Projects sponsored by agencies that are both a right-of-way agency and transit agency
should complete the existing CS Checklist process, plus transit agency review. The
department sponsoring the project (e.g., public works) would describe the project
impacts and/or transit-supportive elements, and the transit operations/service
department would document review, to ensure interdepartmental coordination and
agreement.

Proposed Requirements of the TPPR to be integrated into CS Checklist 

*Note that this requirement would only go into effect once the TPN is developed and adopted
(anticipated late 2026). There will be an interim period after TPPR adoption and before TPN 
adoption when project sponsors should only perform the actions in the blue box of the flowchart: 
(1) review transit impacts or (2) request an exception, and submit to the Transit Agency.  

Notes: 
• Pending CS Checklist Review

in Spring 2025
• Applies to projects requesting

MTC discretionary funding
over $250,000 or MTC
endorsement

Existing CS Checklist Requirements: 
• If there is an adopted local Complete Streets Plan,

project must be consistent with that plan’s
recommendations.

• If on AT Network, must follow NACTO All Ages
& Abilities Principles and PROWAG.

• Must be reviewed by local (city or county) Bicycle
& Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC).

Yes, there is existing or  
planned transit service.  

Is the project on  
Transit Priority Network 

(TPN)?  

Yes, project is on TPN*. 
Project Sponsor should: (1) 
review transit impacts and 
integrate transit-supportive 
design elements as feasible 
or (2) request exception, 

and submit to Transit 
Agency.  

No, project is not on TPN.  Project 
Sponsor should: (1) review 

transit impacts or (2) request 
exception, and submit to Transit 

Agency.  

Does project roadway 
have existing or planned 

transit service?  

No, no existing or planned 
transit service.   

Project Sponsor does not 
need to coordinate with 

Transit Agency.  

New Requirements 
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Appendix 3: Summary of Changes between February/March 2025 and April 2025 Draft 
Policy Memos 
To simplify the review of those who also reviewed the February/March version of the Draft 
Policy Memo, we have summarized the changes to the memo below:  

• Policy Intro and Purview:
• For Goals of the TPPR, deleted text that “TPPR establishes a vision” for the Bay

Area, because the vision is set by the Plan Bay Area and other long-range planning
documents.

• Clarified that TPPR will only apply to projects applying for funding after the TPPR is
adopted.

• Added details regarding which transit routes this policy would apply to, and also
expanded the purview to include planned transit routes, with footnote of what planned
means.

• Complete Streets Checklist Process:
• Changed transit agency review from approval by director-level staff to review by

senior-level staff or authorized delegate.
• Added more details about what the process would require:

i. Projects along TPN would require review to consider addition of transit-
supportive elements

ii. Project not on the TPN would be reviewed for potential impacts to transit
• Added details on potential exceptions to the CS process (referred to as exemptions in

the previous edition.)
• Added details for varied agency relationship scenarios (e.g., projects sponsored by

transit agencies, CTAs, Caltrans, or dual right-of-way owner/transit operator
agencies) in Appendix 2.

• Design Guidance:
• Modified language to use “transit-supportive” design guidance/elements, not transit

streets design guidance/elements
• Expanded proposed design resources to include other local guidance.

• Optional Local Policy/Resolution:
• Amplified this section to explain more why a local policy/resolution is desirable.

• Agency Responsibilities:
• Added section with Caltrans responsibilities.
• Under MTC, amplified technical assistance responsibilities.

• Added “Potential Cost and Schedule Impacts of TPPR” section and “Considerations in
Limited Right-of-Way” section.
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