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July 1, 2025

Eli Kaplan, Sophie Gabel-Scheinbaum, Gillian Adams
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Draft Evaluation Framework and Administrative
Guidance

Dear TOC Policy Staff:

On behalf of the local jurisdictions in San Mateo County, we want to express our
appreciation for MTC’s leadership and partnership in advancing transportation and land
use policy solutions for the region. The careful linkage between transportation
investments and transit supportive land uses policies will help local jurisdictions and the
region achieve our shared multimodal mobility goals. We appreciate the Technical
Assistance funding that MTC is providing local jurisdictions to achieve TOC compliance
and opportunity to comment on the Draft Evaluation Framework for the Transit Oriented
Communities (TOC) Policy and Administrative Guidance and understand that the long-
term TOC Policy goals have the potential to advance transit supportive development and
transit ridership throughout the region.

The following comments reflect input collected from our local jurisdictions with TOCs and
highlight areas where our local jurisdictions believe the framework could be enhanced to
reflect current local conditions and improve the implementation of the policy. A separate
letter from the City of San Mateo is included as Attachment 2. We have also included
C/CAG specific comments at the end of the letter.

General Comments

e Greater clarity is needed regarding the “Partially Compliant” category. The broad
range of 40-84 points provide little context in how jurisdictions will be treated within
this range. Jurisdictions within the partially compliant category should either be
considered equally eligible for OBAG 4 funding.

e Concerns have been raised that grant funding and technical assistance are being
provided too late to meaningfully support TOC policy implementation ahead of the
adoption deadline in early 2026, immediately followed by the start of the OBAG 4
Call for Projects. Timely delivery of technical assistance, including the sharing of
model ordinances, is important to achieve compliance.



The City of Belmont, acting as the project applicant for a countywide TOC technical
assistance application representing multiple jurisdictions, was not awarded
funding for its separate application. Please consider providing resources to
support this unfunded effort.

Clarification is needed regarding how jurisdictions not in compliance with the TOC
policy but working towards compliance will be treated when the OBAG 4 Call for
Projects begin in 2026.

The policies and implementation expectations in the TOC Framework go beyond the
already difficult Housing Element requirements. Smaller jurisdictions or
jurisdictions with limited staffing may face challenges in complying with both efforts
simultaneously.

Housing Production, Preservation, and Protection Policies

Bonus points should be awarded to jurisdictions that have adopted more than two
applicable policies within this category, recognizing the complexity of efforts
required to address housing needs.

The evaluation framework should allow jurisdictions to justify reduced funding
thresholds where lower investments are sufficient to achieve desired policy
outcomes. Minimum four-year funding thresholds may exceed existing local
commitments and capacity.

The high funding thresholds for affordable housing under the current tier system
present challenges given the unpredictability of funding sources such as
commercial linkage fees, especially in the current economic climate. Partial credit
for lower funding amounts should be considered to encourage meaningful but
achievable progress.

Providing greater flexibility in achieving preservation policy points is encouraged.
For example, cities should be able to implement one Preservation Policy and an
extra policy in one of the other categories to receive points.

Parking Management Policies

Increased points should be awarded for eliminating parking minimums. This policy
directly supports housing production and sustainable land use goals by increasing
flexibility for projects to provide parking that best meets its needs while supporting
its ability to secure construction financing, reduce overall construction cost, and
should be weighted more heavily given that elimination of parking minimumes is still
avery recent, and significant, policy shift for most Bay Area jurisdictions.



Points for parking maximums should be reduced or eliminated. This supports the
approach of allowing maximum flexibility for new housing rather than setting new
parking regulations that could result in unintended limits on development potential.
Including maximums would not have as significant of an impact on housing
production in TOC areas that include single-family neighborhoods and areas
outside the downtown core. Furthermore, until the Bay Area’s transportation
network is fully built out, many residents will still have a practical need for a vehicle.
Thus, we recommend letting the market dictate parking supply where appropriate
and focus on supporting ways to reduce reliance on the need for on-site vehicle
storage over this next cycle.

Bonus or partial points should be awarded when multiple parking management
strategies are adopted, promoting comprehensive and local context-sensitive
approaches.

The maximum automobile parking standard of one space per unit for residential
development may be too restrictive for larger units and could discourage their
production. The market demands more parking for family units, and creating this
maximum will discourage development of these units. The criteria should allow for
more parking flexibility based on unit size or household needs.

For commercial development, parking maximums may hinder the viability of local-
serving businesses such as restaurants and retail. These standards should be
phased in or allow partial credit for higher parking ratios.

Minimum bicycle parking requirements, especially in Tier 3and 4 TOCs, should be
phased in. Areduced threshold (0.75 spaces per unit as an example) should qualify
for partial credit to acknowledge progress.

Additional points should be awarded for providing end-of-trip bicycle facilities such
as showers and changing rooms in employment and commercial uses.

The “substantial compliance” category under parking policies should be removed
to reduce the overall weight of the parking category relative to other policy areas in
the TOC guidance.

Station Access and Circulation Requirements

Increase the overall point allocation for station access and circulation
improvements. Allowing for more access to major transit stops will support greater
utilization of the public transportation system.

Jurisdictions that have recently adopted or updated station area access plans
should receive additional points in recognition of the local planning that have been
completed.



e Partial points should be available for jurisdictions making measurable progress on
access and circulation improvements.

Zoning Density and Form-Based Standards

e The Administrative Guidance includes information on how to account for cities that
use form-based standards such as FAR or height instead of density for residential
projects. However, the scoring criteria only addresses density, and itis not clear
how to adjust for form-based codes. The criteria should not penalize form-based
codes, which are often considered a best practice to encourage higher density
housing and more responsive to the market.

e The maximum FAR for commercial development is very high. This approach limits
the potential for cities to enter into community benefits agreements with
developers because the base floor area is already so high. Community benefits
provide a vital opportunity for cities to partner with commercial developers to offset
the potential impacts of more intensive development. The scoring criteria should be
amended to allow partial credit for lower FARs, leaving room for cities to work with
applicants on higher FARs with community benefits.

Additional Comments from C/CAG

e We are concerned that the proposed complexity of the TOC Policy may not lead to
meaningful progress toward its stated goals. For near term funding applications, we
suggest considering a shift from the current draft evaluation scorecard to a more
qualitative assessment until MTC has a clearer understanding of how close or far
jurisdictions are from meeting compliance.

e The currenttiming of TOC compliance determinations relative to the OBAG 4 cycle
presents a challenge. We strongly recommend extending the deadline for TOC
compliance and that decisions related to compliance status, evaluation criteria,
and funding eligibility be finalized before major OBAG 4 program decisions are
made, which includes any proposed funding set-asides for compliant TOCs. As
seen in the current OBAG 3 cycle, delays related to housing element compliance
created prolonged uncertainty for jurisdictions, which negatively impacted local
planning and project delivery.

e The funding requirements in Appendix B of the Administrative Guidance will likely
challenge the financial capacity of many cities. For example, to meet the Protection
and Preservation funding amounts, Colma, the smallest city, would need to provide
$150,000 per year and San Mateo, the largest city, would have to provide $375,000
peryear. See Attachment 1. Also, Cities rely on commercial linkage fees for
affordable housing local gap financing, and there have been high vacancy rates and



limited new commercial developmentin the last few years. Challenges with
meeting the funding requirements might require cities to rely more heavily on
multiple potentially controversial citywide policy changes that will require
significantly more time. MTC should consider more flexibility for these funding
requirements, including providing compliance points for adopted residential and
commercial linkage fees, flexibility around the funding amounts, and revisiting the
required funding thresholds.

e Having a draft list of which cities throughout the region that currently comply with
the TOC policy would greatly facilitate the process of seeking compliance and
commenting on the draft evaluation framework.

Thank you for your consideration and for what we anticipate will be early and ongoing
partnership throughout this year as discussions around TOC policy compliance. These
comments are intended to be constructive as we collaboratively work through the process
of ensuring that our land uses are supportive of our shared multimodal mobility goals. We
are available to convene a meeting through our 21-Elements collaborative (with
participation from all jurisdictions) if you would like to discuss the topics covered in the
letter. If you have questions, please contact Jeff Lacap, C/CAG Program Director, at
jlacap@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

Koo Uiz

Sean Charpentier
C/CAG Executive Director

Attachments:
1. Table A: Funding Amounts by Tier, including San Mateo County Jurisdictions
2. Letter from City of San Mateo
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Attachment 1:
Table A: Funding Amounts by Tier, including San Mateo County Jurisdictions

Production 2 & 6

Preservation 1 & 6

Protection 3,4,5,& 10

Combined Avg

Annual for
Annual Preservation and
Population 4 Yr Total Annual Avg | 4 YrTotal | Annual Avg | 4 Yr Total Avg Protection
TIERA Colma 1,411 $1,000,000 $250,000 $500,000 $125,000 $100,000 $25,000 $150,000
TIERB Brisbane 4,676 $1,400,000 $350,000 $600,000 $150,000 $200,000 $50,000 $200,000
Belmont 28,206
TIERC - $2,000,000 $500,000 $700,000 $175,000 $200,000 $50,000 $225,000
Millbrae 23,164
San Bruno 42,631
San Carlos 29,535
TIER D Menlo Park 33,311 $3,000,000 | $750,000 | $900,000 | $225,000 | $300,000 | $75,000 $300,000
Burlingame 31,552
South San
Francisco 65,397
Daly City 102,155
TIERE Redwood City 82,073 $4,000,000 | $1,000,000 | $1,200,000 | $300,000 $300,000 $75,000 $375,000
San Mateo 104,315
TIERF Fremont 232,619 $8,000,000 | $2,000,000 | $2,400,000 | $600,000 $400,000 $100,000 $700,000
TIER G San Jose 979,415 $40,000,000 | $10,000,000 | $8,000,000 | $2,000,000 | $1,000,000 | $250,000 $2,250,000




CITY OF SAN MATEO
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(650) 522-7000

330 W. 20t Avenue
San Mateo, CA 94403

June 24, 2025

Eli Kaplan

Regional Planning Program

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
375 Beale Street San Francisco, CA 94105
ekaplan@bayareametro.gov

Subject: City of San Mateo Comments on the Draft TOC Evaluation Criteria Framework

Dear Mr. Kaplan,

Thank you for sharing the Draft Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Evaluation Criteria Framework and for
providing jurisdictions with the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed point breakdowns. The
City of San Mateo has reviewed the criteria and have several comments. These comments reflect our desire
to support and achieve the TOC objectives, facilitate the production of more housing and increase the use
of our Caltrain stations. We appreciate the opportunity to engage in this process and offer the following
comments and suggestions for your consideration:

Housing Production, Preservation, and Protection Policies:

Provide bonus points if more than two distinct and applicable policies are in place under this
category, reflecting the broad and complex nature of addressing housing needs. The City of San
Mateo is in the process of evaluating and implementing a variety of policies and programs that support
and increase housing production and it seems consistent with the TOC Policy to recognize jurisdictions
that are going above and beyond with policy implementation.

Allow jurisdictions to justify reduced funding thresholds. Several of the potential policy compliance
options have a minimum four-year funding threshold associated with them which is determined by a
jurisdiction’s designation in a Tier ranging from A-G based on the amount of a jurisdiction’s Very Low
and Low-Income Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). While the City of San Mateo already has
some of these policies in place, the framework’s funding thresholds often go beyond—and in some
cases significantly exceed—the commitments jurisdictions have already made. We request that MTC
reconsider these thresholds or allow jurisdictions to justify reduced funding levels where they can
demonstrate that lower investments are sufficient to achieve the intended policy outcomes.

Parking Policies:

Increase points for eliminating parking minimums. This policy directly supports housing production
and sustainable land use goals by increasing flexibility for projects to provide parking that best meets
its needs while supporting its ability to secure construction financing, and should be weighted more
heavily given that elimination of parking minimums is still a very recent, and significant, policy shift for
most Bay Area jurisdictions.

Reduce or eliminate points for parking maximums. This supports the approach of allowing maximum
flexibility for new housing rather than setting new parking regulations that could result in unintended
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limits on development potential. Furthermore, until the Bay Area’s transportation network is fully
built-out, many residents will still have a practical need for a vehicle. Thus, we recommend letting the
market dictate parking supply where appropriate and focus on supporting ways to reduce reliance on
the need for on-site vehicle storage over this next cycle.

e Increase points for shared parking arrangements. This encourages more efficient use of land and
supports multimodal access.

® Reduce the overall point weight for the Parking category. Parking reform is important, but should not
outweigh other key policy areas.

e Points for end-of-trip bicycle facilities. Add points for providing showers in changing rooms in
conjunction with bike parking in commercial uses such as office, retail, and restaurants to further
support active transportation. Having showers allows for greater utilization of bicycling for employees.

e Provide bonus points if a jurisdiction demonstrates more than one applicable parking management
policy. This would encourage a comprehensive approach to addressing parking. Parking has been a
complex issue in the City of San Mateo and allowing more points for parking flexibility would be helpful
and recognize that this issue often requires locationally specific solutions to be successful.

e Remove the “substantial compliance” category and retain only “partial compliance.” This would
reduce the overall weight of parking.

Station Access and Circulation:

e Increase the overall point allocation for station access and circulation improvements. Allowing for
more access to major transit stops will support greater utilization of the public transportation system.

e Award additional points for jurisdictions with recently adopted or updated station access/circulation
plans or policies. This isimportant because jurisdictions that have done this work have already thought
through and addressed a variety of issues around station access and circulation specific to the needs
and opportunities for improving access and will result in more capital projects that improve station
area access and infrastructure.

The City of San Mateo values the vision behind the TOC Policy and supports the integration of land use,
transportation, and housing strategies to meet the region’s long-term goals. At the same time, we believe it
is essential to recognize that many jurisdictions are not yet adequately equipped to support the full extent
of policies envisioned by the framework. Additionally, while we are committed to fostering higher-density,
mixed-income communities near transit, we believe that market conditions and development readiness
should be taken into consideration in shaping these policies and how quickly they can be implemented.

We welcome continued collaboration with MTC and our regional partners to ensure the TOC Policy and its
implementation tools achieve their intended goals—without creating unintended barriers for jurisdictions
actively working toward the same outcomes.

Thank you for your consideration of our feedback. We look forward to ongoing collaboration and to working
closely with your team as the TOC Policy framework is finalized and implemented in a way that is flexible,
feasible, and responsive to the diverse conditions across our region. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact Simin Zakavand, Associate Planner, at szakavand@cityofsanmateo.org.

Sincerely,

Dby DAL

Zachary Dahl, AICP
Community Development Director
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City/County Association of Governments
of San Mateo County

Atherton * Belmont * Brisbane * Burlingame * Colma * Daly City * East Palo Alto * Foster City *
Half Moon Bay * Hillsborough * Menlo Park * Millbrae * Pacifica * Portola Valley * Redwood City
* San Bruno * San Carlos * San Mateo * San Mateo County *South San Francisco * Woodside

August 26, 2025

The Honorable Gavin Newsom
Governor, State of California
1021 O Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
Transmitted via Electronic Mail

RE: AB 1085 (Stefani) License Plate Obstruction — SIGNATURE REQUEST
Dear Governor Gavin Newsom:

On behalf of the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County,
| write to request your SIGNATURE on AB 1085 (Stefani), which would add to the
list of illegal devices used to obscure devices and increase the penalties for
manufacturing and selling these devices in California.

C/CAG, as the Congestion Management Agency for San Mateo County, works
with local stakeholders to plan and implement the County’s tfransportation
program. San Mateo County relies on revenues from the Bay Area’s bridge tolls,
as well as managed lanes on US 101 to support our transportation infrastructure.
C/CAG jointly manages the express lanes on US 101 with the San Mateo County
Transportation Authority. These facilities rely on automated license plate readers
(ALPR) and in-vehicle transponders (FasTrak) to ensure that tolls are collected.
Additionally, ALPRs are used to enforce parking violations, speed enforcement,
and other fraffic violations throughout California.

As noted in the recent committee analysis, the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA)
reports that state-owned bridges had 946,740 unpaid crossings due to
obstructed or defaced plates, resulting in loss revenue of $6.8 million, or around
1% of total revenue, with small percentage of that lost revenue stemming from
customers intentionally obscuring their plates.

AB 1085 would make illegal additional products used to obscure plates, while
also creating a financial disincentive for selling and using these devices. This

555 County Center, 5" Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063 PHONE: 650.599.1406 Fax: 650.361.8227
WWW.CCAG.CA.GOV



would help to ensure there are additional revenues available to support
transportation infrastructure in our region. For these reasons, C/CAG respectfully
asks that you please sign AB 1085. Thank you for your consideration and please
contact Sean Charpentier, C/CAG Executive Director at
scharpentier@smcgov.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Zay

Adam Rak, Chair
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
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