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June 5, 2025

Joel Shaffer, Britt Tanner, Mika Miyasato

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)/Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
Bay Area Metro Center

375 Beale Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94105-2066

RE: Bay Area Transit Priority Policy for Roadways: Revised Draft Policy Memo
Dear MTC Staff:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the revised framework of the Bay Area Transit
Priority Policy for Roadways (TPPR). We appreciate MTC's commitment to enhancing transit reliability
and customer experience through this policy. We are supportive of the policy goals of increasing transit
ridership along our existing network of roadways. We also thank MTC staff for presenting the TPPR
framework to the C/CAG Congestion Management Program Technical Advisory Committee (CMP TAC)
and the Congestion Management and Environmental Quality (CMEQ) Committee in May.

Our comments reflect feedback provided during these meetings as well as additional input gathered
from local jurisdictions.

Concern About Coordination with Transit Agencies

|Il

We acknowledge and appreciate the shift from requiring transit agency “approval” to “review” in the
TPPR framework. However, some jurisdictions remain concerned that the policy could allow transit
agencies to potentially have significant influence in local city street projects that have multiple
competing stakeholders. Or that the policy might inadvertently add time to project delivery, particularly
if the process of the transit agency review is unclear. Furthermore, asking transit agencies to indicate
whether “support” for projects might be complicated if it is a combined transit agency and sales tax
authority that has competitive funding processes for the very same projects. We suggest that MTC
clarify the documentation process for transit agency review and feedback within the Complete Streets
Checklist. A transparent and standardized process will help streamline coordination and avoid

administrative bottlenecks.

Concern about $250,000 Threshold

The current $250,000 project cost threshold for applying the TPPR and Complete Streets Checklist
requirements is too low, especially in the context of rising construction costs and the administrative
burden of managing state and/or federal funds. Consider increasing the threshold to focus policy
requirements on larger-scale projects where transit integration is more feasible and impactful.

Impact on Smaller Jurisdictions

Smaller jurisdictions, or those with limited staff capacity, may be disproportionately impacted by the
additional coordination and documentation requirements. Consider providing technical assistance to



support smaller jurisdictions. This will help ensure that TPPR implementation is equitable and that
transit benefits are realized across the region.

Need for a Dedicated Funding Stream

A dedicated funding stream for transit priority improvements would support implementation without
diverting resources from other transportation projects, particularly in smaller or resource-constrained
jurisdictions.

NACTO Guidelines

While the NACTO Transit Street Design Guide includes many best practices, its guidance is often more
applicable to large urban areas. NACTO only offers full membership to jurisdictions with more than
400,000 residents. In suburban and rural contexts, certain design recommendations may be more
difficult to apply. Offering guidance or case studies relevant to these contexts could help local agencies
identify feasible transit-priority solutions.

Transit Priority Network (TPN) Development

In developing and refining the Transit Priority Network (TPN), continued coordination with local
jurisdictions is encouraged. Local plans, data, and context should be considered to ensure that TPN
designations are aligned with local goals. Furthermore, many cities will have a high percentage of total
roadway miles that have transit service and will be subject to this policy. Consider a streamlined
approach for collectors and small arterials and a more robust approach for major arterials and/or State
Highways like EI Camino Real that could reduce the administrative impact on project delivery.

Inclusion in Complete Streets Review by Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committees (BPACs)

BPACs play a critical role in advancing bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements and reviewing
Complete Street Checklists. Referring projects to BPACs is useful given the BPACs established role in
reviewing Complete Street Checklists. However, it’s important to acknowledge that by design (and for
good reason) BPACs typically focus on the bicycle and pedestrian elements of a project. While their
input is essential, additional review processes may be needed to ensure a comprehensive assessment of
all Complete Streets components, including transit.

Additional comments from the City of Redwood City are attached to this letter. Thank you again for the
opportunity to provide input. We look forward to continued engagement on this effort.

Sincerely,

Koo Uiz

Sean Charpentier
Executive Director
C/CAG San Mateo County

Attachments
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- Comments from the City of Redwood City
City of Redwood City Comments:

e Majority of jurisdictions in Bay Area are smaller agencies with limited resources, staff, etc.
The proposed policy will make the grants administration even more complicated for mid-
size and small local agencies.

e The presentation refers to all roadways with fixed transit routes that have certain criteria.
Need a refined TPN, otherwise this new policy will have a huge impact on local roadway
projects in terms of cost and delivery. Adding bus boarding island is expensive and it does
not worth investing on it if the frequency or ridership is low or even medium.

e The policy is more appropriate for larger cities with higher transit ridership and higher
service frequency. Even images that are shown in the PowerPoint presentation are mainly
focused on larger Cities.

¢ Do local transit agencies have staff capacity to be involved in local roadway projects? How
does this impact the projects timeline?

Thank you,
Malahat Owrang
Principal Transportation Planner

City of Redwood City Engineering & Transportation Department



