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From the Executive Director

San Mateo County residents demonstrate a consistent willingness to invest in
critical transportation infrastructure projects and programs that enhance
mobility and improve the quality of life for all of our communities.
This support has been evident since the original approval of dedicated
transportation investment when the San Mateo County Transportation Authority
(TA) was formed in 1988 with the passage of Measure A, which was then
reauthorized in 2004. Most recently, in 2018, San Mateo County voters passed
Measure W, a half-cent sales tax estimated to generate roughly $91 million per
year. Together, with the existing Measure A half-cent sales tax, we can continue
to invest in our future and move people faster, more efficiently, and help address
congestion throughout the County.
The purpose of the TA’s 2020-2024 Strategic Plan is to provide the policy framework and guidance for
implementing both the ongoing Measure A Transportation Programs and the TA administered portion of the
new Measure W Congestion Relief Plan. The TA is charting new territory by finding common ground between
Measures A and W and developing one Strategic Plan that honors the spirit and mandates of both measures.
Measure W is guided by Core Principles while Measure A’s foundation is its Vision and Goals. Through
extensive public outreach, leveraging the knowledge and diverse experiences of Stakeholder and Technical
Advisors and with significant input from members of a TA Board Ad Hoc Committee, staff, expert consultants,
and the general public, the needs of both measures can be met through the programs and processes laid out
in the following pages.
Congestion relief will take many forms over the next several decades from increasing person throughput
on our highways by building express lanes, improving safety and local mobility with more rail-road grade
separations, maintaining and expanding first last mile connections to mainline transit service by overcoming
barriers to walking and bicycling and improving local shuttle service, and supporting and expanding high
quality regional transit to better connect the County to the greater Bay Area region.
This Strategic Plan takes a modern approach that focuses on moving the most people possible, minimizing
the traffic impacts of regional growth, and investing in all modes of travel. It serves as the roadmap for the next
five years to provide a more balanced functioning transportation system that improves connections between
people and places, lays the foundation to promote smart growth, supports economic development, provides
an array of choices and promotes geographic and social equity.
We hope you find this Strategic Plan helpful in understanding what the TA does and how Measures A and W
funding will be assessed for allocation over the next five years.

Jim Hartnett
Executive Director
The remaining 50% of Measure W is administered by the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans).
Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Section 1
Introduction and Background
The San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA)
Strategic Plan, for the years 2020-2024, represents
an important milestone in the use of voter-approved
funds to implement transportation projects and
programs in San Mateo County. It is a five-year plan
that identifies the policies, procedures, and methods
for administering the expenditure of funds generated
by Measure A and 50 percent of funds generated by
Measure W. It is the initial strategic plan providing
guidance for all of Measure W program categories
except for County Public Transportation Systems,
which will be administered by the San Mateo County
Transit District (SamTrans).

half-cent sales tax and the adoption of a new TEP for
an additional 25 years (2009-2033).

In 1988, San Mateo County voters approved
Measure A, a 20-year half-cent sales tax to fund and
leverage other funding sources for transportation
projects and programs in San Mateo County. The
approval of Measure A created the San Mateo
County Transportation Authority (TA) to manage
and administer the new sales tax revenue. The TA
is governed by a seven-member Board of Directors
tasked with the administration of the Transportation
Expenditure Plan (TEP). The Board of Directors
sets the overall policy direction for the TA and is
comprised of: two Board members appointed by the
Board of Supervisors; four Board members appointed
by the City Selection Committee to represent North
County, Central County, South County, and Cities
at Large; and one Board member appointed by
SamTrans. A 15-member Citizens Advisory Committee,
appointed by the Board, serves as a liaison between
the public and the Board of Directors. The Measure
A TEP lists projects and programs, as identified by
the cities, local agencies, and citizens of San Mateo
County, and includes funding for multiple modes to
help meet the County’s transportation needs.

The Measure A TEP requires the TA to develop and
adopt a Strategic Plan and that it be updated at least
once every five years. The Measure W TEP, otherwise
known as the San Mateo County Congestion Relief
Plan, also requires the TA to prepare a Strategic Plan
with broad-based public outreach.

San Mateo County is one of 25 “self-help” counties
in California that chose to tax itself in order to help
address the County’s transportation needs. The TA
has thus been able to accelerate the completion
of major projects by bridging funding gaps and
leveraging other fund sources. The 1988 Sales Tax
Measure expired on December 31, 2008. In 2004, San
Mateo County voters reauthorized the Measure A
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

Building off the success of Measure A, while trying
to keep up with the pace of change in the region,
San Mateo County voters approved Measure W in
November 2018, which was the culmination of efforts
supported by an extensive outreach process to
better understand and meet the County’s mobility
needs. Measure W provides an additional halfcent transportation sales tax for 30 years, which
supplements Measure A sales tax revenue in support
of countywide transportation improvements.

The purpose of the Plan is to provide policy guidance
for the implementation of Measure A and Measure W
transportation sales tax programs that the TA is
tasked with administering. This Plan provides:
 A description and the results of the robust public
communication and outreach effort that was
conducted during its preparation
 The policy framework for program implementation,
including:
– Evaluation criteria/prioritization for project
selection
– Processes to initiate projects
– Options for how the TA can become more
proactive with project development and
implementation
– Initiatives to support additional project and
program implementation efforts, which are
further outlined in Section 8
It is essential to emphasize that this plan is a living
document that will continue to evolve as the TA
implements the Measure A and Measure W programs.
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Section 2
Measure A and W Programs Overview
The 2009-2033 Measure A Program began on January
1, 2009 and continues to generate sales tax revenues
in San Mateo County for transportation facilities,
services, and programs. The 2019-2049 Measure W
Program was approved on November 6, 2018 with
the collection of revenue beginning July 1, 2019. The
following section discusses the expenditure goals
and guidelines for the two transportation funding
programs.

program categories and the mandated percentage
split of the sales tax revenues to each of the six
primary program categories: Transit, Highways,
Local Streets/Transportation, Grade Separations,
Pedestrian and Bicycle, and Alternative Congestion
Relief Programs. The percentage share for each of the
program categories is illustrated in Figure 2-1 below.
In addition, one percent of Measure A funds is set
aside for administration purposes.

2.1 Measure A (2009-2033)

Figure 2-1: 2004 Measure A TEP Program Categories

Goals
The Measure A Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP)
aims to:
 Reduce commute corridor congestion
 Make regional connections
 Enhance safety
 Meet local mobility needs

Key Strategies
The Measure A TEP vision has also set forth several
key strategies:
 Target key congested corridors for highway and
transit improvements
 Continue to improve connections with regional
transportation facilities
 Enhance safety in all aspects of the transportation
system
 Meet local mobility needs, especially those of
seniors and people with disabilities
 Meet the cities’ and County’s unique local
transportation needs
 Leverage local, state, and federal funds
 Encourage transportation projects that support
transit-oriented development

Program Category Details
The Measure A expenditure plan sets the specific
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

The TEP outlines restrictions in the use of Measure
A funds with the purpose of targeting funding to
transportation projects in San Mateo County and
maximizing the leveraging of other funding sources:
 Measure A funds may not be used to supplant
existing funds and resources on projects
 Measure A funds may be used only for:
– Transportation programs and projects as allowed
in the TEP
– Projects within San Mateo County, with the
exception of system-wide Caltrain improvements
and other projects that minimally extend into
adjacent counties
The TEP further provides that “listed” projects are to
be included in each Strategic Plan. A listed project is
3

a capital project in which the TA has programmed Measure A funding from the Highway, Grade Separations,
and Pedestrian and Bicycle program categories. The TA can deprogram funding for a project, and thus remove
a listed project from the Strategic Plan if requested by the project sponsor or if a sponsor fails to meet its
obligations under the terms and conditions of the funding agreement for the project. An inventory of listed
projects is contained in Appendix A. Note, going forward, the listed projects in Appendix A will be updated as
needed and included in each subsequent Strategic Plan during the life of Measure A. The inventory of listed
projects is not intended to be a comprehensive list of projects selected for funding from all the Measure A
programs, nor an inventory of all projects eligible for Measure A funds in the future.
A description and purpose of each Measure A Program category is outlined in Table 2-1. Projected revenue for
Measure A, in addition to Measure W, is included in Table 4-1.
Table 2-1: Measure A Program Category Details

Program Category

Description

Purpose

Existing commuter rail system
providing train service in
San Francisco, San Mateo and
Santa Clara counties
Transit services provided with
vehicles that are typically larger than
vans and smaller than buses
Targeted transportation services for
people that have special mobility
needs
Transit service provided by vessels on
waterways
A key corridor connecting the East
Bay with the Peninsula identified for
future commuter rail service
Existing heavy rail system providing
train services in San Francisco,
San Mateo, Alameda and Contra Costa
counties

Upgrade and expand Caltrain systemwide services San Mateo County specific
improvements; up to one half of funds may be
used to support operations
Meet local mobility needs and provide access to
regional transit

Key Congested Areas (17.3%)

Highways in San Mateo County

Supplemental Roadways (10.2%)

Local, collector, arterial, state route
roadways in San Mateo County

Reduce congestion and improve safety on
highways
Reduce congestion and improve safety on
roadways

Local Streets / Transportation
(22.5%)

Transportation services, roadways
owned and maintained by the cities
and County of San Mateo

Improve and maintain local transportation
facilities and services

Grade Separations (15%)

Eliminate at-grade railroad crossings

Pedestrian and Bicycle (3%)
Alternative Congestion Relief
Programs (1%)

Pedestrians and bicycle facilities
Commute alternatives and Intelligent
Transportation Systems

Improve safety and relieve local traffic
congestion
Encourage walking and bicycling
Efficient use of transportation network and
reduce reliance on automobiles

Transit
Caltrain (16%)

Local Shuttles (4%)

Accessible Services (4%)

Ferry (2%)
Dumbarton Corridor (2%)

BART (2%)

Provide paratransit and other transportation
services to eligible seniors and people with
disabilities
Establish ferry services in San Mateo County
Construct stations and rail enhancements in
East Palo Alto, Menlo Park and Redwood City
Maintain and operate BART extension in San
Mateo County

Highways

Note: Up to 1 percent of Measure A revenues may be used for TA staff salaries and benefits
4

Section 2 Measure A and W Programs Overview

Accomplishments over the Past Five Years
Over the past five years of the Measure A program, a number of accomplishments were achieved, as described
below.

Processes and Plans
 Continued the established Call for Projects (CFP) process for several of the competitive program categories,
including two rounds each of Highway, Shuttle and Pedestrian/Bicycle CFPs, and one Grade Separation CFP,
programming over $199 million to projects throughout the County
 Developed an unconstrained 10-Year Highway Capital Improvement Program (CIP) (FY 2016-2025) to better
understand the magnitude of the Highway Program shortfall
 Developed a Congestion and Safety Performance Assessment of the State Highway System in San Mateo
County in conjunction with the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) to
identify key hot spots in the highway network
 Provided funding support and actively participated in the SamTrans Mobility Management Plan Community
Services Strategy to provide policy recommendations to improve performance of the jointly administered
TA-C/CAG Local Shuttle Program that provides critical first/last mile connections to regional transit and
improves local mobility

Key Projects and Programs Funded
Measure A has funded a number of key projects and programs throughout the County to meet the goals of the
2004 TEP. Following are key projects funded during the past five years:

Transit
 Caltrain upgrades and improvements, such as:
– Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) - electrification of the Caltrain Corridor and purchase of
electric multiple unit (EMU) trains – currently under construction
– South San Francisco Caltrain Station Improvements Project - replacement of the existing station to meet
current safety standards with improved access – currently under construction
– San Mateo Bridges Project - replacement of four 100-plus-year-old railroad bridges in the City of San Mateo
– completed in 2016
 Shuttles: The TA helps fund a robust shuttle system to provide critical first- and last-mile access to regional
transit and meet local mobility needs
 Ferry: A financial feasibility study and cost/benefit analysis is underway to determine the viability of a new
public ferry terminal with the operation of new public ferry service in Redwood City
 Paratransit: Approximately $3.5 million is provided annually in support of the Paratransit Program, meeting
the transportation needs of those with special mobility requirements
Highways
 SR 1 San Pedro Creek Bridge Replacement Project (Pacifica) – completed in 2016
 US 101/Broadway Interchange Reconstruction Project - reconstruction of one of the oldest interchanges in San
Mateo County – completed in 2017
 SR 92 / SR 82 (El Camino Real) Interchange Improvements - conversion from a full to partial cloverleaf
interchange. Backups and queuing on SR 92 have been reduced with wider on- and off-ramps – completed in
2018

Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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 US 101 / Willow Interchange Improvements conversion from full to partial cloverleaf interchange
and replacement of the existing bridge structure
with a wider one. Operational deficiencies caused
by short weave movements between on-and offramps, and backups and upstream queuing on US
101 have been reduced. Cycle tracks for bicyclists
included – completed in September 2019
 San Mateo US 101 Express Lanes, I-380 to terminus
of Santa Clara County Express Lanes - creation
of express lanes for use by HOV3+ (highoccupancy vehicles with three or more occupants),
motorcycles and transit for free and other vehicles
for a toll. Existing HOV lanes will be converted into
express lanes south of Whipple Avenue (under
construction) and new express lanes will be added
from Whipple to I-380 (final design)

Grade Separations
 25th Avenue Grade Separation - grade separation
of the existing Caltrain crossing of 25th Avenue
in San Mateo that includes the relocation and
reconstruction of the Hillsdale Caltrain Station and
extension of 28th and 31st Avenues underneath
below – currently under construction
 Broadway Grade Separation - preliminary
engineering and environmental work is ongoing for
a grade separation of the existing Caltrain crossing
of Broadway in Burlingame
 Ravenswood Avenue, South Linden Avenue/Scott
Street and the Whipple Avenue Grade Separation
Projects - planning work is underway to study
potential grade separations of existing Caltrain
crossings in the cities of Menlo Park, South San
Francisco, San Bruno, and Redwood City

Pedestrian/Bicycle
 US 101 / Holly Street Pedestrian and Bicycle
Overcrossing: new pedestrian/bicycle bridge
to be implemented in conjunction with US 101
/ Holly Street Interchange Improvements in
San Carlos – construction pending

installation of pedestrian scale lighting on widened
sidewalks, and installation of stamped asphalt
crosswalks in Daly City – construction complete
May 2019

Alternative Congestion Relief (ACR)
 Ongoing support for Commute.org’s annual
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) work
programs

2.2 Measure W (2019-2049)
In 2018, when San Mateo County voters passed
Measure W, they gave the County the ability to
generate additional resources from a new half-cent
sales tax to implement transportation improvements
as identified in the San Mateo County Congestion
Relief Plan.
The Congestion Relief Plan sets the program
categories and percentage split of the sales tax
revenues that are to be implemented primarily with
guidance, as applicable, from the eleven Measure W
Core Principles.

Measure W Core Principles
Through a robust public outreach process, the
following Core Principles were developed to help
guide the allocation of Measure W funds:
 Relieve traffic congestion countywide
 Invest in a financially sustainable public
transportation system that increases ridership,
embraces innovation, creates more transportation
choices, improves travel experience, and provides
quality, affordable transit options for youth, seniors,
people with disabilities, and people with lower
incomes
 Implement environmentally-friendly transportation
solutions and projects that incorporate green
stormwater infrastructure and plan for climate
change

 US 101 Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing south
of University Avenue - new pedestrian/bicycle
bridge in East Palo Alto approximately 1/3 of a
mile south of the University Avenue Interchange –
completed May 2019

 Promote economic vitality, economic development,
and the creation of quality jobs

 John Daly Boulevard Streetscape Improvements new six- to seven-foot-wide bicycle lanes on John
Daly Boulevard, widened pedestrian refuge islands,

 Invest in repair and maintenance of existing and
future infrastructure

6

 Maximize opportunities to leverage investment and
services from public and private partners
 Enhance safety and public health

Section 2 Measure A and W Programs Overview

 Facilitate the reduction of vehicle miles traveled, travel times, and greenhouse gas emissions
 Incorporate the inclusion and implementation of complete street policies and other strategies that encourage
safe accommodation of all people using the roads, regardless of mode of travel
 Incentivize transit, bicycle, pedestrian, carpooling, and other shared-ride options over driving alone
 Maximize potential traffic reduction potential associated with the creation of housing in high-quality transit
corridors

Program Category Details
The TA administers 50 percent of the Measure W sales tax proceeds, while the remaining 50 percent are
administered by SamTrans. The TA is responsible for administering the following four categories: Countywide
Highway Congestion Improvements, Local Safety, Pothole and Congestion Relief Improvements, Bicycle
and Pedestrian Improvements, and Regional Transit Connections. The Local Safety, Pothole, and Congestion
Relief Improvements category is comprised of two sub-components, the Local Investment Share and Grade
Separations. SamTrans is responsible for the County Public Transportation Systems category. Figure 2-2 shows
the percentage of the Measure W funds that are to be apportioned to each of the program categories.
Figure 2-2: Measure W Congestion Relief Plan Program Categories

Note: Local Investment Share and Grade Separations funds come from the Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief
Improvements Program category, which totals to 12.5% of Measure W funds.

Table 2-2 provides a description and purpose of each Measure W Program Category. Projected revenue for
Measure A, in addition to Measure W is included in Table 4-1.

Strategic Plan 2020-2024

7

Table 2-2: Measure W Program Category Details

Program Category

Description

Purpose

Countywide Highway Congestion
Improvements (22.5%)

Focus on improvements to state
highways and interchanges

Provide congestion relief, reduce travel
times, increase person throughput
improve operations, safety and
access and deployment of advanced
technologies and communications on
highway facilities in San Mateo County

Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion
Relief Improvements - Local
Investment Share (10%)

Local transportation programs and
services; funds must be used for
pavement rehabilitation if a city or
the County has a Pavement Condition
Index (PCI) Score less than 70

Investment in local transportation
priorities including deployment
of advanced technologies and
communications on roads, paving
streets and repairing potholes, and
promoting alternative transportation

Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion
Relief Improvements - Grade
Separations (2.5%)

Separation of roadways crossing rail
corridors

Separation of roadways crossing rail
corridors

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements Bicycle and pedestrian programs and
(5%)
projects that incentivize mode shift to
active transportation

Reduce traffic congestion by safely
connecting communities and
neighborhoods with schools, transit
and employment centers, fill gaps
in the existing bicycle/pedestrian
network, safely cross barriers and
make walking and bicycling safer and
more convenient

Regional Transit Connections (10%)

Reduce congestion and improve transit
connectivity between the County and
the rest of the region, considering
a project’s support through publicprivate partnerships

Services designed to improve transit
connectivity between the County and
the region, including rail, water transit,
heavy rail and regional bus service

County Public Transportation Systems Funds for public transportation that are Maintain and enhance bus, paratransit,
(50%)
administered by SamTrans
Caltrain and other countywide mobility
services
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Section 3
Plan Development Process
3.1 Preface: Get Us Moving San Mateo
County
SamTrans, in conjunction with the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors, led the Get Us Moving
San Mateo County (GUM) effort from Winter 2017
through Spring 2018. This large-scale outreach effort
was a collaborative program designed to increase
community awareness of current transportation
conditions, programs, services, and solutions; help
identify and prioritize transportation-funding needs in
the County; develop an understanding of community
opinions about transportation priorities; and inform
future transportation revenue opportunities and
expenditures.
GUM was a joint effort with local cities, partner
agencies, and other stakeholders including regional
leaders, transportation professionals, employers of
all sizes, non-profit and transit advocacy groups.
Outreach resulted in feedback from more than 16,000
San Mateo County residents and reached hundredsof-thousands more through direct mail, television
advertisements, online surveys, social media,
town halls and more than 100 presentations to city
councils, business and community groups, and more.
The result of the GUM outreach effort was the
development of the San Mateo County Congestion
Relief Plan, which became Measure W. The SamTrans
Board of Directors approved Measure W for the
November 2018 ballot with the consent of the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors.
The Strategic Plan development process leveraged
the GUM development efforts, utilizing the same
Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) and Technical
Advisory Group (TAG) for continuity.

3.2 Stakeholder/Public Outreach
Program
This section delves into the outreach process and the
steps taken to develop the Strategic Plan.
Broad-based stakeholder engagement was critical
to the creation of this Strategic Plan. Outreach was
especially important given that this is the inaugural
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

development of the policy framework for the
implementation of the TA’s programs under Measure
W, as well as the incorporation of both Measure A and
Measure W into one Strategic Plan.
Outreach occurred at multiple points in the process
through a variety of engagement techniques to
ensure the development of a well-informed Plan that
addresses the diverse interests and needs of the
County. Throughout the Strategic Plan development
process, stakeholders played an integral role
providing input on the policy framework and
implementation of the measure programs.
One significant task in the Strategic Plan
development process was to determine what “as
applicable” means for the Measure W Core Principles.
Measure W states, “Investment categories identified
in the Congestion Relief Plan are to be implemented
primarily with guidance from the Core Principles
set forth below, as applicable…” The Strategic Plan
set out to answer the questions of whether all the
Core Principles applied to each funding program
category, and at what weight or level of significance.
Outreach focused more on Measure W than Measure
A because the TA had conducted outreach multiple
times in the past on Measure A through previous
Strategic Plans.
Public engagement methods included regular
meetings with stakeholder and technical advisors, an
online survey with over 2,500 responses, and a series
of public meetings held throughout the County.
The following describes the public engagement in
more detail:
 SAG meetings: the SAG was comprised of
representatives that included non-profits, large
employers, business groups, transit, and constituent
advocacy groups
 TAG meetings: the TAG was comprised of
representatives from the cities, County, transit
agencies, special districts and the TA’s local partner
funding partners
 San Mateo County Transportation Authority Board
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of Directors, Board Ad Hoc Committee and Citizen’s
Advisory Committee meetings

 Input on what the TA’s role should be with regard to
project delivery and technical assistance

 Updates to the County Board of Supervisors, the
City and County Association of Governments of San
Mateo County (C/CAG) and Commute.org Board of
Directors

 Development of project evaluation criteria that
relate to the Core Principles

 Community meetings, pop-up events at local
farmers markets, and presentations at organizations
around the County

Members of the SAG and TAG were generally
supportive of the proposed processes for project
selection and initiation. Key comments received
from members emphasized the importance and need
for flexibility; input on project delivery with respect
to sponsor implementation and support for the TA
to take a more proactive role sponsoring highway
projects of countywide significance; concerns
regarding limited available funding to deliver
large capital projects and the ability to leverage
external revenue sources; integration of modern
transportation concepts in light of regional and
statewide initiatives; and the establishment of metrics
to better determine how projects are meeting the
Measure A Goals and Vision and the Measure W Core
Principles.

 Virtual Town Hall on the San Mateo County Transit
District YouTube
 Online engagement through the TA website
dedicated page, http://www.smcta.com/about/
Strategic_Plan_2020-2024.html
 Public online survey publicized through SAG and
TAG members, a text-blast to 40,000 randomized
county residents, e-mail to numerous Community
Based Organizations (CBOs), school and senior
groups, and press releases and social media
publicity. In addition, approximately 4,000 GUM
survey takers received notice of the survey.
 The public comment period for the Draft Strategic
Plan was open for 30 days. Approximately
4,500 GUM survey and TA Specific Plan survey
respondents were notified of the availability of
the Draft Strategic Plan for review and comment.
A summary of comments received on the TA’s
website for the Draft Strategic Plan can be found in
Appendix H.

Developing the Plan with Broad Stakeholder
Input
Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Groups

Between March and September of 2019, there were
numerous meetings with the SAG and the TAG.
The following are highlights of key activities they
participated in, as further described in Section 3.2:
 Comparison of the Measure A and W Program
categories, which confirmed direction to provide a
common selection process for several competitive
program categories
 Completing a survey to determine the applicability
of the Measure W Core Principles to each program
category
 Recommendations on the project selection process,
eligible sponsorship and minimum matching fund
requirements
10

 Final review of the weighting of the Core Principles
and development of weighted evaluation criteria

Presentations/Open Houses

TA Staff presented material on the Strategic Plan
through multiple venues. Staff held four community
open house events in the summer of 2019 at the
following locations: San Mateo Public Library,
Pacifica Community Center, Menlo Park Senior
Center, and the South San Francisco Municipal
Building. After a presentation by the TA about the
Strategic Plan effort, attendees were invited to
participate in a dot sticker exercise ranking the top
six Core Principles for each of the Measure W funding
categories.
In November 2019 staff, conducted an online Virtual
Town Hall hosted on the San Mateo County Transit
District website where viewers saw a presentation
on the Strategic Plan, could ask questions by a chat
window and make formal public comments via
the TA website. Finally, in both summer and fall of
2019 staff went to multiple organizations to make
formal presentations including those representing
individuals with disabilities, labor organizations,
business groups, environmental groups and others.
The following are organizations that SMCTA staff
made informal presentations to during the Strategic
Plan development process:
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 Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce, Business Issues  SAMCEDA Housing Land Use and Transportation
& Transportation
(HLUT)
 Pacifica Climate Committee
 San Mateo County Paratransit Coordinating Council
 Redwood City - San Mateo County Chamber of
 SamTrans Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
Commerce, Transportation & Housing Committee

Pop-Up Events

The TA set up booths at two pop-up events: the Half Moon Bay Coastside Farmers Market and the Burlingame
farmers market (both in June of 2019). Each booth had large-format posters that provided background
information on the Strategic Plan and Measure W, and a facilitated dot sticker exercise for ranking Core
Principles under each project category. The TA also provided fact sheets on the Strategic Plan, Measure A and
Measure W at all community meetings.

Ad Hoc Committee, Citizen Advisory Committee, and Board Meetings

TA staff regularly presented the results of stakeholder and public outreach efforts to the Ad Hoc Committee,
the SamTrans CAC, and the TA Board to keep them abreast of the planning effort and to get their buy-in on key
components of the Plan development process.

Online Public Survey

To reach a large-scale audience, the TA opened an online survey from June to August of 2019, which received
more than 2,500 responses. The survey provided an introduction on the Strategic Plan effort and Measure
W, and asked respondents to choose up to six of the most applicable Core Principles for each Measure W
Program category. The survey also asked for each respondent’s place of residence and employment by city or
unincorporated County area and provided an area for open-ended general comments.

General Comments from the Online Public Survey

All survey comments were reviewed and incorporated where appropriate. Some comments that were
representative of general themes that emerged from the comments include:
 Prioritize pedestrian safety

and transit hubs

 Addressing at-grade train crossings is really
important

 Please make the roads safer

 Safety, relieving congestion, and repairing potholes
should be the overwhelming priority

 Fix the potholes

 Safe connected bike paths
 Support green, environmentally-friendly solutions
 More bikes = fewer cars
 Invest in more transit and more bike infrastructure

 Safe streets and more transit service
 Repair streets and highways
 Infrastructure repair is critical
 Bikes, trains and buses
 More transit options

 Stop prioritizing automobiles
 Denser housing near transportation hubs to support
more frequent and expanded public transportation  Congestion relief, road maintenance, convenient
public transportation
service
 Traffic reduction is a must
 Increasing automobile capacity will not improve
congestion

 Coordinate the times of the shuttles, ferries, buses
and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) better

 More carpool lanes
 Get people out of their cars on the 101 and onto
Caltrain
 Good networked sustainable transportation
alternatives to and through San Mateo County
 Improve the pedestrian environment near schools
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

 Seamless fare integration
 Public transportation needs to be more efficient,
run more frequently and connect to other lines at
transfer points
 More trains, more often
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Figure 3-1 is a word cloud that illustrates the most often used words received from approximately 2,500
general public comments.
Figure 3-1: Public Survey Response Word Cloud

3.3 Plan Development Steps
This section provides a description of
key activities undertaken as part of the
Strategic Plan development process.

Commonalities between Measures
A and W
One of the initial outcomes of the
stakeholder meetings was to determine
whether it made sense to consolidate the
project selection process for the common
competitive program categories between the measures. There was general concurrence from the SAG and
TAG, as well as the Board Ad Hoc Committee, that there was sufficient commonality in Measures A and W to
support having a common selection process for the comparable competitive programs. Figure 3-2 illustrates
the comparability between the program categories from both measures.
Figure 3-2: Measure A & W Comparability Chart
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Project Framework Tables

Weighting of Measure W Core Principles

Policy framework tables were created for the
Measure W program categories and the comparable
Measure A program categories for project selection,
project sponsorship, and minimum matching
fund requirements as illustrated in Table 6-1 and
6-2 in Section 6.1 and minimum matching fund
requirements in Table 7-1 in Section 7.2

The stakeholder and public outreach process also
helped inform the applicability and weighting of the
Measure W Core Principles. As described in Section
3.2 above, the surveys completed by the SAG and
TAG, as well as the general public, were designed
to determine the relative weight of each of the Core
Principles for the TA administered funding categories.
Ultimately, each Core Principles received a weighting
of High, Medium, or Low for each program category.
The final recommended weightings took into account
the SAG and TAG survey responses, the general
public survey responses, additional comments from
the SAG/TAG after they completed their surveys,
Measure W language regarding program priorities,
Board Ad Hoc member input, as well as project team
and consultant recommendations. A summary of the
weighting of the Core Principles for each Measure W
Program category can be seen in Table 3-1, with gold
being the highest weighting, green being weighted
medium and blue being the lowest weighted. A
summary of the weighting of the Core Principles from
each group (SAG, TAG and public survey) can be
found in Appendix D. Table 3-2 is the Core Principle
key. The weighting of the Core Principles directly
influences the assignment of points to the evaluation
criteria.

Initiatives to Improve Project Delivery
The TA also saw an opportunity to be able to improve
the project delivery process. The TAG, which was
primarily comprised of representatives that are
the TEP project sponsors, strongly supported the
position that the TA should be proactive in identifying
and sponsoring highway projects of countywide
significance. The TA recognizes that local agencies
often have limited resources and experience as well
as competing priorities that can impact their ability
to deliver large regional highway projects. Greater
benefits may be realized by strategically targeting
projects that reduce regional congestion and also
improve local mobility. Examples of highway projects
of countywide significance include the San Mateo US
101 Express Lanes and the US 101/SR 92 Interchange.
The TA will consider setting aside funding for these
highway projects of countywide significance, striking
a balance with local needs, which will be further
addressed as part of the update to the Short Range
Highway Plan (2012-2021) with an accompanying
Capital Improvement Program (CIP).

Table 3-1: Measure W Core Principle Weights - All
Categories

The TA also strives to further its role with technical
assistance, as resources permit, to advance project
delivery. The TA should further explore the following
options:
 Provide technical assistance to sponsors, not
limited to the highway program,
 Utilize consultant services to offer Complete Streets
and other best practice workshops,
 Temporarily offer consultant services to fill sponsor
gaps due to staff vacancies on request to keep
projects moving, and
 Contract with consultants to obtain grant funds to
help sponsors be more competitive with various
grants and better leverage Measure A & W funds.

Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Table 3-2: Measure W Core Principles Key

P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11

Relieve Traffic Congestion Countywide
Invest in a Financially-sustainable Public Transportation System that Increases
Ridership, Embraces Innovation, Creates More Transportation Choices, Improves
Travel Experience, and Provides Quality, Affordable Transit Options for Youth,
Seniors, People with Disabilities, and People with Lower Incomes
Implement Environmentally-friendly Transportation Solutions, Green Stormwater
Infrastructure/Plan for Climate Change
Promote Economic Vitality, Economic Development & Creation of Quality Jobs
Maximize Opportunities to Leverage Investment from Public/Private Sources
Enhance Safety & Public Health
Invest in Repair & Maintain Existing & Future Infrastructure
Facilitate the Reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled, Travel Times and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions
Incorporate the Inclusion and Implementation of Complete Streets Policies and
Other Strategies that Encourage Safe Accommodation of All People Using the
Roads, Regardless of Mode of Travel
Incentivize Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian, Carpooling and Shared Ride Options over
Driving Alone
Maximize Traffic Reduction Potential Associated with the Creation of New Housing
Opportunities in High-Quality Transit Corridors

Development of Evaluation Criteria
The Strategic Plan contains evaluation criteria for the comparable competitive Highway, Bicycle/Pedestrian,
and Grade Separation Program categories, and the Measure W Regional Transit Connections Program
category. The comparable competitive programs are those where project sponsors compete for funding
and the program category requirements between Measures A and W are similar. Significant input went into
the evaluation criteria development process. As part of the SAG and TAG meetings, staff shared existing
project evaluation criteria used for the Measure A programs and added a few suggestions for each of the 11
Core Principles with respect to each of the comparable competitive funding categories and the Measure W
Regional Transit Connections Program category organized by Core Principle. Working with that initial set of
criteria, SAG and TAG members generated hundreds of evaluation criteria sorted by Core Principle for each of
the programs, which can be found in Appendix D. The proposed evaluation criteria were brought back to the
SAG and TAG for further refinement and consolidation through facilitated breakout sessions. Board Ad Hoc
members, staff and consultant also contributed significant input into this process, which is illustrated below in
Figure 3-3.
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Figure 3-3: Criteria Development Process

Criteria and Principles Weighting Process
The final draft evaluation criteria developed with SAG and TAG input, were grouped into the following thematic
areas: Need, Effectiveness, Sustainability, Readiness, and Funding Leverage. The evaluation criteria were
assigned numeric values based on the weighting of the relevant Core Principles. The point values range from
one to three points based on the weighting of the relevant Core Principle (High – three points, Medium – two
points, and Low – one point). The cumulative score for each evaluation criterion was tallied for each of the 11
Core Principles and accounted for 75 percent of the total available score.
Evaluation criteria under the thematic areas of Readiness and Funding Leverage are not fully addressed by
the Measure W Core Principle ranking process and were given their own point score (Readiness at 15 percent
and Funding Leverage at 10 percent), based on the established past practices under Measure A. These criteria
have been in use for many funding cycles, have worked well and have been carried forward for use in this
Plan. To simplify the process, the points associated with all the evaluation criteria have been calibrated to a
100-point scale. The final evaluation criteria and their significance with respect to each of the Core Principles
can be found in Appendix E.
The scope of work for large capital projects often is not finalized and projected performance data often is
not available prior to being environmentally cleared (for purposes of CEQA/NEPA). Several alternatives may
be under consideration prior to that point in time. Under the existing Measure A Highway Program, a greater
emphasis is placed on the evaluation criteria under the thematic area of Need for projects that have yet to
be environmentally cleared and a greater emphasis is placed on the evaluation criteria under the thematic
area of Effectiveness for projects that have been environmentally cleared. This has worked well and is also
recommended to be carried forward and used for the Measure W Highways, Grade Separations, and Regional
Transit Connections Program categories.
The point system illustrated in Appendix E for the Highway, Grade Separation, Bicycle and Pedestrian, and
Regional Transit Connections program categories is for projects that have received environmental clearance. It
is recommended that the maximum number of points that can be obtained for the evaluation criteria under the
thematic group of Need be increased with a corresponding decrease in the maximum number of points that
can be obtained for the evaluation criteria under the thematic group of Effectiveness for projects that have yet
to be environmentally cleared.
Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Section 4
Setting of the Plan
This section provides a backdrop of existing demographic and travel trends within San Mateo County, a look
at how peer agencies fund transportation projects in relation to the TA’s funding practices, and a financial
look-ahead for the funding of projects in San Mateo County.

4.1 Demographics and Travel Data
The TA conducted an analysis of demographic data to better understand current and future population and
employment growth patterns and travel trends. This includes current and future mode share and trip growth,
as projected changes could influence program policies.

Demographic Trends
According to the State of California Department of Finance, during the last national census in 2010, San Mateo
County had 718,454 residents and 331,931 jobs. Between 2010 and 2040, San Mateo County is projected to
increase in population by 25 percent with employment increasing by 34 percent.

Population by Age Group
The growth rate for most age groups is not projected to change significantly from 2010 to 2040, with the
exception of seniors age 65 and older. The senior population is expected to increase dramatically, from
approximately 90,000 to nearly 229,000. This change indicates that there will be growing pressure on transit
and accessible services to meet the needs of senior County residents in the next 20 years. Figure 4-1
illustrates age cohort data derived from the California Department of Finance’s Population and Projections
database, showing the total number of people by age group.
Figure 4-1: San Mateo County Population Change within Age Groups, 2010-2040

Source: State of California, Department of Finance, Population Data and Projections

Strategic Plan 2020-2024

17

Change in Population by Geography
Using the C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017), it is possible to examine population growth by Traffic Analysis
Zones (TAZs) from the calibrated base year of that model (2010) out into the future (2040). Population is largely
concentrated along the BART and Caltrain corridors as illustrated in Figure 4-2 below, which is consistent
with the smart growth strategy of encouraging a mode shift from single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips to
an increase in transit ridership. Between 2020 and 2040, the population of San Mateo County is projected to
increase by 91,927 to nearly 900,000 people.
Figure 4-2: Change in Population from 2010 to 2040 for San Mateo County by TAZ

Source: C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017) CDM Smith

Change in Employment by Geography
Figure 4-3 illustrates the total change in employment growth from 2010 to 2040 by TAZ. Areas with high
employment growth are in close proximity to BART and Caltrain stations, which as previously noted, can
help encourage mode shift from SOV trips to an increase in transit ridership. A comparison of Figure 4-2
(population change by geography) and Figure 4-3 (employment change by geography) shows that several
areas around Caltrain stations are projected to have a significant increase in both employment and population.
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Population and employment growth projections are derived from the C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017)
which uses data from the U.S. Census (2010) and from by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),
combined with estimates from individual cities, in Planned Development Areas (PDAs) near station areas and
anticipated transit-oriented development (TOD). The projected population and employment growth patterns
support continued investment in access to Caltrain and BART.
Figure 4-3: Change in Employment from 2010 to 2040 for San Mateo County by TAZ

Source: C/CAG Transportation Model with updates from South San Francisco & Brisbane (2017) CDM Smith
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Travel Trends
A comparison of the mode share data from the American Community Survey for the years 2010 and 2017 for
San Mateo County residents shows that transit mode share (for rail and bus combined) increased from 5
percent in 2010 to 7.9 percent in 2017. Walking mode share decreased from 3.2 percent in 2010 to 2.9 percent
in 2017, and bicycle mode share increased from 0.8 percent to 1.1 percent over the same time period. Figure 4-4
summarizes 2010 and 2017 mode share data for Means of Transportation for Commute to San Mateo County
Workplaces in San Mateo County, from the American Community Survey (ACS). Driving alone continues to
be the largest mode overall, dominating the mode share with 70.5 percent of 294,388 workers choosing to
make solo trips by car, truck, or van. However, the percent of total travel in the drive-alone mode declined
slightly during the seven-year period.
Figure 4-4: Means of Transportation for Commute to San Mateo County Workplaces

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)
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Transit Ridership
Figure 4-5 shows the average year-to-date transit ridership data for the years 2012 through 2018, which
includes counts for SamTrans bus, paratransit, Caltrain, shuttles, and the BART extension without the Daly City
stop; obtained from the San Mateo County Open Data Portal. The data shows that Caltrain has seen significant
growth while public bus service and BART have seen some declines in recent years. SamTrans has undertaken
an initiative to launch new express bus service to help improve mobility on the County’s congested highway
corridors and is preparing a Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) to analyze each route in the system
in the light of changing travel patterns and mobility needs. The goals of the COA include improved customer
experience, growing new and more frequent ridership, and improving SamTrans’ efficiency and effectiveness
as a mobility provider. BART is in the process of acquiring new rolling stock to replace its aging fleet. Shuttles
also play a vital transportation role by providing first-/last-mile connections for Caltrain and BART riders.
Figure 4-5: Transit Ridership Growth by Transit Service Type 2012-2018

Source: San Mateo County Open Data Portal - Transit Year-to-Date Ridership

Growth in Travel
According to the San Mateo County Travel Demand Model developed by C/CAG, all work-related trips in San
Mateo County are expected to grow by nearly 30 percent from 755,511 trips in 2015 to 981,787 trips in 2040.
This number includes people commuting from San Mateo County to other counties, people commuting from
other counties into San Mateo County, people commuting through San Mateo County, and people commuting
within San Mateo County. Figures 4-6 through 4-8 display the base year (2015) and future (2040) work travel
patterns for work trips within San Mateo County, work trips to and from adjacent counties, and work trips to
and from counties adjacent to San Mateo County. While there is a significant increase in the number of trips
that will be generated, the change in the distribution of those trips is not projected to significantly change,
with the exception being trips through San Mateo County. Although this represents a very small share of all the
trips, there is over a 30 percent increase in the projected number of trips passing through the County, with a
majority headed to the south.
Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Figure 4-6: Trips to Work by San Mateo County Residents

TRIPS TO WORK BY SAN MATEO COUNTY RESIDENTS

Trips to Work by
San Mateo County Residents

2015

2040

Increase
in Trips

Percent
Change

Within San Mateo County

307,957

364,483

+ 56,526

+ 18.4 %

To North

117,859

155,235

+ 37,376

+ 31.7 %

To East

22,937

28,946

+ 6,009

+ 26.2 %

To South

82,989

94,900

+ 11,911

+ 14.4%

531,742

643,564

+ 111,822

+ 21.03 %

Total Trips

Source: C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017)
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Figure 4-7: Trips to Work in San Mateo County Originating Outside the County

TRIPS TO WORK IN SAN MATEO COUNTY
ORIGINATING FROM OUTSIDE THE COUNTY

Trips to Work in San Mateo
County Originating from
Outside the County

2015

2040

Increase
in Trips

Percent
Change

From North

75,542

88,860

+ 13,318

+17.6 %

From East

75,652

82,409

+ 6,757

+ 8.9 %

From South

66,666

89,028

+ 22,362

+ 33.5 %

Total Trips

217,860

260,297

+ 42,437

+ 19.5 %

Source: C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017)
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Figure 4-8: Trips to Work through San Mateo County

TRIPS TO WORK THROUGH SAN MATEO COUNTY

Trips to Work through
San Mateo County

2015

2040

Increase
in Trips

Percent
Change

Through to North & to East

20,733

36,256

+ 15,523

+ 74.9 %

Through to South

39,176

41,670

+ 2,494

+ 6.4 %

Total Trips

59,909

77,926

+ 18,017

+ 30.1 %

Source: C/CAG Travel Demand Model (2017)
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Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Mateo County
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) on roadways in San Mateo County were collected from Caltrans’ Highway
Monitoring System/California Public Road Data (PRD) for the years 2010 and 2017. Figure 4-9 shows the
change in VMT between 2010 and 2017 on roadways within cities in San Mateo County, roadways in the
County of San Mateo, other roadways and State of California maintained facilities. There is expected to be an
increase of 5% in total VMT within San Mateo County between 2010 and 2017, growing to nearly 25 million
daily VMT in 2017. The increase in Caltrans-maintained roads usage compared to all other roadways within
San Mateo County suggests an increase in longer distance trips; these trends of increased traffic on Caltransmaintained roadways are also illustrated in Figure 4-6 through Figure 4-8 showing the increase in intercounty
travel.
Figure 4-9: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Mateo County by Road Type

Source: Caltrans Highway Performance Monitoring System / California Public Road Data (PRD)
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Emerging Mobility Services
Since the release of the 2014-2019 Strategic Plan,
there has been significant growth in new emerging
mobility services within the region. Micromobility
services such as bike share programs, which have
been trending toward dockless e-bike (electric assist)
systems, and scooter share programs have become
widely adopted in dense urban areas where they
are being used for short trips and first-/last-mile
connections to and from transit. However, they have
struggled to gain traction in suburban San Mateo
County, and it is not clear what actual impacts these
services will have on overall mode share in the future.
Over the last five years, there has also been a rise
in ride-hailing companies such as Uber and Lyft
operating rideshare programs and Get Around and
Zipcar providing car share services.
These emerging mobility services provide
opportunities to reduce SOV trips to access transit
and major activity centers. Micromobility services can
benefit from the build-out of bikeway networks and
encourage greater usage of those facilities. Ridehailing and car share have the potential to reduce
individual auto ownership and make transportation
choices more equitable for those who cannot afford a
vehicle or are unable to drive themselves.
These relatively new services also present some
challenges. There are storage concerns with dockless
bike share and scooter share systems, with potential
conflicts arising from the blocking of sidewalks and
the devices not being used and stored properly.
Ride-hailing services have been shown to increase
VMT and can compete with transit. However, the
potential to reduce VMT and provide better first-/lastmile connections to and from transit may offset the
downside of these mobility services.

Autonomous Vehicles
Autonomous vehicle (AV) pilots are currently being
tested in locations across the nation and abroad.
While mainstream use of AVs is likely well beyond
the timeframe of this Plan, they bring their own set
of opportunities and challenges, with great potential
to impact and alter the built environment within the
coming decades. AVs could enable narrower rights
of way and travel lanes; influence the form, location,
and amount of parking; impact the mobility of
pedestrians and bicyclists; and provide opportunities
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for redevelopment on excess parking lots and rights
of way. Their impact could be similar to that of ridehailing companies today with regard to increased
VMT; however, AVs also have the potential to reduce
auto ownership in urban areas through shared ondemand mobility.

Summary of Findings
The review of demographic and travel trends revealed
the following findings:
 High growth in the number of seniors (residents
age 65 and older) will put increased pressure on the
provision of transit and other senior-centric projects
and programs.
 The majority of the population and employment
growth in the County will occur along the already
congested north/south Highway 101 and Caltrain
corridors. Providing multimodal solutions with focus
on sustainable practices will be critical.
 The use of transit and bicycle modes have
increased since 2010, and although the mode share
has decreased for SOV trips it continues to be by
far the largest share. This suggests a balanced
approach to transportation investment will be
needed.
 VMT analysis of roadways in San Mateo County
and the growth in travel demand in the County,
shows that more strain will be put on an already
constrained network of Caltrans-maintained
facilities (as shown in Figures 4-5 through 4-8).
Future transportation projects will need to
emphasize person throughput to mitigate traffic
congestion.
 There is an increase in the number and type of
rapidly evolving new emerging mobility services
(from bike share to autonomous vehicles), which
bring opportunities that can be transformative in
the reduction of SOV trips and challenges as well,
potentially being disruptive without proper policy
guidance in place.

4.2 Related Plan Linkages and Ongoing
Planning Efforts
There are a number of recently completed or ongoing transportation planning efforts in San Mateo
County that were examined during the development
of the Strategic Plan to help inform the tasks in
the Plan development process, including the
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development of evaluation criteria and the project
selection process. Many of these plans were
initiated to address some of the same issues that
were identified under the Measure W Get Us Moving
San Mateo County process in 2018 (e.g. countywide
congestion relief) and they were developed to help
define the future transportation network in the county.

Plan Bay Area 2040 (2017):
Plan Bay Area 2040 is a state-mandated, integrated
long-range transportation and land use plan. As
required by Senate Bill 375, all metropolitan regions in
California must complete a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) as part of a Regional Transportation
Plan. In the Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) are jointly responsible
for developing and adopting a SCS that integrates
transportation, land use and housing to meet
greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB).
As part of Plan Bay Area 2040, MTC and ABAG
conducted extensive outreach to both regional
stakeholders and the general public. After receiving
feedback from stakeholders and the public, MTC and
the ABAG Executive Board established seven goals
and 13 performance targets to measure Plan Bay
Area 2040’s effectiveness in addressing the major
challenges facing the region.
Many of the goals and targets are in-line with the
existing Measure A goals, the new Measure W Core
Principles and the criteria that were born out of the
outreach efforts conducted for the Strategic Plan.
These include but are not limited to the following
 Goal: Climate Protection
– Target: Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions

 Goal: Transportation System Effectiveness
– Target: Increase non-auto mode share

– Target: Reduce vehicle operating and
maintenance costs due to pavement conditions
– Reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged
infrastructure
 Goal: Economic Vitality
– Increase share of jobs accessible in congested
conditions
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San Mateo Countywide Transportation Plan
2040 (2017):

The San Mateo Countywide Transportation Plan for
2040 (SMCTP 2040), prepared by the City and County
Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/
CAG), was conceived by San Mateo County leaders
as a way to provide the county with a long-range,
comprehensive transportation planning document
that sets forth a coordinated planning framework
and establishes a systematic transportation planning
process for identifying and resolving transportation
issues. SMCTP 2040 is intended to articulate clear
transportation planning objectives and policies and
to promote consistency and compatibility among all
transportation plans and programs within the county.
SMCTP 2040 created a central vision statement, and
then identified 11 categories where more specific
vision statements, goals and objectives could be
developed to provide a framework for decision
making to help guide countywide transportation
investment for the next two decades. The following
eight categories have ties to the goals that were
developed for Measure A and Measure W’s core
principles: Land Use & Transportation, Roadway
System, Bicycles, Pedestrians, Public Transportation,
Transportation System Management and Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS), Transportation Demand
Management (TDM), and Modal Connectivity.

San Mateo Countywide Transportation Plan
2040 Follow Up Action Plan (2018):

The San Mateo Countywide Transportation Plan
2040 (SMCTP 2040) Follow-Up Action Plan process
was initiated by a list of next steps developed to
ensure the SMCTP 2040 would be implemented
appropriately. The SMCTP 2040 Follow-Up Working
Group was formed to guide the development of the
Follow-Up Action Plan. The Follow-Up Action Plan is
a living document intended to guide C/CAG staff, its
member agencies, and stakeholders to implement the
SMCTP 2040. The Follow-Up Action Plan Priorities
are the primary keys to ensuring the vision, goals, and
objectives of the SMCTP 2040 are met.
As part of the SMCTP 2040 Follow-Up Action Plan,
a Performance Measures Matrix was developed that
identifies whether the objectives that are tied to the
categories that were developed in the SMCTP 2040
apply to the long- short- or near-term, which mode
they apply to and what the specific performance
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measure or target is for that category. Just like in the
SMCTP 2040, there are categories in the Performance
Measures Matrix that have ties to the goals that
were developed for Measure A and Measure W’s
Core Principles; those include: Land Use, Roadway
System, Bicycles, Pedestrians, Public Transportation,
Transportation System Management and ITS, TDM,
and Modal Connectivity.

Caltrain Business Plan (2020):

This plan is a comprehensive effort currently being
undertaken by the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers
Board (JPB) to develop a long-term service vision
for Caltrain. Through a substantial planning process,
the Business Plan has addressed the future potential
of Caltrain rail service over the next 20-30 years by
assessing the benefits, impacts, and costs of different
long-term service scenarios. In October 2018, the
JPB adopted a long-term service vision; it calls for a
minimum of eight trains per direction per hour during
the commute hours (up from the current five), as well
as increased off-peak and weekend services by 2040.
This increased frequency, paired with longer trains,
is anticipated to massively expand capacity to nearly
180,000 riders per day (up from the current 63,000) by
2040. In spring 2020, the JPB is anticipated to adopt
the full Caltrain Business Plan, which will provide
additional information about the long-term service
vision, build the case for investment, and outline an
implementation plan.
Caltrain has 14 stations in San Mateo County
and 30 at-grade crossings of streets, all of which
could be candidates for grade separation-related
improvements. Although the Caltrain Business Plan
does not provide recommendations regarding the
priority of at-grade crossings to be grade separated,
the JPB will embark on a study that prioritizes
grade separations on the Caltrain Corridor after its
completion. This subsequent work effort will have a
direct influence on the competitive Measure W Grade
Separation Program.

Dumbarton Transportation Corridor Study
(2017):

The 2017 Dumbarton Transportation Corridor
Study (DTCS), prepared by the San Mateo County
Transit District (District), is a feasibility study that
evaluated potential multimodal transportation
improvements within the Dumbarton Corridor in
the South San Francisco Bay Area. The Dumbarton
Corridor is a critical connector between residential
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neighborhoods in the East Bay and job centers on the
San Francisco Peninsula. The Study recommended
a re-established rail corridor and expanded bus
service across the Dumbarton Highway Bridge (SR
84). The DTCS considered a variety of short and
long term improvements that were evaluated against
a set of performance criteria established under key
project goals. There are parallels that can be drawn
from the goals and criteria in the DTCS and the
Measure A Goals, Measure W Core Principles and the
evaluation criteria that have been developed in this
Strategic Plan. Key goals listed in the DTCS include:
enhancing mobility, with an emphasis on capacity
and throughput; cost effectiveness; consideration of
environmental impacts, financial risk and safety; and
protecting local communities from adverse impacts,
considering low income and minorities.
Alternatives developed as part of the DTCS, and a
subsequent work effort currently underway to further
explore options to enhance mobility options along the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor, may be eligible to compete
for funding in the Measure A and W Highway Program
category and the Measure W Regional Transit
Connections Program category.

US-101 Express Bus Feasibility Study (2018):

The SamTrans US-101 Express Bus Feasibility Study
explored the role express buses can play in providing
mobility options on US-101 and adjacent roadways
like I-280 that strengthen connectivity to jobs and
housing hubs throughout the region. Together
with other improvements and TDM initiatives, the
implementation of viable, time-competitive public
transit options on US-101 has the potential to help
meet the region’s future transportation demands.
The study examined the financial and operational
feasibility of a network of long-distance express
buses operating on US-101 through San Mateo
County, potentially integrated with managed lanes
that provide access to high-occupancy vehicles. The
study recommended up to six routes implemented
over three phases that were in alignment with the
study goals that included: provide mobility options
for regional trips, increase transit market share,
develop cost effective service, transportation equity,
enhance assess to jobs and population centers, and
support sustainable land use and transportation
policies. These goals are also consistent with the
evaluation criteria developed in the Measure W
Regional Transit Connections Program category.
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SamTrans launched its new express bus route, the
FCX from Foster City to San Francisco, in August 2019.
The agency is exploring launching additional routes,
which may be eligible for funding in the Measure W
Regional Transit Connections Program category, over
the coming years.

US-101 Mobility Action Plan (Ongoing):

US-101 is a key component of the transportation
network connecting communities in San Francisco,
the Peninsula, and the South Bay. US-101 is one
of the most economically important corridors in
California, as well as a near neighbor to more than
640,000 residents. The MAP is a multi-county effort to
develop programs and policies intended to maximize
the benefits of planned infrastructure projects and
address disproportionate impacts on low-income
and/or highway adjacent communities. The outcome
of the MAP will include a comprehensive set of nearterm, policy and transportation demand management
(TDM) concepts, with a focus on equity, that have
the potential to maximize the benefits of planned
infrastructure projects. TDM programs may include
transit subsidies, carpool programs, improved bicycle
connections, and other incentives or disincentives,
seek to reduce travel demand of single-occupancy
vehicles or to redistribute this demand to off-peak
travel times.
Goals and performance metrics have been proposed
to evaluate proposed MAP TDM strategies that
include: reliability, in terms of peak travel time
consistency, percent of time Express Lanes operate
at 45 miles per hour or greater, on-time performance
for transit and perceived travel time reliability;
prioritizing high capacity mobility, considering person
throughput, vehicle occupancy and transit ridership
on parallel corridors; and fostering healthy and
sustainable communities, factoring collisions, bicycle
and pedestrian mode share, asthma rates and traffic
density. The MAP Goals are consistent with the
Measure A Goals, Measure W Core Principles and are
oriented toward similar outcomes as the evaluation
criteria developed for many of the competitive
comparable programs in the TA Strategic Plan. The
MAP will serve as a point of input in the subsequent
Strategic Plan initiative to prepare an Alternative
Congestion Relief/TDM Plan that will provide
further direction for the allocation of funding in the
Measure A Alternative Congestion Relief Program
Category and the Measure W TDM subcategory
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of the Countywide Highway Congestion Relief
Improvements Program category.

4.3 Best Practices in Funding from Peer
Agencies
To gain a better understanding of best practices in
transportation funding programs, the TA conducted
interviews with eight peer agencies with an extensive
history of administering funding programs:
 Alameda County Transportation Commission
(Alameda CTC)
 San Francisco County Transportation Authority
(SFCTA)
 Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA)
 Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM)
 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
 Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
 Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT)
The interviews took place in the Spring of 2019,
most of them over the phone, with a staff member
from each respective agency. The following section
describes the key takeaways from the interviews.

Funding Sources

The peer agencies were found to use a variety of
funding sources for competitive transportation
projects in their respective areas. Most of the
agencies interviewed funded programs through a
local half-cent sales tax measure that goes toward
funding various capital, operational, and planningrelated transportation projects. Some of the other
agencies (e.g., PSRC) work as a pass-through agency
for federal monies through the Federal Highway
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration.
MTC distributes funds to agencies throughout the
nine-county Bay Area region that are derived from a
variety of sources, including Regional Measures 2 and
3 (RM2 and RM3), which collect tolls from the region’s
bridges. Peer agencies found that opportunities to
leverage external funds are maximized when agency
goals and strategies were aligned; much like the TA’s
Measure A Vision and Goals and Measure W Core
Principles align with peer agencies in the region
(C/CAG and MTC).
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Transparency
One of the major takeaways from the interviews
was the importance of transparency in the project
selection process. Agencies noted that they have
seen the most success when they identify or
prioritize projects early on (e.g., in an Expenditure
Plan or through Visioning and Principles), which
limits the need for competitive selection. By limiting
the competitive selection process though, these
agencies find themselves in a less flexible situation
should a new transformative project come up after
the Expenditure Plan has been finalized. When
competitive selections are needed, the peer agencies
said that developing appropriate evaluation criteria
is key, using a collaborative effort with the respective
boards and sponsors to develop detailed scoring
matrices so the results of the process can be easily
understood and supported.
The peer agencies also made note of the importance
of informing their Boards and the public about the
uncertainties that are involved in the process, such
as when revenue does not meet the projections
and what that may mean for the projects in a
region. They also pointed out that having flexibility
built into the programs may help sponsors better
deliver more projects, with a set of both committed
and uncommitted funds in each project category.
However, if there is too much flexibility, without
funding commitments, then agencies run the risk of
not being able to finish the projects they have started
to fund.

Equity
Equity was another topic raised by the peer agencies,
both geographic and socioeconomic. Urban areas
tend to receive more funding than rural areas, but
by dividing local infrastructure funds (local streets
and roads) by formula, each agency that is funded
gets more discretion on how the funds will be spent.
To address the socioeconomic inequities in funding,
some agencies set aside additional points for projects
that happen within specifically designated areas,
such as Communities-of-Concern as is the practice
of both SANDAG and MTC. Additionally, competitive
projects can be assigned more points through
specific equity criteria.
This Strategic Plan incorporates issues of equity using
a variety of methods. Distribution of the Measure A
Local Streets and Transportation and the Measure W
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Local Investment Share program categories are by
formula throughout the County, ensuring a relative
equitable distribution of funding based on population
and road miles. As noted in Section 6.3, the TA
should take into consideration geographic and social
equity to try and achieve an equitable distribution of
investments.

Technical Assistance
Finally, the peer agencies provide different levels of
technical assistance for local agencies that apply for
funding. Similar to the TA, many of the peer agencies
provided debriefs for agencies whose projects are not
selected.
The TA currently provides technical assistance to
highway program sponsors on a request basis and
will considering expanding technical assistance
efforts as noted in Section 6.1.

Key Takeaways
The key takeaways from the peer review process
include:
 Most peer agencies make long-term commitments
per their Expenditure Plans and lead the
implementation of those plans
 The agencies have competitive calls for some
programs but not to the extent of the TA, which
leaves those agencies with somewhat less flexibility
for project implementation
 Opportunities to leverage external funds are
maximized when peer agency goals and strategies
are aligned
 The TA’s goals and principles align well with those
in other regional transportation plans such as C/
CAG’s Countywide Transportation Plan and MTC’s
Plan Bay Area

4.4 A Financial Look-ahead
Table 4-1 shows projected annual revenue on
an annual basis through the 2020-2024 five-year
timeframe of this Strategic Plan, and collected
funding yet to be committed to projects, with
projected new revenue from January 2019 through
December 2033 (15 years) for Measure A program
categories. It also shows projected revenue from July
2019 through June 2049 (30 years) for the Measure
W program categories that the TA is tasked with
administering.
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$125,125,000
$102,375,000
$68,250,000
$13,650,000
$4,550,000
$450,450,000

$20,475,000

$13,650,000
$2,730,000
$910,000

$90,090,000

$9,100,000
$9,100,000

$1,820,000
$1,820,000

$25,025,000

$136,500,000
$72,800,000
$18,200,000
$18,200,000
$9,100,000

2020-2024

$27,300,000
$14,560,000
$3,640,000
$3,640,000
$1,820,000

Annual

Measure W
Program Categories

$1,480,904,000

$16,670,000

$230,365,000
$42,591,000

$307,125,000

$428,810,000

$42,357,000
$27,300,000
Regional Transit Connections
(10%)
Countywide Highway Congestion
- 22.5%
Local Safety, Pothole &
Congestion Relief - 10%
Grade Separations - 2.5%
Bicycle & Pedestrian - 5%
No comparable Measure W
category

$45,500,000

$0

$45,500,000
$11,375,000
$22,750,000

2) Projected Measure W Funding assumes $91M annually collected from July 2019 through June 2049.

$0

$273,000,000
$68,250,000
$136,500,000

$614,250,000

$273,000,000

$45,500,000 $227,500,000 $1,365,000,000

$0

$9,100,000
$2,275,000
$4,550,000

$20,475,000 $102,375,000

$9,100,000

Projected Measure W Funding2
30 year
Annual
2020-2024 Measure
timeframe

$455,343,000 No comparable Measure W category
$249,448,000
$49,262,000
$53,156,000
$33,820,000

Remaining 15
years

Projected Total Remaining Measure A Funding1

Notes:
1) Projected Total Remaining Measure A Funding includes collected revenue yet to be committed to projects as of CY 2018 and revenue projected to be
collected ($91M annually) from CY 2019 through CY 2033.

Highways: 27.5%
Local Streets &
Transportation: 22.5%
Grade Separations: 15%
Pedestrian & Bicycle: 3%
Alternative Congestion
Relief: 1%
Projected Total Funds
Available:

Transit: (30%),
see subcategories below
Caltrain: 16%
Local Shuttles: 4%
Accessible Services: 4%
Ferry: 2%
Dumbarton Rail
Corridor: 2%
BART w/in San Mateo
County: 2%
No comparable Measure A
category

Measure A
Program Categories

Projected Funding Estimated to be Available for the Measure A and W Program Categories (in 2019 dollars)

Table 4-1: Funds Available Comparison between Measure A and Measure W Program Categories (in 2019 dollars)

$580,125,000
$298,615,000
$179,091,000

$1,043,060,000

Measure A &
W Comparable
Category Total
Projections
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Figure 4-10: Total Available and Projected Measure A Funds and TA-Administered Measure W Funds for
Programs and Projects

Measure A and Measure W Financial Outlook (Projected Revenue versus Needs)
While Measure W brings a significant infusion of funding to support transportation programs and projects,
additional resources will be needed to leverage TA-administered programs to bridge the funding gap and
meet projected needs. Leveraging Measure A and W funding with other local, state, and federal funds and
private sector contributions and partnerships is essential to maximize the delivery of transportation programs
and projects. Figure 4-10 displays projected available funding through the remaining life of Measure A and W
based on a wish list of needs prepared as part of the GUM process.
Figure 4-11 below illustrates the current projected shortfall for the comparable Measure A and W competitive
program categories and the Measure W Regional Transit Connections Program category based on order
of magnitude project cost estimates prepared by local jurisdictions as part of the GUM needs analysis. The
projected needs represent a snapshot in time and do not reflect funding commitments. Projected revenue
depicted in this graphic is based on the Measures A and W estimates as shown in Table 4-1.
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Billions

Figure 4-11: Projected Revenue versus Funding Needs

Notes:
1)Projected Revenue for the life of Measure A and Measure W as noted in Table 4-1
2)Unfunded Needs based on order of magnitude cost estimates from Get Us Moving (GUM) Project Needs less projected
revenue
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Section 5
Plan Recommendations
The Strategic Plan development process and
stakeholder and public outreach efforts helped
determine that the TA’s current processes for project
selection and project initiation and implementation
generally work well. Project sponsors appreciate
the flexibility of the program’s project delivery. The
primary challenge in developing the Plan was the
stakeholders’ desire to blend the project selection
processes for the comparable competitive Measure
A and Measure W programs into a single common
process. It was also clear, from a legal standpoint
and from the viewpoint of the stakeholders, that
the common selection processes would need to
fully comply with the distinct legislated differences
between the comparable competitive programs
and respect the 11 Core Principles of Measure W
while addressing the Vision, Goals, and supporting
objectives of Measure A.
Other program-wide and category specific challenges
and opportunities were also identified, which are
discussed in more detail in the following sections.

5.1 Measure A and Measure W Programwide Challenges/Opportunities and
Recommendations
The Strategic Plan development process identified
three main program-wide challenges/opportunities
which are presented in the following section along
with recommendations to address those challenges/
opportunities:

Challenge/Opportunity 1 – Project Selection
There is a fair amount of commonality between
the two measures, especially for these comparable
competitive programs: the Measure A Highways
Program category and Measure W Countywide
Highway Congestion Improvements Program
category, the Measure A Pedestrian and Bicycle
program category and Measure W Bicycle and
Pedestrian Improvements Program category, and
the Measure A Grade Separations program category
and the grade separation portion of the Measure
W Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief
Improvements Program category. The opportunity
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exists, for purposes of efficiency, to consider shared
project selection processes for the common
competitive programs. Despite the similarities, there
are differences between the measures that funding
allocation decisions must respect.
The Measure W Core Principles build upon and
expand the Measure A Goals and Vision with modern
concepts that take a broader view of the integral
relationship between transportation and quality of life,
as well as themes that were not as prevalent during
the reauthorization of Measure A. Concepts within
the Measure W Core Principles, such as public health,
planning for climate change, and performance-based
metrics to encourage a reduction in SOV trips were
not specified in the Measure A Expenditure Plan.
In turn, the Measure W Core Principles either do not
address or assign the same level of significance to
project readiness and funding leverage, which have
been part of the Measure A competitive selection
processes. Project readiness is not specifically
identified in the Measure A Expenditure Plan, yet it is
prevalent in the selection processes that the TA has
developed for the administration of Measure A as a
matter of good business practice to prioritize projects
that are the most ready for implementation. While
both measures promote the leveraging of external
funding sources, the outcome of the process used in
this Strategic Plan development process to weight the
Core Principles and assign point values to evaluation
criteria, as explained in Section 3.3, did not fully
capture the importance of leveraging constrained TA
resources.
Another key difference between the two measures is
that the Measure W Congestion Relief Plan generally
provides a greater degree of flexibility than the
Measure A Expenditure Plan. For example, Measure
A explicitly identifies eligible sponsors, while the
determination of eligible Measure W sponsors will
be established through the development of the
TA Strategic Plan. Table 5-1 illustrates a few key
legislated differences between the measures that
must be respected for the comparable competitive
highway and pedestrian and bicycle programs.
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Table 5-1: Key Legislated Differences between the Measures for the Comparable Competitive Programs

Measure A

Measure W

Highways
Per the Expenditure Plan, there are two distinct funding
components for capital projects:

Countywide Highway Congestion Improvements
No stated distinction between capital funding components
in the Congestion Relief

 Key Congested Areas (63% of Highway program funds) – 11
different identified projects within 5 geographic highway
corridors
 Supplemental Roadways (37% of highway program funds)
– A partial list of candidate projects critical for congestion
reduction is provided but additional projects may also be
submitted for consideration
Funding for TDM is not an eligible activity
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities may be included as part
of highway projects but must be part of the same roadway
structure. Separate pedestrian/bicycle overcrossings are
not eligible
Pedestrian & Bicycle
Funding for capital facilities only

TDM on the highway system is an eligible activity
Separate bicycle and pedestrian overcrossings that are
part of a highway interchange project are eligible project
components
Bicycle & Pedestrian
Funding not limited to capital facilities and can include city/
area-wide pedestrian/bicycle master plans, and promotion
of active transportation, including safe routes to school
education and encouragement programs

For purposes of efficiency and to maximize the mutually beneficial qualities of both programs, it is desirable
to incorporate project selection considerations of the Measure A and Measure W comparable competitive
program categories into a single project selection process that addresses Measure A’s Goals and Vision, the
best business practices that are still applicable today, and the Measure W Core Principles.
Recommendation: A common selection process should be employed for the competitive comparable Highway
and the Pedestrian/Bicycle Program categories.
An initial key step for this Plan has been to engage the TA’s stakeholder groups in exercises, and in-person
discussions to develop a basis for the development of a consolidated project evaluation and rating processes
for the comparable competitive programs. The common selection process for the competitive comparable
program categories will need to respect the Core Principles of Measure W, the Goals and Vision of Measure A,
and the legislated differences between the measures.

Challenge/Opportunity 2 – Project Delivery and Technical Assistance
Project delivery and coordination may be impacted by sponsor resources, expertise and funding. Through
input obtained during the Plan development process, the TAG members, which primarily consist of the TA’s
existing Measure A sponsors, mentioned that they have limited resources and technical expertise delivering
large regional highway projects that generate congestion well beyond individual city boundaries. Significant
benefits may be realized targeting projects that reduce regional congestion, which can also improve mobility
on local roads and the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods and communities.
TAG members expressed strong support for the TA to expand its role by:
 Becoming a proactive sponsor and technical lead in the delivery of highway projects of countywide
significance that can significantly relieve congestion.
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 Expanding its role as provider of technical
assistance, as resources permit to aid in the delivery
of local sponsor projects.
Recommendation: To further improve project delivery,
the TA should:
 Be proactive in identifying and sponsoring highway
projects of countywide significance, while striking
a balance with local needs. These projects and the
amount of funding to be set aside for them should
be addressed as part of the Short Range Highway
Plan (SRHP) Update and the accompanying Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) to fully assess current
highway program needs.
 Consider expanding its role as resources permit,
recognizing its own contract capacity, to help its
sponsors advance project delivery. This can include
any of the following actions:
– Offer technical assistance to sponsors, not
limited to the highway program, through its oncall bench of consultants;
– Utilize consultant services to offer Complete
Streets and other best practice workshops;
– Temporarily offer consultant services on request,
when informed by sponsors of staff vacancies, to
keep projects moving and minimize delay;
– Contracting with consultants to help sponsors
obtain grant funds from external sources to
better leverage Measure A and Measure W
funds in addition to funding from their own local
sources.

Challenge/Opportunity 3 – Assessment of
Performance-based Evaluation Criteria for the
Comparable Competitive Program Categories
and the Measure W Regional Transit
Connections Program Category
When reviewing competing projects within a given
funding category, it is often difficult to make a
judgment as to which projects are the most deserving
of funding and which projects should not receive
funding. There is a need to provide for a more
definitive, and when feasible, quantitative assessment
of how a project may fare with regard to meeting
evaluation criteria. However, there is also the reality
that many project sponsors, particularly if a project
is in the early stages of development, may not be
able to provide the information needed to support
the meaningful use of quantitative criteria. For
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example, the Measure W Core Principle, “Facilitate
the reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), travel
times and greenhouse gas emissions” is a specific
performance-oriented Principle, which lends itself
to quantitative analysis. However, it is unlikely at
the initial conceptualization of a project that the
project sponsor will have access to the data needed
to calculate these metrics. The type of quantitative
information needed typically becomes available
when a project has reached the completion of the
environmental phase of work.
There was a significant effort involving TA staff
and SAG/TAG members in the Plan development
process to identify evaluation criteria to be used in
the project selection process for the comparable
competitive funding categories and the Measure
W Regional Transit Connections category. Many of
these criteria are performance based and ideally
would be the subject of a quantitative analysis. The
lack of available support data may result in the need
to provide more of a qualitative assessment for some
of these criteria
There also is a need to assess how well the TA
is meeting the Measure A Goals and Vision and
Measure W Core Principles with the projects and
programs that it is funding. This provides some of the
justification for Initiative #10 in Section 8.
Recommendation: When quantitative information is
not available, sponsors should provide a qualitative
response to address performance-based criteria.
The project evaluation process should strive to
provide methods to use data sources that are readily
available to allow a simplified initial assessment of
performance for the quantifiable performance criteria.
Projects that have reached the environmental phase
should be subject to a more rigorous qualitative
evaluation of performance. The process established
under the Measure A Highway Program that provides
greater weight on evaluation criteria under the
thematic area of Need for projects that have yet to
be environmentally and less weight for Effectiveness
should be continued for large capital programs that
go through a Call for Projects process, as further
outlined in Section 6.5.
It is equally important to periodically assess whether
the programs and projects that the TA funds are
effectively meeting Measure A Goals and Vision and
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Measure W Core Principles, as laid out in initiative #10
in Section 8. Information obtained from periodically
assessing performance can be used to inform future
investment decisions.

5.2 Category-specific Challenges/
Opportunities and Recommendations
The Strategic Plan development process also
identified several category specific challenges/
opportunities which are presented in the following
section, along with recommendations to address the
identifies challenges/opportunities:

Challenge/Opportunity 1 – Countywide
Highway Congestion Improvements
There is a shortfall of projected Measure A and W
funds to meet Highway Program needs as identified
through the process described in Section 4.4. There is
a need to balance the delivery of projects already in
the funding pipeline with new projects to be selected
for funding.
The Short Range Highway Plan 2011-2021 (SRHP)
was the inaugural New Measure A document that
provided guidance for making funding decisions
within the Measure A Highway Program category.
The TA at its September 2017 Board of Directors
meeting recognized the funding shortfall that was
known at that time and adopted policy revisions
to the Highway Program project selection process
that resulted in focusing the remaining Measure A
Highway Program category funds on completing
projects that have received previous funding
allocations. The TA established a list of Highway
Program Pipeline Projects in 2015, and, as part of
Highway Program policy revisions approved in 2017,
shifted the focus of the Call for Projects process to
complete the Pipeline Projects. Pipeline projects
are projects which are top priorities for the agency
due to the need to complete work already started.
A list of the Highway Pipeline Projects can be found
in Appendix B. There has been substantial progress
made funding many of the Pipeline Projects with
roughly half of them being fully funded, including a
few that have been completed. A few other projects
were rescinded by sponsors and the remaining half
are still in need of additional funding. Measure W
brings a significant amount of additional funding for
highways. With past progress made on many of the
Measure A Pipeline Projects, an opportunity exists to
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assess current projected needs and develop policy
guidance for the expenditure of Measure W Highway
Program category funds.
Measure W offers greater flexibility and opportunity in
that it can fund Countywide TDM efforts to promote
non-SOV trips and greater person throughput on the
County’s highway system. The Countywide TDM/
Commute Alternatives Program is listed as a sample
candidate project within the Measure W Highway
Program.
Recommendation: Update the existing SRHP and
prepare a new CIP to assist in long-term policy
guidance and financial planning for highway
projects. The TA developed a Highway CIP based
on a recommendation for the previous Strategic
Plan Update and it is now appropriate and timely
to create a new CIP that will incorporate projected
funding from Measure W. A new subcategory for
TDM/Commute Alternatives within the Measure
W Highway Program should be created. The
development of guidelines for this new subcategory
should be coordinated with the development of the
Alternative Congestion Relief/TDM Plan that is to be
prepared for the Measure A Alternative Congestive
Relief Program.

Challenge/Opportunity 2 – Bicycle/Pedestrian
Program
As shown in Figure 4-10, there is a substantial
amount of new funding in Measure W projected for
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. There is an
opportunity to allocate more funding to help advance
the delivery of large transformational capital projects,
such as pedestrian and bicycle overcrossings, in this
program that did not previously exist. Measure W also
provides flexibility for funds to be used for non-capital
projects such as planning efforts and efforts to
incentivize active transportation. The opportunity also
exists to fund city/area-wide bicycle and pedestrian
master plans and programs that promote and
encourage active transportation. There was strong
stakeholder support during the Plan development
process to establish new funding subcategories for
these activities, as funding permits.
Recommendation: The Call for Projects approach,
which the TA has been successfully using in the
Measure A Pedestrian/Bicycle Program, should also
apply to the Measure W project selection. Separate
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subcategories should be created for:
 Large capital projects (approximately $1.0 million or
greater)
 Small capital projects (approximately less than $1.0
million)
 Planning and marketing/promotion
 Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) projects
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Evaluation
Criteria in Appendix E should be used when
determining funding allocations for capital projects
from both Measure A and Measure W. The TA should
use these criteria for the planning and marketing/
promotion subcategory to the extent they are
applicable; however, further work is needed to
establish the guidelines for how funding will be
allocated to projects and programs within this
subcategory. The San Mateo County Office of
Education (COE) has an existing SRTS discretionary
grant program that is open to all public schools. For
purposes of efficiency, the use of Measure W SRTS
bicycle and pedestrian subcategory funds should be
coordinated with the COE for integration within and
potential expansion of their SRTS grant program.

Challenge/Opportunity 3 – Regional Transit
Connections
This is a new funding category in Measure W and
there is no comparable program in Measure A.
The intent of this program is to improve transit
connectivity between the County and the region with
a network of transit options, including commuter and
heavy rail, water transit, and regional bus service.
This program is unique in that it contains a wide
variety of different transportation modes that will be
competing for funding. There is a need to develop a
comprehensive set of program guidelines that build
off of the guidance and evaluation criteria that are
contained in Appendix E of this Strategic Plan and
further assess and analyze projected needs.
Recommendation: The TA should develop a
Regional Transit Connections planning study and
an accompanying CIP to assist in long-term policy
guidance and financial planning.

Challenge/Opportunity 4 – Grade Separations
There is insufficient funding projected from the TA’s
funding programs to fully separate all the existing
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at-grade road-rail crossings in the County, let alone
the grade separation projects that are currently in
the Measure A funding pipeline. The Measure A
Grade Separation Pipeline projects that have yet to
be fully funded include Linden/Scott in South San
Francisco/San Bruno, Broadway in Burlingame,
and Ravenswood in Menlo Park. The new funding
added by Measure W for grade separations is not
sufficient to fund even one project; however, it could
be used to supplement Measure A grade separation
funds to help implement the three Measure A Grade
Separation Pipeline projects that remain. There
also is a need, however, to provide funding to start
new grade separation projects, given the planned
increase in Caltrain service levels outlined in the
Caltrain Business Plan. The Peninsula Corridor Joint
Power Board (JPB) will be embarking on a study
that prioritizes grade separations on the Caltrain
Corridor, which can help inform decisions regarding
the allocation of funding for new grade separation
projects.
Recommendation: Continue with the status quo for
the Measure A program selection process – continue
funding the Pipeline Projects with a set-aside to
start new projects with the Planning phase of work.
Measure W funds should be flexible and eligible to
supplement funding needs for the existing Measure
A Pipeline Projects and provide seed money for new
projects using a Call-for-Projects process for planning
and/or preliminary engineering/environmental work.
The Measure W Call for Projects to begin funding
new grade separation projects should take place after
the JPB completes its planned study that prioritizes
grade separations on the Caltrain Corridor. Minimum
matching fund requirements for grade separation
projects should be required to better leverage limited
TA funding and will need to be substantial to better
ensure geographic equity (see Section 7.2).

Challenge/Opportunity #5 - Local Shuttles
The Measure A Shuttle Program has been ongoing for
many funding cycles through a joint Call for Projects
with C/CAG and the process has worked well.
Recently the ability to deliver service has become
more challenging for the program sponsors. While
difficulty in hiring and retaining operators is not
new, these problems have become far more acute
during the past year due to strong economic growth
and increased competition from the private sector
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for private bus service. The cost of contracting for
the operation of shuttles has increased well beyond
the rate of the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Shuttle
sponsors have had to voluntarily suspend some
shuttles and service reliability on others has declined
with an increase in no-shows.
Recommendation: SamTrans will be preparing a
shuttle study in FY 2020 to assess the existing local
shuttle program and consider more cost-effective
approaches to meeting local mobility needs. The TA
should consider recommendations made from this
study for implementation in future Shuttle Calls for
Projects.

Challenge/Opportunity #6 – Alternative
Congestion Relief/TDM
There is a relatively small amount of money available
to the Measure A Alternative Congestion Relief
Program (1 percent) to fund commute alternatives
and planning of intelligent transportation systems
(ITS). Historically allocations from this funding
category have primarily supported Commute.org’s
ongoing annual TDM work programs. It is important
to note though that cities and the County are also
eligible sponsors for this program and that a fair
amount of funding from this category (approximately
$3 million) remains in a reserve. During the prior
Strategic Plan, a recommendation was made to
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prepare an Alternative Congestion Relief Plan to
help determine potential projects and the basis for
initiating and selecting projects to be implemented
with these funds.
On a related note, the US 101 Mobility Action Plan that
is currently being developed, further described in
Section 4.2, will be providing a comprehensive set of
near-term, policy and TDM concepts that may include
transit subsidies, carpool programs, improved bicycle
connections, and other incentives or disincentives to
reduce travel demand of single-occupancy vehicle
trips and/or to shift trip demand to off peak periods
along the 101 Corridor. In addition, this Strategic Plan
also recommends that a separate TDM subcategory
be created within the Measure W Highway Program
to be used for TDM/commute alternatives.
Recommendation: A Countywide Alternative
Congestion Relief/TDM Plan will be developed,
considering recommendations from the US 101
Mobility Action Plan as an input in conjunction,
with key external stakeholders. The Countywide
Alternative Congestion Relief/TDM Plan will serve
as a guide for initiating and selecting projects to
be implemented under the Measure A Alternative
Congestion Relief Program and the Measure A
Highway TDM subcategory.

Section 6
Programming and Allocation Guidelines
Based on the steps taken to develop the Strategic Plan outlined in Section 3 and the recommendations
in Section 5, the following guidelines provide a policy framework to inform the programming and funding
allocation process for each of the programs or categories over the Strategic Plan horizon. This section
discusses five basic elements of the process:
 The participants and their respective responsibilities
 The project selection approach for each program
 Guidelines for agreement-based programs
 Guidelines for plan-based programs
 Guidelines for Call for Projects-based programs

6.1 Program Participants
The designated participants in the Measures A and W programs are the project initiator, the project sponsors,
the project manager/operator, and the TA. Table 6-1 defines the general roles/responsibilities of each of the
participants.
Table 6-1: Participants and Responsibilities

Participant

Eligibility

Roles and Responsibilities

Project Initiator
Project Sponsor

Any person or entity

Recommend Project to Project Sponsor

Measure A: identified in Expenditure Plan for each
program category
Measure W: as determined through the Strategic Plan
development process

• Submit funding request to the TA
• Solidify funding plan
• Coordinate with the TA to identify appropriate
implementing agency
• Submit monitoring reports
• Sign funding agreements

Project Manager/
Operator

As identified by the Project Sponsor in coordination with
TA

• Plan project
• Engineer project
• Construct project
• Operate services
• Sign funding agreements when applicable

Transportation Authority

Identified in the Measure A Expenditure Plan and the
Measure W Congestion Relief Plan as the manager/
administrator of the Measure A and Measure W
programs

• Evaluate and prioritize projects
• Coordinate with sponsor to determine
implementation lead
• Program and allocate funds
• Monitor projects / programs
• Sign funding agreements

Any party or entity may recommend or initiate a project by submitting it to an eligible sponsor. The Measure
A Expenditure Plan defines the project sponsors for each of the program categories. Eligible project sponsors
are shown in Table 6-2. Measure W does not identify project sponsors, they are determined through the Plan
development process. The sponsors have the ability to designate a project manager/operator.
The TA is the agency designated under Measure A and 50 percent of Measure W to administer the sales tax
funds, and it has the overall responsibility for the Measure A Programs and the portion of the Measure W
Program it is tasked with administering. In limited circumstances, pending Board approval, the TA may also
become a sponsor of highway projects of countywide significance (see Section 3.2 for further information).
Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Table 6-2: Project Sponsors

Eligible Measure A and Measure W Sponsors
Measure A
Program Categories

Measure W
1

Eligible Sponsors

Transit: (30%), see subcategories below
Caltrain: 16%
SamTrans/JPB
Local Shuttles: 4%
SamTrans
Accessible Services: 4%
SamTrans
Ferry: 2%
SSF & Redwood City
Dumbarton Rail Corridor: 2%
SamTrans
BART w/in San Mateo County: 2% BART
No comparable category in Measure A

Highways: 27.5%

Local Streets & Transportation:
22.5%

Program Categories

Eligible Project Sponsors1

No comparable category in Measure W

Regional Transit Connections (10%) Public transit agencies (e.g.
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers
Board/Caltrain, SamTrans, BART) or
public agencies that operate ferries
or build ferry terminals (e.g. WETA or
host city)
Caltrans, cities & County, Countywide Highway Congestion
Caltrans, cities & County, C/CAG,
C/CAG, TA² for regional Improvements- 22.5%
TA for regional serving projects &
serving projects
Express Lane JPA, and Commute.org
(for Countywide TDM)
Cities & County
Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Cities & County
Relief Improvements
(Local Investment Share) - 10%

Grade Separations: 15%

SamTrans, JPB, cities &
County

Local Safety, Pothole &
Congestion Relief Improvements
(Grade Separations) - 2.5%

SamTrans, JPB, cities & County

Pedestrian & Bicycle: 3%

Cities & County

Bicycle & Pedestrian - 5%

Cities, County, C/CAG, public transit
agencies, Commute.org, public
schools and school districts (for
SRTS)

Alternative Congestion Relief: 1%

Cities & County

No comparable category in Measure W

Notes:
1.) Eligible Sponsors as defined by the voter-approved Transportation Expenditure Plan for Measure A and by this Strategic
Plan for Measure W or by subsequent amendments per Board action for both measures.
2.) The TA currently is an eligible sponsor for the San Mateo County US 101 Express Lanes Project and a sponsor for the US
101 / SR 92 Interchange Projects.

6.2 Project Selection Approach
The TA Strategic Plans have historically contained a section that outlines the project selection approach for
the program categories it administers. Table 6-3 shows the specific approach used for each program category
or subcategory that has been updated as part of this Plan development process. The programs where project
initiators or sponsors submit projects for competitive consideration are governed by a Call for Projects or on a
first-served, ready-to-go basis.
Under the Call for Projects approach, project sponsors can elect to submit projects that are then reviewed
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and evaluated against specific selection criteria. Other program categories are governed by plans that are
specifically prepared to identify and prioritize projects on a regional or countywide basis, or by agreements
that are either specified in the Measure A Expenditure Plan or developed by the TA consistent with the
provisions of the Measure A Expenditure Plan and the Measure W Congestion Relief Plan.
Table 6-3: Project Selection Approach

Agreement-Based
Measure A

Measure W

Accessible Services
BART
Dumbarton Rail Corridor
Ferry
Local Streets & Transportation

Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief (Local Investment Share)

Plan-Based
Measure A
Alternative Congestion Relief
Caltrain

Measure W
No comparable category

Competitive
Measure A

Measure W

Highways: 27.5%

Countywide Highway Congestion
Improvements1: 22.5%

Grade Separations: 15%

Local Safety Pothole & Congestion
Relief Improvements
(Grade Separations): 10%

Pedestrian and Bicycle: 3%

Bicycle and Pedestrian1: 5%

N/A

Regional Transit Connections2: 10%

Local Shuttle Operations

N/A

Project Selection Approach1
Measure A: Continue Call for Projects with focus on
Pipeline projects (Appendix B), small set-aside for
Planning and Pre-Environmental work for new projects
Measure W: Update existing Short Range Highway Plan
with a new Highway CIP to inform selection process,
new Countywide TDM subcategory (~4% of highway
program)
Measure A: Continue funding Pipeline projects, small
set-aside for Planning to start new projects on an
as-needed basis
Measure W: For Pipeline projects on an as- needed
basis or to start new projects on a Call for Projects basis
Continue Call for Projects, new subcategories:
• Capital - Large & Small (~95%)
• Planning/Promotion (~2.5%)
• Safe Routes to School (~2.5%)
Prepare Regional Transit Plan with a Transit CIP to
inform selection process
Continue joint Call for Projects process with C/CAG

Notes:
1.) Funding for the Measure W Countywide Highway Congestion Improvements TDM subcategory and the Measure W
Bicycle and Pedestrian subcategories for capital, planning/promotion and safe routes to school (SRTS) is to remain available
within the individual designated subcategory if not fully subscribed during a funding cycle and will remain available within
the respective subcategory for future funding cycles.
2.) Promotion and marketing is an eligible activity as part of a proposal for new or enhanced transit service in the Regional
Transit Connections category
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6.3 Agreement-based
These programs and projects are not subject to a
competitive project selection process governed by
the TA. They include the following program categories
or subcategories:
 Measure A
– Transit : Accessible Services
– Transit: BART within San Mateo County
– Transit: Ferry
– Transit: Dumbarton Rail Corridor
– Local Streets and Transportation
 Measure W
– Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief (Local
Investment Share)

Measure A
Transit: Accessible Services

For the Transit: Accessible Services program, four
percent of funding is committed to the continuation
and expansion of paratransit services operated by
SamTrans as Redi-Wheels and RediCoast. The TEP
allows for other supplemental services to be funded
within this program. To date, these services have not
yet been identiﬁed by SamTrans. If such services are
identified in the future, they will be considered for
funding in this category. Four percent of Measure A
sales tax revenues will be allocated to SamTrans on
an annual basis.

Transit: BART

For the Transit: BART within the San Mateo County
program – as outlined in an agreement with BART,
SamTrans, and the TA – two percent of Measure A
sales tax revenues will be allocated to BART on an
annual basis.

Transit: Ferry

The TA is committed to providing two percent of
Measure A funding for ferry services, with the Cities
of South San Francisco and Redwood City as the
designated sponsors. The City of South San Francisco
started operating ferry service in 2012, while there is
currently a planning and feasibility study underway in
Redwood City to determine the terminal location and
service area.

Transit: Dumbarton Rail Corridor

The TA is committed to providing two percent of
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Measure A funding to the Dumbarton Rail Corridor,
with SamTrans designated as project sponsor.
Completion of the environmental document for this
project is on hold pending the identification of a
funding plan.

Local Streets and Transportation Program

For the Local Streets and Transportation Program, the
TA is committed to providing 22.5 percent of Measure
A funding to the County and its cities for local
transportation facility maintenance and improvement.
The speciﬁc amount for each entity is determined
based on the formula of 50 percent by population and
50 percent by road mileage within each jurisdiction.
The TA will update the road miles and population
ﬁgures annually based on California Department of
Transportation and Department of Finance data.

Measure W
Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief
Improvements (Local Investment Share)

Ten percent of the Measure W tax proceeds will be
disbursed to each of the cities and the County using
the same formula as the Measure A Local Streets and
Transportation Program. Funds may be used for the
following transportation investments, which include
but are not limited to:
 Implementing advanced technologies and
communications on the roadway system
 Improving local streets and roads by paving streets
and repairing potholes
 Promoting alternative modes of transportation,
which may include funding shuttles or sponsoring
carpools, bicycling, and pedestrian programs
 Planning and implementing traffic operations and
safety projects, including signal coordination,
bicycle/pedestrian safety projects, and separation
of roadways crossing the Caltrain rail corridor
If a city or the County has a Pavement Condition
Index (PCI) score of less than 70, it must use tax
proceeds under this Category exclusively for projects
that will increase their score until it reaches 70 or
greater.

Programming, Allocation and Monitoring
Process
The programming and allocations process for the
agreement-based programs includes the following
steps:

Section 6 Programming and Allocation Guidelines

 Staff Recommendation - Prior to the beginning of
each ﬁscal year (July 1-June 30), the TA will estimate
the amount of projected revenues available for the
programs and projects. Based on these estimates,
TA staff will make a programming and allocation
recommendation to the Board.

will use the Plan to aggressively leverage external
funding to implement the entire program. Measure A
program categories or subcategories include:

 TA Board Consideration - The Board will consider
the recommendations as part of the annual TA
budgeting process. Board approval will allow staff
to allocate the money and complete the annual
funding commitment.

Measure A
Alternative Congestion Relief

 Funding Agreements - Funds from the agreementbased programs are distributed based on the
conditions in the funding recipients’ respective
funding agreements. The funding agreement
outlines the understanding between the funding
recipient and the TA regarding the amount of
funding, purpose of the funds, payment terms,
any applicable reporting requirements, and
other relevant obligations. BART and recipients
of Measure A Local Streets and Transportation
Program funding currently receive funds directly
from the County Controller. The cities and County
will receive funds directly from the TA for Measure
W Local Safety, Pothole & Congestion Relief (Local
Investment Share) project.
 Monitoring Report Submittals – Project sponsors
receiving funding from the Measure A Dumbarton
Rail Corridor and Ferry Program categories will be
required to submit monitoring reports to inform
on the status of project scope, schedule, budget,
project performance and effectiveness. Project
sponsors from the Measure A Local Streets
and Transportation Program category and the
Measure W Local Investment Share component
of the Local Safety, Pothole and Congestion Relief
Improvements Program category are required to
submit annual reports to inform the TA of projects
funded. Local Investment Share funding sponsors
are also required to report on how funded projects
met one or more of the Measure W Core Principles
and how they considered their Complete Streets
policies in the use of the funds.

6.4 Plan-based
The plan-based approach requires the development
of a plan for a specific category, which will include
a comprehensive list of capital and/or operating
projects that need to be implemented to meet the
goals of that category. The TA and the project sponsor
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 Alternative Congestion Relief Programs
 Transit: Caltrain

The TA, in conjunction with its external stakeholders,
will be preparing an Alternative Congestion Relief
Plan that will serve as a basis for project evaluation
and the selection process.

Transit: Caltrain

Caltrain is designated as the recipient in this
category. At least 50 percent of the annual funding
allocation from Measure A can be designated for
capital projects and no more than 50 percent can be
used for operations. The allocation of project funding
will be based on the Caltrain Short Range Transit Plan
(SRTP), which the JPB is required to prepare in order
to receive federal and state funding. The SRTP and
the annual Caltrain budgeting process will provide
the basis for determining funding allocations needed
for Caltrain.

Measure W
There are no Plan-based programs under Measure W.

Programming, Allocation and Monitoring
Process

The programming and allocations processes for planbased programs and projects are as follows:
 Staff Recommendation - Prior to the beginning
of each ﬁscal year (July 1 – June 30), the eligible
project sponsors within these categories will submit
funding requests to the TA, and the TA will consider
such requests within the projected revenues
available for these programs. TA staff will make a
programming and allocation recommendation to
the Board.
 TA Board Consideration - The Board will consider
the recommendations as part of the annual TA
budgeting process. Board approval will allow staff
to allocate the money and complete the funding
commitment.
 Funding Agreements - Prior to receiving any
disbursements of funds, the receiving entity will
need to execute a funding agreement with the
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TA. The standard funding agreement outlines the
understanding between the funding recipient and
the TA regarding the amount of funding, purpose of
the funds, payment terms, any applicable reporting
requirements, and other obligations connected to
the receipt of funding.
 Monitoring Report Submittals – In order to track
progress and ensure appropriate and efficient
use of funds, sponsors are required to submit
monitoring reports to inform on the status of project
scope, schedule, budget, project performance and
effectiveness.

6.5 Competitive
Competitive programs are those in which new
projects proposed within each program category
will compete for funding. The competitive programs
include:
 Measure A
– Transit – Shuttles
– Highways
– Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
– Grade Separations
 Measure W
– Countywide Highway Congestion Improvements
– Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
– Grade Separations
– Regional Transit Connections

Measure A
Transit: Shuttles

SamTrans is the TEP-designated sponsor for the
Local Shuttle Program but has historically permitted
other public agencies to apply by obtaining a Letter
of Concurrence stating that the proposed shuttle
route does not duplicate SamTrans fixed-route or
other public shuttle service. Potential enhancements
to the evaluation and project selection process,
which currently is on a Call for Projects basis held
jointly with C/CAG, will be made after SamTrans
completes a shuttle study in FY 2020. The Study will
assess program delivery and performance and other
potential cost-effective approaches to meeting local
mobility needs.

Highways

The Highway Program category consists of two
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components:
 Key Congested Areas (KCA) – Specific projects that
are defined in the Measure A TEP.
 Supplemental Roadway Projects (SR) – A partial
list of candidate projects that are defined in the
Measure A TEP. Sponsors may put forward other
projects through the project selection process.
The Call for Projects process will continue with a
focus on the Measure A Highway Pipeline projects
as identified in Appendix B. As part of subsequent
initiatives, the SRHP (2012-2021) will be updated
and a new Highway CIP will be prepared to better
inform the project selection process for the use
of Measure W Countywide Highway Congestion
Improvements Program category funding.

Pedestrian and Bicycle

A partial list of Measure A candidate projects is
identified in the TEP. The existing capital Call for
Projects selection process will continue. Per strong
support from the Plan TAG, there will be separate
subcategories for small and large capital projects
as funding permits. This plan envisions that a single
funding Call for Projects will be held for the Measure
A and W capital pedestrian and bicycle program.

Grade Separations

The Measure A Grade Separations Program category
will continue with the focus on funding Pipeline
Projects with a set-aside to start new projects. The
project selection process is on a first-come, firstserved, ready-to-go basis.

Measure W
Countywide Highway Congestion
Improvements

Tax proceeds will be invested in highway projects
throughout the County designed to: provide
congestion relief; reduce travel times; increase
person throughput; improve highway and
interchange operations, safety, and access; and
deploy advanced technologies and communications
on the highways. The focus of this program is on
highways and highway interchanges, although
projects that alleviate congestion on connecting
arterial streets that impact the highway system are
also eligible. An update to the existing SRHP and an
accompanying CIP will be prepared to better inform
the competitive selection process for this program.
Per strong support from the SAG, a separate TDM
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subcategory is being created for this program to
encourage non-SOV trips and off peak trip demand.
A Countywide Alternative Congestion Relief/TDM
Plan will be prepared that will serve as a guide for
initiating and selecting projects for the competitive
TDM subcategory.

Grade Separations

Measure W Tax proceeds can be invested to
supplement the existing Measure A Pipeline projects
on an as-needed basis or to start new projects on a
Call for Projects basis. Future Calls for Projects are
anticipated to occur after Caltrain completes a study
that will prioritize Caltrain grade separations.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Improvements

Priority will be given to projects that are designed to
help reduce traffic congestion by safely connecting
communities and neighborhoods with schools,
transit, and employment centers; fill gaps in the
existing bicycle and pedestrian network; safely
cross barriers such as major roads, rail corridors,
and highways; improve existing facilities to make
them safer and more accessible for cyclists and
pedestrians; and make walking or biking a safer and
more convenient option.
Per strong support from the TAG, and as sufficient
funding permits, there will be three separate
subcategories: 1) large and small capital projects,
2) city- and area-wide planning/promotion and
marketing, and 3) SRTS projects.
Allocations for these subcategories will go through
a Call for Projects process. The project selection
process for the SRTS subcategory will be coordinated
with the COE.

Regional Transit Connections

Tax proceeds will be invested in infrastructure
and services that are designed to improve transit
connectivity between the County and the ninecounty Bay Area region. Investments from this
category will be prioritized based on a project’s
ability to reduce congestion and enhance mobility
options by connecting the County to the rest of the
region, and a project’s support through public-private
partnerships . This program is somewhat unique in
that it can fund a variety of different transit modes. A
Regional Transit Connections planning study and an
accompanying Transit CIP will be prepared to better
inform the competitive selection process for this
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program. It is important to note that promotion and
marketing is an eligible activity as part of a proposal
for new or enhanced service in this category to help
support and establish a successful ridership base.
The planning study will incorporate guidance for how
this may be applied.

Call for Projects Process
The process for programming and allocating funding
from the competitive programs that are not on a
first-come, first-serve, ready-to-go-basis consists of
the TA issuing a Call for Projects, followed by project
evaluation and prioritization.
 Call for Projects: The TA will issue a Call for
Projects by program requesting project sponsor(s)
to submit projects for funding consideration.
The frequency of the Call for Projects will differ
by program. The speciﬁc funding cycles for the
programs are to be determined based on funding
availability, program need, program readiness and
for Measure W funding, after the noted initiatives
from the section above are completed, to better
inform the selection process. When scheduling a
Call for Projects funding cycle, the TA shall consider
the timing of the request in relationship to the
timing of other federal, state, and regional funding
programs in order to maximize the opportunities for
obtaining funds from these sources.
 Project Evaluation and Prioritization: The TA
assembles Project Review committees to evaluate
project applications and proposals. The review is
based on criteria outlined in the Call for Projects. The
five general categories of criteria that are considered
for project evaluation and selection: Need,
Effectiveness, Sustainability, Readiness, and Funding
Leverage are discussed below and are also listed in
Appendix E. Evaluation criteria under the thematic
areas of Readiness and Funding Leverage are
either not addressed (Readiness) or deserve greater
emphasis (Funding Leverage) than the Measure W
focus as described in Section 3.2. A more detailed
listing of evaluation criteria for the competitive
funding categories is contained in Appendix E. The
criteria for each of the competitive funding programs
may be modified, subject to Board approval, to retain
flexibility and account for new policy directives,
initiatives, and legislation that further promotes TEP
goals.
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– Readiness: As an initial step, the TA assesses
readiness. Did the sponsor submit a complete
and coherent proposal? Is the proposed scope
ready to proceed and how shovel-ready is it?
Readiness also measures the level of public and
stakeholder support and viability of the project
to be funded. Key indicators include the quality
of the planning process that occurred to define
the project, level of community engagement/
stakeholder and public support, schedule and
project status, and availability of resources
to implement the project. Where program
guidelines dictate, did the sponsor coordinate
with the TA to identify the entity best suited to
carry out project implementation?
– Need: From the onset, the TA must establish
the need for a project to consider it for funding
before reviewing it for policy consistency. Is the
project consistent with the goals of the Measure
A TEP or either or both of the Congestion Relief
Plan and the Countywide Transportation Plan?
Does it support the policies of the sponsoring
city’s General Plan, Specific Plans, and other
relevant planning and programming documents?
What and how critical is the mobility and/or
safety issue that is to be addressed? How does
this project contribute to a larger public goal?
– Effectiveness:- The TA will use effectiveness
criteria to evaluate the performance merits
of the project. If the TA invests in a major
highway improvement, how much congestion
will be relieved and what is the level of person
throughput? If it invests in a grade separation,
how much does it improve safety and reduce
local traffic congestion? If the TA invests
in a pedestrian/bicycle bridge, how many
pedestrians and bicyclists are going to use it?
If it invests in a new shuttle service, how many
new riders are going to use it? If it funds a new
regional transit service, what is the projected
ridership? How cost effective and seamless will it
be with other connecting services? Effectiveness
criteria will help measure benefits against the
cost of building and implementing a project.
– Sustainability: The TA will assess the impact
a project may have on promoting practices
that maintain and/or improve the environment
and quality of life for all on a long-term basis.
What is the project’s impact on the immediate
ecosystem as well as the greater environment?
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Can the impacts be mitigated? Does the project
support transit-oriented development? Are
land use and transportation decisions linked
together to achieve efficient transportation
options? For capital projects, are materials being
used that promote long life cycles and reduce
maintenance costs? Where applicable, what is
the marketing plan to promote the service? The
TA will consider sustainability principles and
practices in the planning, implementation, and
operation of projects.
– Funding Leverage: The TA will measure the
level of financial commitment to a project. Has
the sponsor committed matching funds to the
project, and if so, how much? Does the match
include any contribution from the private sector?

Geographic and Social Equity
The Measure A and Measure W programs are
countywide efforts that should take into consideration
a relative equitable distribution of investments to
help ensure all areas of the County, and all socioeconomic groups within it, receive a proportionate
share of the transportation benefits and that no area
is disproportionately adversely impacted.
 Staff Recommendation: Staff develops project
funding recommendations for Board consideration,
which is based on the review of the Project Review
Committees when projects go through a Call for
Projects process. Recommendations are clearly
anchored to the program-specific project evaluation
and prioritization criteria.
 TA Board Approval: The TA Board takes action on
the programming of Measure A and Measure W
funding. This ensures commitment to the project.
Either concurrent with the programming or in a
separate action, the Board will allocate funding as
part of the TA’s annual budget approval process.
This action ensures timely availability of funds.
 Funding Agreements: Prior to receiving any
disbursements of funds, the recipient is required
to execute a funding agreement, or in the case
of multiple sponsors or implementing public
agencies, recipients enter into a memorandum of
understanding with the TA. The standard funding
agreement outlines the understanding between
the funding recipient and the TA regarding the
amount of funding, purpose of the funds, payment
terms, reporting requirements and other obligations
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connected to the receipt of funding. Memoranda of understanding (MOUs) also define the roles and
responsibilities of the sponsors and implementing public agencies.
 Monitoring Report Submittals: Project Sponsors will be required to submit monitoring reports to track
progress and ensure appropriate and efficient use of Measure A and Measure W funds.
– Capital Projects - Project Sponsors will be required to submit monitoring reports during the planning,
design development, and construction of capital projects. The content of the reports will be focused on
project scope, schedule, and budget. Post-construction, the TA will monitor the use and effectiveness of
the projects as part of performance metrics that will be used to confirm that plan goals are being met. This
information will also be used to inform future investment decisions.
– Operating Projects - Project Sponsors will be required to submit performance reports for operating
projects. Sample performance measures include service effectiveness, service quality, and customer
satisfaction. This monitoring program will assist the TA in justifying the continued funding for approved
operating projects. If performance measures indicate less than acceptable performance, the TA will work
with the Project Sponsor to set up a mitigation program and achieve improvements as a condition of
continued funding from the Measure A Program.

Strategic Plan 2020-2024
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Section 7
Funds Management
In addition to defining the process for funding allocation and programming, the TA is charged with responsibly
managing the Measure A and the TA-administered portion of the Measure W transportation sales tax revenues.
The TA is actively involved with leveraging funds to achieve the goals of the 2004 Measure A Expenditure
Plan while adhering to Measure W Core Principles. The TA will focus on programming and allocating funds
to projects as money becomes available and maximizing matching funds to increase the total investment in
County transportation infrastructure and services. The TA will treat requests for the advancement of funds as
exceptions to the rule; project sponsors must justify requests with compelling reasons that offset the impact of
financing fees and/or timing of funds to other projects.

7.1 Measure A and Measure W Funding
The TA will develop CIPs for the Highways and Regional Transit Connections Program categories to better
assess the magnitude of potential expenditure needs with respect to the flow of measure revenues and the
potential availability of matching funds. The CIPs will provide further details on an order of magnitude basis
and will be prepared in conjunction with planning studies as noted in Section 5.1 that will further assess
how the TA will conduct the competitive processes for these categories. The TA will determine the timing
of the funding cycles for these categories by considering the collection of sales tax revenues, the timing of
project needs, and other external funding opportunities. The TA will fine-tune the CIPs on an ongoing basis by
identifying prioritized projects and continually monitoring local and countywide short- and long-term needs
and program readiness.

7.2 Matching Funds
Navigating through the network of external funding and securing matching funds is complicated. A
representative summary of existing federal, state, and local funding programs that can be leveraged with
Measure A and Measure W funding is contained in Appendix G, although these programs are subject to
change. Regional funds are treated as local funds. As resources permit, the TA will work with project sponsors
to maximize the amount of matching funds secured for each project. Table 7-1 shows the minimum matching
fund requirements for the comparable program categories and the Measure W Regional Transit Connections
Program category and the Measure A Transit Program, Local Shuttles component.
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Table 7-1: Minimum Matching Fund Requirements for Measure A and W Categories

Measure A Category

Minimum Fund Matching Measure W Category

Minimum Funding Match

Highways

10%

Capital: 10%

Countywide Highway
Congestion

Countywide TDM: 10%

Local Streets & Transportation
Share

None

Local Safety, Pothole &
None
Congestion Relief Improvements
(Local Investment Share)

Grade Separations

Pre-construction: 10%
Construction: 50%

Local Safety, Pothole &
Pre-construction: 10%
Congestion Relief Improvements Construction: 50%
(Grade Separations)

10%

Bicycle & Pedestrian

Pedestrian & Bicycle

Capital: 10%
Planning/promotion and start-up
operations: 50%
SRTS: None

No comparable category

N/A

Regional Transit Connections

Capital: 10%
Operations and promotion: 50%

Transit - Local Shuttles
component

Operations and promotion: 25%,
(see footnote for exception)

No comparable category

N/A

Notes:
A minimum 50 percent match is required for shuttles in operation for at least two years that miss the established operating
cost/passenger benchmark by 50 percent or more.

Federal

State

On December 4, 2015, President Obama signed the
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act
into law, which replaced the former Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). The FAST Act
authorized $305 billion over FY 2016 through 2020.
This transportation legislation focuses on safety and
continued efforts to streamline delivery of projects
funded under the established federally managed
programs.

In 2017, the California Road Repair and Accountability
Act was signed into law (SB1). This act modified
how California’s transportation system was funded
by way of increasing or indexing the fuel excise tax
and a vehicle registration fee adjustment, which
will raise approximately $5.24 billion over 10 years.
As part of SB1, the state has set up the Solutions
for Congested Corridors Program (SCCP), which
provides funding to achieve a balanced set of
transportation, environmental, and community access
improvements to reduce congestion throughout
the state. Appendix G highlights key state sources
of funding for transportation projects and planning
studies. Funding under the State Highway Operation
and Protection Program, the Transportation
Development Act, and State Transit Assistance Funds
is allocated by formula. Other state funding programs
are competitive such as the Local Partnership

Highlighted in Appendix G are numerous federal
sources of funding available for transportation
projects under the FAST Act. The majority of the
sources are allocated following a competitive
process. Appendix G also identifies the purpose and
administrator for each funding source.
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Program (LPP), which provides funding to local and
regional agencies to improve aging Infrastructure,
road conditions, active transportation, and health and
safety benefits. Appendix G identifies the purpose
and administrator for each state funding source.

Local
Appendix G highlights key local/regional sources
of funding: Measure A and Measure W County
transportation sales tax revenues, gasoline tax
subventions, regional bridge tolls, vehicle license fees,
developer impact fees, and the Transportation Fund
for Clean Air. Appendix G also identifies the purpose
and administrator for each funding source.

Potential New Funding Sources

With escalating project costs and limited availability
of transportation funding coupled with the need
for transportation investments, the TA encourages
project sponsors to explore and identify nontraditional sources of funding. Non-traditional sources
of funding include innovative financing, establishing
new funding sources, and developing public-private
partnerships.

Traditional and Innovative Financing

This type of financing includes mechanisms to
creatively finance major infrastructure projects by
bonding or borrowing against future anticipated
revenue streams. This may include Transportation
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998
(TIFIA, a federal credit program), lease-financing
of transit vehicles, and finding ways to use future
funding sources as collateral.

Private Sector Contributions

Major Bay Area employers have shown a willingness
to invest in transportation infrastructure that
addresses the commute problems of their current
employees and reduces barriers perceived by
prospective new employees. Projects that address
regional and subregional transportation deficiencies
should be viewed as candidates for private sector
participation.

Public-Private Partnerships

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) are potential
solutions to funding shortfalls for the completion
of projects. Generally, it is a partnership between a
governmental entity and a private business venture
in which the cost of a project may be partially funded
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

by the private partners. The private partners receive
a benefit from the project in which they invest. Many
types of PPPs exist and most approaches are tailored
to specific projects. The San Mateo County 101
Express Lanes Project is an example of a successful
PPP, where approximately 10 percent (over $50
million) of the capital project cost is being funded
from private sector contributions. A reduction in traffic
congestion on the US 101 corridor is a key benefit in
the ability to retain and attract employees for local
businesses.

New Regional/Local Funding Sources

To increase the overall funding pool, it is necessary
to generate additional dollars. Funding options could
include toll revenue from Express Lane projects,
tax assessment districts, and pursuit of a regional
transportation tax (e.g., FASTER Bay Area). Some of
the potential new sources may require legislative
action.

7.3 TA Consideration of Financing
Backed by Sales Tax Revenues
Both Measure A and Measure W allow the TA to bond
for the purpose of advancing the commencement of
or expediting the delivery of transportation programs
and projects. The bonding capacity will be backed
by future Measure A or Measure W revenues. The TA
will weigh the benefits of timely implementation of
programs and projects and avoidance of escalating
construction costs against the costs of bonding. In
recent years, interest rates have been relatively low
and the bonding agencies have been particularly
receptive to issuing bonds supported by sale tax
revenues. However, it will still be important for the TA
to weigh the costs of a bond issue and the interest
payments that will be required against the costs of
deferring or delaying projects until the natural flow of
funds is sufficient to move forward.

7.4 Special Circumstances for
Advancing Funds
There will be special circumstances when project
sponsors need to request Measure A and W funding
outside the established funding processes discussed
in Section 5 of this Plan. The TA has the authority to
make funds available outside established Call for
Projects funding cycles and prior to the collection
of revenues. The TA Board will consider the request
based on the following criteria:
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 Urgency
– A project that calls for immediate construction to address a public safety need
– A project that can realize significant cost savings if it can be constructed in an earlier timeframe
– Loss of funding sources if the project is not constructed within a certain timeframe
– Expected escalation of project development and construction costs outpaces the rate of growth of
Measure A and Measure W revenues
 Impact to the Measure A and Measure W Programs
– Potential of the funding advance delaying other projects
– Financial fees associated with advancing funds (the potential saving in implementation costs should be
considered)
The TA will determine the method of delivering the advance at the time the request is granted by the Board.
The TA should also develop CIPs to determine if advancing funds by either borrowing from other programs or
using financing would be an economically and fiscally prudent means of delivering high-priority projects at a
lower cost (adjusted for inflation) compared to waiting and implementing projects strictly using a pay-as-yougo approach.
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Section 8
Next Steps
Based on the recommendations that were developed during the preparation of the Strategic Plan,
implementation of the Plan will include the key elements summarized in Table 8-1 below:
Table 8-1: Next Steps

Key Elements of the Strategic Plan Implementation
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

7.

8.
9.

Continue with the established Call for Projects processes for the competitive Measure A Shuttle, Highway and Pedestrian and
Bicycle programs, and the first-come first-served, as-needed, selection process for the competitive Measure A Grade Separation
Program.
Review the Call for Projects timing on an ongoing basis to coincide with other regional, state and federal funding programs for
each category.
Update the existing Short Range Highway Plan (SRHP) and prepare an accompanying CIP in coordination with the TA’s
highway program sponsors to better inform the competitive project selection process for the Measure W Countywide Highway
Congestion Improvements program. This will include:
 Identification of highway projects of countywide significance and possibly determining an appropriate level of funding to be
set-aside for these projects, if appropriate and desired.
 A separate new Countywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM) subcategory. The development of guidelines for the
TDM subcategory will be informed through the preparation of the Countywide Alternative Congestion Relief/TDM Plan that will
influence the project selection process in this subcategory as well as the Measure A Alternative Congestion Relief Program.
Prepare a Regional Transit Connections Planning study and an accompanying CIP in coordination with the TA’s regional transit
program sponsors to better inform the competitive project selection process for Measure W Regional Transit Connection
Program funds.
Initiate a Call for Projects selection process to start planning and environmental work for new grade separation projects, under
the Measure W Grade Separation program, after the completion of a grade separation prioritization study by Caltrain.
Revise the existing guidelines for administering the competitive Measure A Pedestrian and Bicycle Program to address the
inclusion of Measure W funds for the new subcategories of large and small capital projects, city-/area-wide planning and
promotion/marketing activities, and Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS). This includes coordination and administration of funding
from the SRTS subcategory with the existing County Office of Education (COE) SRTS Program.
Expand the TA’s role with the provision of technical assistance to its sponsors aiding in project delivery, as resources permit, to:
 Provide technical assistance to sponsors, not limited to the Highway Programs.
 Utilize consultant services to offer Complete Streets and other best practice workshops.
 Temporarily offer consultant services to sponsors, on request, on an interim basis due to sponsor staff vacancies to keep
projects moving, minimizing delay.
 Contract with consultants to help sponsors better position themselves to obtain grant funds to better leverage the TA’s funding
sources.
Continue ongoing coordination with key stakeholders responsible for the development of Countywide and regional planning
efforts to better inform and continuously improve the Measure A and Measure W project selection processes.
Further explore and consider debt financing or internal barrowing of funds as needed to advance projects
 Funding advances would be backed by future Measure A and/or Measure W receipts.
 Need to consider financing costs versus future construction cost increases.

10. Periodically monitor and assess, using evaluation criteria developed as part of this Plan, to determine how well funded
programs and projects are meeting the Measure A Vision and Goals and the relative applicability of the Measure W Core
Principles, taking into consideration both quantitative and qualitative methodologies.
Strategic Plan 2020-2024

55

