
Attachment A: Comment Letters Received in Response to the 
OneBayArea Grant Proposal Released on July 8, 2011

Letter # Date Organization From

1 03/31/11 STA (Solano Transportation Authority) - re SB 375 Open 
Space & Ag Land Harry Price, Chair, STA; Mayor, City of Fairfield

2 06/21/11 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (C/CAG) - Letter 1 Richard Napier, Executive Director

3 07/05/11 TAM (Transportation Authority of Marin) Dianne Steinhauser, Executive Director

4 08/05/11 Marshall_NCTPA TAC (Napa County Transportation & 
Planning Agency) Rick Marshall, Chair, NCTPA TAC

5 08/12/11 City/Council Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County (C/CAG) - Letter 2 Richard Napier, Executive Director

6 08/25/11 Cortese_Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Dave Cortese, President, Board of Supervisors

7 08/31/11 Town of Los Gatos Greg Larson, Town Manager

8 08/31/11 City of Half Moon Bay Naomi Patridge, Mayor

9 08/31/11 City of Millbrae David F. Quigg, Mayor

10 09/01/11 City of Burlingame Terry Nagel, Mayor

11 09/01/11 Contra Costa County
Catherine O. Kutsuris, Director, Conservation and Development 
Department and Julie Burren, Director, Public Works 
Department

12 09/02/11 City of Mountain View Michael A. Fuller, Public Works Director and Randal Tsuda, 
Community Development Director

13 09/09/11 City of Brisbane Randy L. Breault, PE, Director of Public Works/City Engineer

14 09/09/11 City of Milpitas Jose Esteves, Mayor

15 09/14/11 City of Fremont / LSRWG Norm Hughes, Chair, Local Streets & Roads Working Group; 
Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer

16 09/15/11 SCTA (Sonoma County Transportation Authority/Regional 
Climate Protection Authority) Jake Mackenzie, Chair, SCTA/RCPA

17 09/15/11 City of Rohnert Park Darren Jenkins, PE, Director of Development Services/City 
Engineer

18 09/22/11 City of Sunnyvale Melinda Hamilton, Mayor

19 09/29/11 Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) David E. Durant, Chair, Board of Commissioners
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20 10/12/11 City of Lafayette Carl Anduri, Mayor

21 10/26/11 City of Morgan Hill Steve Tate, Mayor

22 10/26/11 County of Sonoma Efren Carrillo, Chairman, Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

23 10/28/11

Bay Area Business Coalition 
[Bay Area Council, Bay Planning Coalition, BIA Bay Area, 
Contra Costa Council, East Bay EDA, Jobs & Housing 
Coalition, North Bay Leadership Couyncil, Silicon Valley 
Leadership Group, SAMCEDA, Solano EDC}

In order of organizations named in adjoining column:
Jim Wunderman, President & CEO; John Coleman, Executive 
Director; Paul Campos, Senior VP, Govt. Affairs; Linda Best, 
President & CEO; Karen Engel, Executive Director; Gregory 
McConnell, President & CEO; Cynthia Murray, President & CEO;
Carl Guardino, President & CEO; Rosanne Foust, President & 
CEO; Sandy Person, President

24 11/03/11 Greenbelt Alliance Stephanie Reyes, Policy Director

25 11/04/11 SFCTA (San Francisco County Transportation Authority) Ross Mirkarimi, Chair of the Board

26 11/15/11 City of Napa Jill Techel, Mayor

27 11/18/11

OBAG Comment Letter: Asian Pacific Environmental 
Network, Bay Localize, California WALKS, Causa Justa::Just 
Cause, Chinatown Community Development Center, Council 
of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), East Bay 
Housing Organizations (EBHO), Genesis, Green Youth 
Alliance, Greenbelt Alliance, The League of Women Voters of 
the Bay Area, National CAPACD, Public Advocates, 
TransForm, Unitarian Universalist Legislative Ministry, Urban 
Habitat

(no names provided)

28 11/22/11 Santa Clara VTA (Valley Transportation Authority) John Ristow, VTA Chief CMA Officer

29 11/28/11 City of Palo Alto Sidney Espinosa, Mayor

30 11/28/11 SRTSNP (Safe Routes to School National 
Partnership)_BABC (Bay Area Bicycle Coalition)

Deb Hubsmith, Director, SRTSNP and Corrine Winter, Chair, 
BABC

31 12/02/11 City of Richmond William Lindsay, City Manager

32 12/06/11 County of Napa Bill Dodd, Chairman, Board of Supervisors

33 12/07/11 City of Santa Rosa Ernesto Oliveras, Mayor

34 12/09/11 City of American Canyon Richard Ramirez, Acting City Manager

35 12/12/11 Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County Mark Moulton, Executive Director

36 12/19/11 Alameda County Transportation Commission Art Dao, Executive Director

37 12/19/11 City of Petaluma David Glass, Mayor
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38 12/21/11 San Mateo County Health System SaraT L. Mayer, Director

39 12/23/11

City of Oakland
City and County of San Francisco
City of San Jose
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Fred Blackwell, Assistant City Administrator
Jose Campos, Chief of Citywide Planning
Laurel Prevetti, Assistant Planning Director
Carter Mau, Executive Manager of Budget and Planning
Timothy Papandreou, Deputy Director for Sustainable Streets
Tina Spencer, Director of Service Development and Planning
Tilly Chang, Deputy Director for Planning

40 01/10/12 Save Mount Diablo Seth Adams, Director of Land Programs

41 12/20/11 County of Marin Susan L. Adams, President Marin Board of Supervisors
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March 31, 2011 
 
 
Steve Heminger 
Executive Director 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA  94607 
 
RE: Provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 375 Regarding Financial Incentives for the  

Preservation of Resource Areas and Farmlands 
 

Dear Mr. Heminger: 
 
I am writing on behalf of The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) to request the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) address the provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 375 
regarding financial incentives for the preservation of resource areas and farmlands.   
 
The relevant portion of SB 375 is in California Government Code Section 65080 (b) (4) (C), and 
reads as follows: 
  

“The metropolitan planning organization or county transportation agency, 
whichever entity is appropriate, shall consider financial incentives for cities and 
counties that have resource areas or farmland, as defined in Section 65080.01, 
for the purposes of, for example, transportation investments for the preservation 
and safety of the city street or county road system and farm to market and 
interconnectivity transportation needs.  The metropolitan planning organization 
or county transportation agency, whichever entity is appropriate, shall also 
consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide service 
responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their 
cities.”  

 
As you may be aware, Solano County’s voters passed an initiative in 1984 (reaffirmed by 
initiative in 1994, and again reaffirmed and extended in 2008) that requires all urban growth to 
occur within the seven incorporated cities. As results of this forward thinking, Solano County has 
both a preponderance of open space and farmlands (62% of the county’s 829 square miles of 
land area is in farmland, with additional areas in opens pace hillsides) and city-centered 
development (95% of the county’s residents live in the seven incorporated cities).   
 
Agricultural lands in particular require the provision and maintenance of local roadways in order 
to plant, maintain and harvest crops, and to transport them to processing centers and markets.  
Agricultural lands also provide visual, economic and air quality benefits to the entire Bay Area.   
However, those lands do not typically generate the tax revenues necessary to pay for the 
maintenance of the roads that serve them. 
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STA Ltr. MTC’s SHeminger dated March 31, 2011 

Provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 375 Regarding Financial Incentives for the 
Preservation of Resource Areas and Farmlands 

 
 

SB 375, with its focus on promoting city- and transit-centered growth in designated Priority 
Development Areas, has the potential to partly rectify this situation by implementation of the 
CGC Section highlighted above.   The STA would like to request the MTC, as the primary 
agency responsible for implementation of SB 375 in the San Francisco Bay Area, in partnership 
with the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), develop a method and fund amount for 
the implementation of this portion of SB 375.  Because the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
Call for Projects and associated county fund estimates have already been released, the time for 
proposing these requested guidelines is now.  Identifying funds available to communities that 
preserve open space and agricultural lands should be identified in order to help CMAs such as 
the STA make decisions about where to recommend RTP projects and program investments now 
and in the future. 
 
We, at the STA and in Solano County, look forward to working with MTC to develop and 
implement the provisions of California Government Code Section 65080 (b) (4) (C), as well as 
the other provisions of SB 375.  If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact 
Daryl Halls, STA’s Executive Director, at (707) 424-6075.  Thanks for your consideration of this 
issue. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
 
Harry Price, Chair, Solano Transportation Authority 
Mayor, City of Fairfield  
 
Cc: STA Board Members 
 Doug Kimsey, Director of Planning, MTC 
 
 
 



khughe
Text Box
  2





khughe
Text Box
 3







khughe
Text Box
  4







khughe
Text Box
   5







khughe
Text Box
  6





khughe
Text Box
   7





khughe
Text Box
 8





khughe
Text Box
 9





khughe
Text Box
 10







khughe
Text Box
 11







khughe
Text Box
  12





























khughe
Text Box
 13





khughe
Text Box
  14





khughe
Text Box
  15













khughe
Text Box
  16





khughe
Text Box
  17







khughe
Text Box
 18





khughe
Text Box
 19









khughe
Text Box
  20





khughe
Text Box
  21



khughe
Text Box
  22





khughe
Text Box
   23







 

 

 
November 3, 2011 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, California 94607 
 
Re: OneBayArea grant program  
 
Dear Metropolitan Transportation Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed OneBayArea grant program.  We 
support the concept of the OneBayArea grant program to provide funding to jurisdictions 
that are planning for more homes and jobs near transit in Priority Development Areas and to 
rural areas that are taking steps to preserve natural and working lands.   
 
The Bay Area is expected to grow significantly over the next two decades. The biggest question 
is how that growth will impact the region’s ability to create and sustain good jobs. Employers 
consistently report that the two biggest barriers to creating more jobs in the Bay Area are traffic 
and a lack of affordable housing, two problems that could become much worse if each county is 
not deliberate about how it grows. 
 
Because every county will be affected, we have a responsibility to work together to ensure that 
the region remains a great place to live and work. While every community has a role to play in 
preserving and growing our region’s economic advantages, in some places the stakes are much 
higher. The region is depending on the Priority Development Areas to accommodate more 
than two-thirds of all growth in the next two decades. If those places can grow smartly, they will 
provide a bulwark against more traffic and strengthen their county’s overall job market. 
And if they fail, everyone will suffer. 
   
The best way to grow good jobs without creating gridlock is to make smart investments in places 
that have the biggest role to play in managing the negative impacts of future growth. The good 
news is that many cities want to do the right thing—like investing in affordable housing and 
targeting development to places that reduce the number of cars on the road. But they can’t do it 
alone, and because their decisions will impact entire counties, they shouldn’t have to. By 
directing additional resources to key places and helping them to grow responsibly, every 
county will benefit from easier commutes and a stronger job market. 
 
The OneBayArea grant program is an important step to help make good plans a reality. We are 
particularly glad to see that the OneBayArea grant program: 
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1) Prioritizes efficient use of limited transportation funding by strongly linking 
transportation funds to high growth places in the region. 

2) Directs 70% of the funding to the places that will receive 70% of the housing growth. It is 
vital that we adequately support the places that are proactively planning for growth. 

3) Takes a performance-based approach, distributing funding partly based on actual housing 
production. 

4) Includes a land conservation grant component to incentivize rural areas to protect natural 
areas and agricultural lands. 

 
For the OneBayArea grant program to succeed, it is essential that it remain: 
 

� consistent, treating all portions of the block grant – including the local streets and roads 
rehabilitation funds -- with the same strategic focus and performance-based 
accountability.  We strongly oppose a change that would remove Local Streets and 
Roads funds from the program, as it is an important policy lever to encourage 
jurisdictions to put into place the land use policies necessary to achieve the SCS goals. 

� focused to support the areas that local governments have designated for focused growth – 
with more funds going to those places that have a track record of producing infill 
housing, particularly affordable homes 

� sustainable and equitable, rewarding cities that are planning for walkable, bikeable, 
economically-thriving places while protecting existing residents from displacement, and 

� transparent and public, with projects vetted by an inclusive neighborhood planning 
process that analyzes critical issues including equity, health, and transit accessibility 

 
In addition, while the OneBayArea program is an important step to more closely link 
transportation funding with land use, it’s important to note that the grant funds are only a tiny 
percentage of the overall discretionary funds for this SCS/RTP.  The Commission should 
prioritize linking transportation spending to land-use performance throughout the RTP to 
make the most effective use of our limited transportation dollars.  
 
We also have more detailed thoughts on how the grant program can be made both more effective 
and easier to implement through funding distribution and eligibility requirements. 
 
Funding distribution formula  

1. The county-based approach to distributing funds is problematic for several reasons.  First, 
there is no guarantee that funding will go to the PDAs that are growing the most.  In 
addition, when performance (e.g. housing production) is aggregated by county, there is 
less of an incentive for any individual city to perform well.  Grant funds should be 
directed to the particular PDAs that are taking on the most growth, and should 
reward those jurisdictions that have the strongest record of providing housing, 
particularly affordable housing.  At a minimum, the eligibility criteria for cities should 
be amended to include metrics at the individual jurisdiction level.   
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2. The distribution formula should include a component for production of affordable 
(Low Income and Very Low Income) housing.   
 

3. Performance – jurisdictions’ actual track records of building homes - should be a 
much more significant factor. At a minimum, the Commission should establish policy 
now stating that performance will be weighted at 50% and population at 25% for future 
iterations of the OneBayArea grant.  

 
PDA requirement 

1. Helping the PDAs become a reality is an important goal.  Region-wide, the places that 
are getting the lion’s share of the growth should get the lion’s share of the funding.  In 
some counties, PDAs will take on more than 70% of the growth; in other counties, it’s 
less. The best solution is a city-by-city approach, as described above.   
 
However, should the county-based approach remain and the percentage PDA requirement 
change to vary for different counties, it should be done using a policy-based approach – 
e.g. based on the relative availability of existing and planned transit – rather than using 
size or geographic location as a proxy.   
 
Finally, should the percentage PDA requirement be changed, the program should 
maintain a share of funds as an incentive pot for those places that are able to meet the 
70% PDA requirement. 

 
2. Part of making the PDAs work is providing effective transportation to and between 

PDAs.  Greenbelt Alliance would support expanding the 70% to include “PDA-
supportive” projects – such as building bike lanes between two or more PDAs - if such 
projects are narrowly defined to meet the spirit and intent of the grant program.  

 
Supportive local land-use policies requirements 

1. We strongly support using the grant program as an opportunity to incentivize sustainable 
and equitable local land-use policies.  The requirement for a certified Housing Element is 
particularly important, and will simply emphasize existing state policy which is used for 
many other funding programs. We support clarifying the details of precisely what is 
meant by the other policy requirements.  This should be relatively simple to do in the 
coming months.   
 
For example, MTC Parking Toolbox/Handbook can be used to clarify what is meant by 
parking/pricing policies, using the chart on page 8 to show what is appropriate for 
different types of places.  For the affordable housing policies requirement, a simple 
checklist could be used (e.g. Inclusionary Housing policy OR nexus-based affordable 
housing fee OR commercial linkage fee OR document recording fee).   
 
While Bay Area cities differ in size, location, and character, every city has a role to play 
in providing affordable homes, preventing unwanted displacement, providing safe streets 
for all users, creating bicycle facilities, and implementing sensible parking policies. 
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2. Add a measurement of the individual jurisdiction’s performance in building housing at all 

income levels to the jurisdictional eligibility section.   
 

3. Some requirements are easier for jurisdictions to implement in a timely fashion than 
others.  Many cities also do not have significant staff resources to update their policies at 
this time. Therefore it may make sense to require a smaller number of policies in this first 
round of grants, while also establishing now clear expectations for additional policies that 
will be required for future rounds of grants.  CMAs should be encouraged to provide 
jurisdictions with grants from this round to update their policies for the next round. 
 
In addition, to reward those jurisdictions that have been pro-active at establishing key 
policies that support the SCS vision, the Commission should consider including an 
‘incentive pot’ for those places that can already achieve the full list of policies. 

 
Land Conservation Grants 
We strongly support the inclusion of a $5 million land conservation grant pilot program.  Using 
transportation funding to support land conservation makes sense. Far-flung development -- 
usually on open space and farmland -- means more spending on transportation infrastructure and 
more greenhouse gas emissions from driving.  Development will continue to occur in these areas 
unless effective land conservation measures are in place. Therefore it's essential that the region 
invest in land conservation programs in order to meet our transportation cost and GHG goals. 
 
To maximize effectiveness, the land conservation grant program should: 

1. Establish a clear goal for the program.  For example, “To preserve and restore a network 
of lands and waters for people and nature; to sustain the natural diversity, increase 
healthy recreational opportunities and enhance the agricultural productivity and economic 
vitality of the Bay Area” or “To preserve resource areas and farmland, ameliorate 
outward development expansion, and maintain rural character.” 

2. Provide a regional competitive grant application and review process for projects. 
Applicants should show how their project supports the goal of the grant program. 

3. Clearly establish types of eligible projects, such as conservation planning, land 
acquisition, policy implementation, and improving agricultural vitality.  

4. Encourage collaboration across counties and across sectors. 
 
There may be opportunities for MTC to work with other conservation-oriented organizations to 
leverage additional funding for key projects using the OneBayArea land conservation grant 
program.  In this era of scarce resources, the Commission should ensure that the OneBayArea 
land conservation grants are well-designed to attract additional funding. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Stephanie Reyes, Policy Director 



San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

100 Van Ness Avenue, 26TH  floor 

San Francisco, California 94102-5244 

415.522.4800   FAX 415.522.4829 

info@sfcta.org   www.sfcta.org 

 

 November 4, 2011 

Steve Heminger, Executive Director  Ezra Rapport, Executive Director 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Association of  Bay Area Governments 
101 Eighth Street 101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 Oakland, CA 94607 

 Subject: One Bay Area Grant Proposal 

Dear Mr. Heminger and Mr. Rapport: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed One Bay Area 
Grant (OBAG) program. The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Authority) 
appreciates the effort the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the 
Association of  Bay Area Governments (ABAG) have made to create an OBAG proposal 
which supports the integrated transportation, housing, and land use goals of  the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  

The SCS along with the 2013 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process have the potential to transform our region by 
focusing transportation investment and new housing construction in Priority Development 
Areas (PDAs). Development in PDAs offers the Bay Area its best opportunity to house 
future population growth within the region and to meet the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets established in Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg).  

San Francisco is a strong supporter of  the OBAG goal to link transportation funding to 
local housing and smart growth policies as a way to incentivize regionally-supportive 
decisions at the local level.  

At its October 25 meeting, the Authority Board unanimously endorsed the following 
specific comments on the proposed OBAG guidelines:  

1. San Francisco strongly supports the effort to link land use with 
transportation investment for the first time. 

 Although San Francisco would receive about the same funding as under the 
prior framework when we account for San Francisco’s historic share of  the 
regional programs that would be reduced to fund OBAG, the framework could 
result in positive regional changes by incentivizing jurisdictions throughout the 
region to adopt sustainable growth policies such as those San Francisco already 
has in place, aiding both San Francisco and the region to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled and greenhouse gas production. 

 We strongly oppose a change, proposed by some other stakeholders in the 
region, that would remove Local Streets and Roads funds from the OBAG 
program as it is an important policy lever to encourage jurisdictions to put into 
place the land use policies necessary to achieve SCS goals.  Further, it is an 
essential component of  complete streets projects, which the block grant is intended 
to encourage. 

2. Opportunities exist to strengthen the impact the proposal would have on 
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achieving the region’s SCS goals. Specifically: 

 A portion of  the OBAG formula should be tied to historical affordable housing 
production, rather than all housing production because market rate housing production is 
primarily a function of  market forces, rather than public sector intervention.  San 
Francisco, in particular, has been a leader in providing affordable housing. 

 The supportive policy to prevent displacement of  residents living in affordable housing 
should be mandatory rather than an option. In addition, the region needs to define this 
policy in such a way that it has a strong impact in achieving desired outcomes of  
preventing displacement.  

 Congestion Management Agencies should be required to establish an appropriate public 
vetting threshold(s) for project sponsors in their county. 

3. Opportunities exist to increase flexibility, while preserving OBAG goals. Specifically: 

 Expanding the 70% requirement to include projects not just within a PDA, but projects 
supportive of  a PDA. Not only would this give San Francisco more flexibility, but would 
help other counties with small or limited PDAs deliver projects that accommodate transit-
oriented growth (e.g. funding a bike lane connecting to a PDA). 

 Converting the Regional Bicycle Program back to the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Program to provide more flexibility to fund pedestrian projects, including safety projects. 

4. Support for potential slight modifications to OBAG to allay the concerns of  other 
stakeholders. These include: 

 Support for goal that jurisdictions must adopt supportive policies, but recognize that this 
may need to be refined to allow documentation of  a good faith effort to comply given 
timing and resource constraints associated with local policy adoption. 

 Should MTC reduce the 70% PDA requirement to a lower threshold, MTC should 
maintain a share of  OBAG funds as an incentive pot (i.e., reducing the amount 
guaranteed to the CMAs by formula), where counties that meet the 70% threshold would 
receive additional funding. 

Thank you for considering our comments and requests. The Authority looks forward to working 
with MTC and ABAG over the coming months to finalize the OBAG guidelines and to implement 
the OBAG program. Please feel free to have your staff  contact the Authority’s Chief  Deputy 
Director for Policy and Programming, Maria Lombardo at 415.522.4802, or Deputy Director for 
Planning, Tilly Chang at 415.522.4832, with any questions.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ross Mirkarimi  
Chair of  the Board 

cc: Com. Campos, Weiner 
 A. Bockelman, D. Kimsey, A. Nguyen – MTC 
 JLM, AL, MEL, TC, BS, BB, LB – Chron, File: OBAG 
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November 18, 2011 
 
BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
Alix Bockelman, Director of Programming and Allocations 
Doug Kimsey, Director of Planning 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, California 94607 
 
Re: OneBayArea Grant Program 
 
Dear Ms. Bockelman and Mr. Kimsey: 
 
We strongly support the use of regional funds to encourage equitable transit oriented development 
through the OneBayArea Grant program. The region’s vision for sustainable growth – decreasing 
greenhouse gases while promoting healthy and affordable neighborhoods for people of all incomes 
and races – will be realized only if local jurisdictions implement it. Channeling money to the local 
governments that are working hard to plan for and accommodate housing at all income levels is one 
of the most important ways that MTC and ABAG can help make the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy a real action plan rather than a document that gathers dust on a shelf. 
 
Staff’s proposed framework for the OneBayArea Grant is a strong start to developing an effective 
program that could be a model for the rest of the state. It requires most of the funding to go to the 
places which are slated to take on most of the region’s housing growth. It establishes policy-based 
eligibility criteria for local jurisdictions to qualify for Grant funding, which will help ensure that the 
money supports truly sustainable growth. In particular, it makes a California Department of Housing 
and Community Development-certified housing element a prerequisite for funding. And it 
recognizes the importance of rewarding past housing production in addition to supporting new 
construction.  
 
As stakeholders deeply vested in the Sustainable Communities Strategies, Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation, and Regional Transportation Planning processes, we urge staff to make a few key 
revisions to the OneBayArea Grant program to make sure that the money is spent (1) in the right 
places, (2) with the right safeguards in place, and (3) on the right projects. Without these changes, 
the Grant program may do little to change the status quo, or might even undermine the principles of 
sustainability and equity that it is designed to advance. Specifically, we ask that the OneBayArea 
Grant program be modified to include the following key principles: 
 

1. Funding should be prioritized for the cities have added the most affordable housing in the 
past, rather than total housing, and are expected to take on the most affordable housing in 
the future.  

2. Anti-displacement policies should be a requirement for Grant eligibility rather than part of a 
menu of options.  

3. Projects funded by OneBayArea Grants should be vetted by an inclusive neighborhood 
planning process that analyzes critical issues including equity, health, and transit accessibility.  

 
These modifications are outlined in more detail below. We offer to meet with staff to discuss these 
recommendations and technical changes to the OneBayArea Grant proposal that will address our 
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concerns. We hope that by working together now we can craft a strong OneBayArea Grant proposal 
that we can all support when it comes before the MTC Commission and ABAG Board next year.  
 
1. Direct Funding to Cities that are Building Affordable Housing 
 
To be effective, OneBayArea Grants must not only be spent in the right counties, but also be 
directed to the appropriate places within each county. Because the current proposal is for Grant 
funding to flow to the County Congestion Management Agencies before it is allocated to cities, it is 
essential that MTC and ABAG establish meaningful guidelines for distribution of the money to local 
jurisdictions. The current proposal is lacking in this area. The guidelines we recommend will help 
ensure that the Grant program advances the regional vision of sustainable growth, rather than a 
patchwork of nine county-level agendas.  
 
The requirement that 70% of Grant funding be spent within PDAs is not enough. The policy should 
be more specific – Grant money should be directed to the particular PDAs that are taking on the 
most housing growth. Supporting the PDA framework with financial investments appropriately 
rewards jurisdictions that have embraced their role in achieving sustainable and equitable growth, 
and encourages cities that have not opted into the PDA framework (or done so insufficiently) to do 
better in the future. That said, not all PDAs are created equal. They vary widely in their capacity to 
accommodate growth because of things such as size, density, transit connectivity, and political 
support. Since Grant funding is limited, it should be prioritized to the PDAs most able to help the 
region meet its need, and SB 375’s mandate, for sufficient housing at all income levels. This is 
particularly important as ABAG moves toward approving PDAs with little or no planned housing 
growth. 
 
Past production of affordable housing should also be taken into account when distributing both the 
PDA and non-PDA Grant funding. The current regional plan will not be built on a blank slate, so 
credit should be given to jurisdictions that have already been doing their part to plan for and 
encourage sustainable and equitable growth. When considering this factor, jurisdictions should be 
evaluated based on two factors. 1) Consider the absolute number of low and very-low income units 
produced by a jurisdiction over the past two RHNA cycles, recognizing those jurisdictions that have 
contributed the most to provide the very-low and low income housing that is the most difficult to 
produce.1 Considering total lower-income housing production will also align the OneBayArea Grant 
program with the draft RHNA methodology being developed by ABAG’s Housing Methodology 
Committee. 2) Evaluate jurisdictions on how well the ratio of lower income housing produced to 
above moderate housing produced matches the proportional need for housing by income level 
established by the jurisdiction’s RHNA distribution.2 This will recognize those jurisdictions that 
work to keep affordable housing production on-pace with market-rate housing growth, a key way to 
help the region achieve SB 375’s goals of meeting the region’s full housing needs at all income levels.  
 
We strongly support staff’s proposal that jurisdictions must have an HCD-certified Housing 
Element adopted for the current planning period to be eligible for Grant funding. Housing 

                                                 
1 This means that a city would score better if it produced 100 units of affordable housing than if it produced 
50 units.  
2 In other words, a city would score better if it met 50% of its lower income housing need and 50% of its 
market rate housing need than it would if it met 50% of its lower income housing need and 150% of its 
market rate housing need. 
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Elements are important tools to plan for and accommodate housing at all income levels, as well as to 
solicit public engagement about housing needs and barriers to affordable housing. And HCD-
certification is the well-established standard for ensuring that Housing Elements meet the basic 
requirements of state law. Moreover, adoption of an HCD-certified element is already the standard 
used to determine eligibility for numerous other funding programs.3 Failure to require HCD-
certification would completely undermine the purpose of the requirement, which is to ensure that 
local governments have complied with state laws requiring them to accommodate, zone, and plan 
for adequate housing at all income levels.  
 
2. Ensure Anti-Displacement Safeguards to Protect Low Income Communities 
 
Recognizing the importance of protecting low income communities at risk of displacement, MTC 
and ABAG included an anti-displacement goal among the SCS Performance Targets adopted earlier 
this year. After extensive public input and consideration by Commissioners and Board Members, the 
agencies committed to develop an SCS that “House[s] 100% of the region’s projected 25-year 
growth by income level (very-low, low, moderate, above-moderate) without displacing current low-income 
residents.” 4 Since adopting this target, however, there has been little serious discussion about how to 
meet it. The OneBayArea Grant program is a critical opportunity to help the region meet its goal of 
preventing displacement of low income residents, but in order to do this, its anti-displacement 
provisions must be strengthened.  
 
It has been well established by both local and national studies that transit-related investments are a 
primary cause of gentrification and displacement.5 Time and again, low income communities that 
have suffered from decades of disinvestment have seen new infrastructure investments lead to 
“improvements” in their neighborhoods that do not provide established families and local 
businesses with benefits but, to the contrary, drive them out.  
 
As MTC and ABAG have acknowledged,6 the PDA system emphasizes and encourages growth in 
communities that are predominantly low income and people of color. The OneBayArea Grant 
program promises to infuse much-needed financial resources into these neighborhoods. If this is not 
done with the proper safeguards in place, however, the PDA system and supporting Grants will 
perversely cause massive gentrification and displacement, forcing out existing residents and 
excluding them from the region’s sustainability plans rather than improving their access to healthy, 
safe, and opportunity-rich neighborhoods. 
                                                 
3 A list of funding incentives that flow from adoption of a certified housing element is available from HCD at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/loan_grant_hecompl011708.pdf.  
4 See “Performance Targets for the Sustainable Communities Strategies/Regional Transportation Plan,” 
OneBayArea, available at http://www.onebayarea.org/pdf/PerfTargetsSCS-RTP.pdf. 
5 See “Development without Displacement, Development with Diversity,” ABAG, available at 
www.bayareavision.org/initiatives/dwd-final.pdf; “Mapping Susceptibility to Gentrification: The Early 
Warning Toolkit,” Karen Chapple, Center for Community Innovation at UC Berkeley, available at 
www.communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification-Report.pdf; “Maintaining Diversiy In 
America's Transit-Rich Neighborhoods: Tools for Equitable Neighborhood,” Stephanie Pollack, et al., 
Dukakis Center for Urban and Regional Policy, available at 
www.northeastern.edu/dukakiscenter/publications/transportation/documents/TRN_Equity_final.pdf 
6 See Equity Analysis presentation to October 14, 2011 MTC Planning Committee, Slide 11 – Relationship of 
Communities of Concern to PDAs/GOAs, available at 
http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1752/2_Plan_Bay_Area_Equity_Analysis.pdf  
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In order to blunt the displacement pressures that will increase with the influx of OneBayArea Grant 
money, all Grant recipients should be required to have strong anti-displacement policies in place. 
Under the current staff proposal, affordable housing or anti-displacement policies are just one of a 
menu of options that jurisdictions may choose from in order to qualify for Grant funding. Because 
gentrification and displacement are a particularly problematic and direct result of investing in low 
income neighborhoods, we ask that a set of strong anti-displacement policies such as just cause/fair 
rent laws, condo conversion restrictions, and inclusionary housing programs, be made obligatory 
rather than optional conditions for funding. While local conditions may vary, it is critical that 
policies that can help achieve the region’s goal of preventing displacement be defined and 
incentivized at the regional level. We would be happy to meet with staff to discuss the types and 
details of policies that could render a city eligible under such a requirement, as the details can spell 
the difference between success and failure. 
 
3. Require Meaningful Engagement of Local Residents and an Analysis of Equity Issues 
and Alternatives for all Grant Projects 
 
The OneBayArea Grant program will give more money to certain local governments along with 
more flexibility in spending it. This increased local control must come with local accountability to 
ensure that investments are being spent wisely on projects that meet the most pressing community 
needs as well as the regional goals of the SCS. Strong public participation and clear disclosure of 
project alternatives and impacts are among the best ways to achieve accountability without 
undermining the goal of local flexibility. 
 
Any projects funded by OneBayArea Grants should be vetted by the local community to ensure that 
local residents, particularly low income people, communities of color, immigrant communities, 
seniors, and people with disabilities have the opportunity to help shape investment priorities to meet 
local needs. To facilitate this process and provide decision makers with full information, projects 
receiving Grant funding should also undergo an analysis of the relative benefits to and burdens on 
low-income communities and communities of color as well as an assessment of their impacts on 
health and the accessibility and affordability of transit. 
 
In many cases, Grant-supported projects may have already undergone sufficient public review and 
analysis. Projects that are consistent with local plans developed with meaningful public participation 
and consideration of impacts and alternatives, or that emerged as priorities in Community Based 
Transportation Plans, for example, might not require any further vetting. Where high quality 
planning and priority setting have not taken place, however, requiring it of OneBayArea Grant 
recipients is critical to ensure that regional funds are spent wisely.  
 
This recommendation is in line with MTC’s Station Area Planning Manual7 and ABAG’s Development 
Without Displacement report,8 both of which emphasize the importance of meaningful community 
engagement early and often throughout the decision-making. This requires more than just public 
notice. ABAG’s report recommends that public participation in Station Area Planning Grants “be 
strengthened by incorporating more explicit standards for community participation (for example, 

                                                 
7 See “Station Area Planning Manual,” November 2007, p. 22, MTC, available at: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/stations/Station_Area_Planning_Manual_Nov07.pdf  
8 See “Development without Displacement, Development with Diversity,” p. 63. 
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demonstrated involvement of community-based groups in the planning process), and incorporating . 
. . equity performance measures” such as housing and transportation cost burden, affordable 
housing development and preservation, community engagement, anti-displacement.9 ABAG’s report 
also recommends that the allocation of planning and capital infrastructure funds be based on the 
ability of a project or community to make progress on equity goals identified by the community. 
 
Likewise, we recommend that cities undertake an analysis of the equity and health impacts of 
proposed projects and potential alternatives before selecting one. The analysis should provide a clear 
picture of potential alternatives’ relative benefits and burdens on low income communities and 
communities of color, as well as their potential impacts on issues such as affordable transit access, 
health, safety, air quality, noise, and active transportation. This will not only promote fairness locally, 
but will also help ensure that key regional priorities are accomplished, including those in the adopted 
Performance Targets, such as preventing displacement, reducing exposure to particulate emissions, 
and reducing injuries and fatalities including bike and pedestrian incidents 
 
 
We appreciate your serious consideration of these comments, and we look forward to meeting with 
you to discuss in more detail how to integrate them into the OneBayArea Grant program as you 
revise it in the coming weeks and months. Meaningful incorporation of these suggestions into the 
OneBayArea Grant proposal will help to secure the active support of affordable housing and equity 
organizations before the MTC Commission and ABAG Executive Board. By working together, we 
can create a mechanism to begin realizing the region’s vision for sustainable communities.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Asian Pacific Environmental Network 
Bay Localize 
California WALKS 
Causa Justa :: Just Cause 
Chinatown Community Development Center 
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) 
East Bay Housing Organizations (EBHO) 
Genesis 
Green Youth Alliance 
Greenbelt Alliance 
The League of Women Voters of the Bay Area 
National CAPACD 
Public Advocates 
TransForm 
Unitarian Universalist Legislative Ministry California 
Urban Habitat 

                                                 
9 Id.  
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November 28, 2011 

 

Mr. Steve Heminger, Executive Director, sheminger@mtc.ca.gov  

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

101 Eighth Street  

Oakland, CA 94607 

 

Re:  Plan Bay Area and One Bay Area Follow-up 

 

Dear Steve: 

 

Leaders from the Bay Area Bicycle Coalition (BABC) and the Safe Routes to School National Partnership 

(SRTSNP) appreciated the opportunity to meet with you and your staff on October 28 to discuss Plan Bay 

Area and the One Bay Area grants.  At the end of the meeting you asked for clarification on our position 

regarding the Priority Development Areas (PDA) and our recommendations for PDA-serving bike/ped 

projects to be eligible.  This letter provides this information as well as additional details about the 

elements of our platform, which we strongly believe will contribute substantially toward achieving the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) goals.   

 

Safe Routes to School 

 

We greatly appreciate that you mentioned during our meeting that there is a tremendous amount of 

MTC Commissioner-support for keeping Safe Routes to School at its currently funded levels in the 

Climate Protection Program for the One Bay Area grants.  Keeping Safe Routes to School with dedicated 

funding separate from the PDAs is important because: 

 Only a small amount of schools (we estimate 5-20% depending on the county) are located within 

PDAs; 

 The traffic resulting from parents driving their children to school in the Bay Area can represent 

20-30% of morning traffic, and this traffic is distributed across counties (not confined to PDAs); 

 The block grant funding will largely be used by counties for road rehabilitation, especially 

because they will have less flexible funding to work with countywide because of the PDA 

requirement; 

 Thanks to MTC funding from T2035, Safe Routes to School programs are now operating in all 

nine Bay Area counties, reducing traffic and emissions around schools while providing 

opportunities for healthy physical activity; 

 Nationally, 1/3 of children’s traffic fatalities are kids walking or bicycling; Safe Routes to School 

serves the important MTC goal of safety and also includes a focus on equity; 

 Safe Routes to School is an opportunity for MTC to show important benefits to communities at 

the neighborhood level; 

mailto:sheminger@mtc.ca.gov
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 Safe Routes to School brings school districts, cities and counties together to help solve traffic 

issues in innovative ways and reaches Bay Area parents, an important stakeholder for solving 

transportation problems and changing behaviors to utilize alternatives; 

 Safe Routes to School is providing infrastructure and education to the next generation to show 

why alternatives to the automobile are important – as these children become adults, they will 

be more likely to take transit, walk and bike; and 

 Safe Routes to School is a legacy program of MTC. With upcoming changes in federal funding, 

MTC-support may be the only way to ensure that this important program continues in a 

comprehensive way throughout the Bay Area.  Even if the state and federal funds continue, the 

program is extremely oversubscribed, with four times the requests over funding available since 

the program was created at the state level in 2000.  Continuing support for Safe Routes to 

School at its current funding levels will ensure that MTC will continue to be a model for the 

nation on Safe Routes to School. 

 

Priority Development Areas:  Make PDA-Serving for Bike/Ped Eligible 

 

We understand that MTC is working hard to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy that will meet 

the California Air Resources Board SB375 requirements; our organizations support and recognize that 

the Bay Area must do its part and play a leading role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Priority 

Development Area (PDA) program will serve this purpose by prioritizing transportation funding for areas 

that are willing to plan for and build new housing.  This housing will then connect with transit, creating 

opportunities for transit oriented development which will allow for more people to live, work and shop 

close to home, reducing vehicles miles traveled, congestion and the need for dependence on cars.   

 

We support the PDA concept and believe that this is a good strategy for reducing per capita emissions as 

our population grows. At the same time, we believe that minor changes to the definition of a PDA to 

make bike/ped PDA-serving projects eligible will help MTC and the counties to achieve your long term 

Plan Bay Area and emissions reduction goals, while also building world class communities.  

 

We know that MTC is currently proposing that 70% of county funding be dedicated to PDAs, with 30% of 

the funding provided as a flexible block grant to the CMA.  As we have spoken with county and city 

engineers, who are largely responsible for programming the funds, we have learned of the tremendous 

backlog in local streets and roads paving maintenance.  This has led us to the realization that most 

jurisdictions will largely if not entirely spend their flexible 30% block grant funding on road repaving.  

While a strong MTC policy on Complete Streets will create more bike lanes, wide shoulders, signage and 

street crossings, it will not result in separated class I pathways.  At the same time, most PDAs are not 

large enough to construct separated pathways of a meaningful length that will build facilities that are 

part of the Regional Bike Network, Bay Trail and County Bicycle Master Plans. 

 

Even if there are changes to the 70/30 percentage split for the North Bay Counties, we are very 

concerned with the loss of dedicated funding through the Regional Bike Program and Transportation for 



Livable Communities.  Studies show that women, children and the elderly prefer to walk and bike on 

facilities that are separated from cars, and that these facilities are important for creating mode shift.   

 

To make PDAs truly work as planned, where people can comfortably exist without intense dependence 

on automobiles, cities will need to build bicycle and pedestrian projects not only within the PDAs, but 

also to connect from outlying areas to PDAs.  As such we propose that “PDA-serving” bicycle and 

pedestrian projects that are within a certain radius of a PDA and connect to a PDA be eligible for the 

PDA funding.  This will help to create maximum mode shift potential from bike/ped throughout the 

region, and to develop non-motorized connections to transit to solve the “last mile” problem. 

 

It will be important that “PDA-serving” be narrowly defined to be bicycle and pedestrian projects, not 

road-only projects.  We propose the following eligible uses for PDA-serving: 

  Class I bicycle and pedestrian pathways of up to two miles which access a PDA; 

  Cycle tracks of up to two miles which access a PDA; 

  Bicycle lanes and sharrow stencils on streets for up to two miles which access a PDA (it should 

be ensured that the streets which benefit from such funding are not scheduled to be repaved or 

reconstructed, as if that is the case, the bike facilities should be built as part of the Complete 

Streets requirement); and 

 Sidewalks of up to one mile which access a PDA. 

 

BABC and SRTSNP would like to work with MTC to further discuss and define how PDA-serving bicycle 

and pedestrian projects would preserve the integrity of PDAs, while also making it more possible for 

cities and counties to build transit-oriented development projects which are walkable and bikeable.   

 

In addition, as MTC defines what policies a jurisdiction must have in place to receive block grant funding, 

we urge that Complete Streets and adopted Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans be included in those 

requirements. 

 

Complete Streets 

 

We appreciate that there is MTC support for creating stronger Complete Streets requirements, building 

on MTC’s Resolution 3765 adopted in 2006.  Complete Streets (and PDA-serving eligibility) will be 

critically important if we lose Regional Bike Funding and Transportation for Livable Communities 

funding. 

 

All local streets and roads projects funded by MTC should make improvements for bicycle and 

pedestrian travel and safety.  In addition, highway and transit projects should also plan, design and 

construct features that support safe bicycle and pedestrian travel, such as access to transit stations, 

bike/ped railroad crossings (including grade separation where possible), and safety features for bicyclists 

and pedestrians to easily and safely cross highway on- and off-ramps, which are historically extremely 

dangerous due to the wide roads and fast moving traffic. 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/res3765final.pdf


 

We would like to continue the discussion with MTC staff and representatives from local streets and 

roads so that we can come to agreement on policy requirements and processes which will affect the 

One Bay Area call for projects. It’s critical that updated procedures be established before that next call. 

We propose the following five outcomes: 

 

1. Use the lever of AB1358 (Leno, Complete Streets Act of 2008) to require all Bay Area cities and 

counties to have an adopted Complete Streets policy if they want to receive One Bay Area MTC 

funding. MTC staff could work with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Working Group to develop 

sample language; 

2. Improve MTC’s Complete Streets check list and requirements and create policies to bring 

Complete Streets planning into the earliest possible phase of the Capital Improvement Program 

process for cities and counties; 

3. Provide transparency for which projects counties are funding with MTC dollars, and how those 

projects will serve bicycle and pedestrian needs, so that detailed discussions can take place at 

the local level with project sponsors and Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committees, at a time 

when elements of the project can still be amended; 

4. Continue and increase trainings for city and county engineers and planners on bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities and Complete Streets, and bring these trainings into all MTC streets and 

roads trainings to codify the practice; and 

5. Create a system of checks and balances to evaluate the effectiveness of MTC’s Complete Streets 

requirement and to ensure that all MTC-funded projects include adequate non-motorized 

improvements which aim to improve mobility and safety. 

 

Data Collection and Modeling 

 

We appreciate that MTC has funded on-street bicycle and pedestrian counts throughout the nine-

county Bay Area.  This data has shown that bicycle travel has increased on average an impressive 70 

percent over the past eight years.  As the National Household Travel survey has shown, there is great 

potential for continued gains in walking and bicycling as a mode of transportation as 50 percent of trips 

are three miles or less in length, 41 percent are two miles or less in length, and 25 percent are one mile 

or less.  The main obstacle to increasing the mode share is concerns around safety, which are well 

founded, as in California, 20% of traffic fatalities are bike/ped, which is 50% higher than the national 

average. To ensure that we maximize on this potential for bike/ped travel and evaluate the results it will 

be important to increase data collection and modeling. 

 

We urge MTC to fund quarterly on-street data collection of bicycle and pedestrian travel, and to conduct 

annual user-intercept surveys, to learn more about the types of trips people are making, and the trends 

for usage.  As new technology for bike/ped counts are deployed, we urge MTC to utilize and test the 

systems, so that the Bay Area remains state-of-the-art. 

 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Update_GP_Guidelines_Complete_Streets.pdf


We were pleased to see that bicycle and pedestrian modes were mentioned in the current RFP that MTC 

has released for modeling, and urge MTC to work directly with BABC and SRTSNP to ensure that we can 

make the most of this opportunity. We would like the results of the modeling contract to include: 

 Methods for estimating projections in the growth of bike/ped use for bike/ped projects 

including mode-share, latent demand, and the cumulative impact of short trips; 

 Synergies for bike/ped connections to transit, and how these modes inter-relate for co-benefits; 

 Methods for calculating mode-share, air quality benefits and physical activity benefits from 

bike/ped projects including projections for when facilities and networks are constructed;  

 Opportunities for a cost-benefit analysis as a result of these calculations; 

 A user-friendly system which can easily be incorporated into county data modeling systems so 

that all counties can benefit from the bike/ped modeling methods. 

 

As we move toward a “performance based” environment for transportation funding at regional, state 

and national levels, it will be critically important to be able to calculate bike/ped cost-benefits. We 

understand that this was not possible for the Plan Bay Area project evaluation, and would like to work 

with MTC to remedy this as soon as possible.  We hope to work with MTC to lead the country in creating 

bike/ped data collection and modeling systems, continuing its trend as a national model for MPOs. 

 

*  *  *  *  * 

 

We greatly appreciate MTC’s emphasis on multi-modal transportation systems that will reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and serve other goals including public safety, mobility and equity.  We thank 

you for your long-standing commitment to bicycle and pedestrian transportation, and look forward to 

working with MTC further as we enter this new era of transportation planning and funding. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Deb Hubsmith, Director      Corinne Winter, Chair 

Safe Routes to School National Partnership   Bay Area Bicycle Coalition  

deb@saferoutespartnership.org     corinne@bikesiliconvalley.org   

      

Cc:  Ann Flemer, Deputy Executive Director, Policy, aflemer@mtc.ca.gov  

 Alix Bockelman, Director, Programming and Allocations, abockelman@mtc.ca.gov  

 Doug Kimsey, Director, Planning, dkimsey@mtc.ca.gov  

mailto:deb@saferoutespartnership.org
mailto:corinne@bikesiliconvalley.org
mailto:aflemer@mtc.ca.gov
mailto:abockelman@mtc.ca.gov
mailto:dkimsey@mtc.ca.gov
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Housing Leadership Council  
of San Mateo County 

139 Mitchell Avenue, Suite 108 

South San Francisco, CA 94080 

(650) 872-4444 / F: (650) 872-4411 

www.hlcsmc.org 

 

December 12, 2011 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, California 94607 

Re: OneBayArea grant program  

Dear Metropolitan Transportation Commissioners, 

Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County would like to thank you for the opportunity 

to comment on the proposed OneBayArea grant program.  We support the concept of the 

OneBayArea grant program to provide funding to jurisdictions that are planning for more 

homes and jobs near transit in Priority Development Areas (PDAs).  Many cities want to create 

sustainable communities with transportation options and homes affordable to households at all 

income levels.  We feel that the OneBayArea grant program has will help make this a reality. 

 

For the OneBayArea grant program to succeed, it is essential that it remain: 

� consistent, treating all portions of the block grant – including the local streets and roads 

rehabilitation funds – with the same strategic focus and performance-based 

accountability, while emphasizing PDA infrastructure needs through the 70% PDA 

allocation proposed, 

� focused to support the areas that local governments have designated for focused growth 

– with more funds going to those counties that have a track record of producing infill 

housing, particularly affordable homes,  

� affordable to all members of  the community through policies established which ensure 

that affordable housing is actively created where new growth and infrastructure 

enhancements occur, and, 

� sustainable and equitable, rewarding cities that are planning for walkable, bikeable, 

economically-thriving communities while protecting existing residents from 

displacement. 

The proposed OneBayArea grant is an important step in supporting focused growth in the 

region; we look forward to following this process closely as it moves forward.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mark Moulton 

Executive Director 
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December 23, 2011 
 
 
 
Doug Kimsey, Planning Director   Ken Kirkey, Planning Director 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  Association of  Bay Area Governments  
101 Eighth St.      101 Eighth St. 
Oakland, CA  94607     Oakland, CA  94607 
 
 
 
 Subject:  Comments on the Alternative Scenarios, One Bay Area Block Grant Proposal, and  
   Transportation Investment Policy Discussion 

Dear Doug and Ken: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) work elements currently under discussion. We 
appreciate the tremendous amount of  work that has gone into RTP/SCS work elements to date, and 
the many forums that have been made available to provide input. As major stakeholders and 
contributors to the success of  the RTP/SCS, the Big Cities and Large Transit Operators are very 
interested in providing thoughtful and timely input into this process. The three largest cities account 
for over 50% of  the region’s affordable housing and our transit systems, along with BART and 
Caltrain services operating within and among our three cities, carry the vast majority of  the region’s 
transit trips. We offer the following comments on the Alternative Scenarios Land Use elements, the 
One Bay Area Block Grant (OBAG) proposal, and the upcoming Transportation Investment Policy 
discussion. We hope this input is helpful as MTC and ABAG develop the Preferred Scenario. 

Alternative Scenarios Land Use 

 It is unclear how the Focused Growth scenario responds to the direction of  
MTC/ABAG policy-makers to include PDA-like areas in addition to PDAs and 
GOAs in the areas targeted for growth. While ABAG staff  have indicated that the only 
“PDA-like” area identified as a result of  this direction is Novato, we believe there are many 
other areas along the regional transit corridors that have potential for additional growth. In 
particular, we note there are many jurisdictions that have identified one small PDA, but may 
have additional areas appropriate for growth beyond the site identified. We hope a more 
thorough analysis of  PDA-like areas can be done to inform development of  the Preferred 
Scenario. Similarly, we understand there has been some movement to stop using the concept 
of  Growth Opportunity Areas (GOAs) after the process to nominate new PDAs completes 
this winter. We urge the region to continue to use GOAs as a planning tool, along with 
rigorous analysis to ensure they represent appropriate areas for transit-oriented growth. We 
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suspect many GOAs that may not be ready to designate as PDAs may still be good areas to 
consider prioritizing for regional growth. Maintaining GOAs as a planning tool is particularly 
important from an equity perspective because they potentially provide the greatest 
opportunity to increase income diversity in the Bay Area.  

 We encourage placement of  jobs along the regional core transit network connecting 
the Big 3 cities, especially in PDAs. We note that the regional transit operators have the 
capacity to carry significantly more travelers to job centers outside of  downtown San 
Francisco (currently the region’s most productive transit market) at low marginal costs; this 
opportunity was not considered in the Alternative Scenarios.  We see downtown Oakland 
and San Jose as being particularly important in this regard. We also support job growth in 
additional transit-served job centers which are sufficiently central within the Bay Area so that 
employment growth in them will not stimulate peripheral residential development. Steering 
job growth to make the most efficient use of  our existing and planned transit network 
synergizes with the goals of  MTC’s Transit Sustainability Project to maximize the efficiency 
of  our existing transit system. We recognize that the region currently has few tools at its 
disposal to guide job growth, but there also has been very limited discussion on this topic. 
We suggest that MTC/ABAG identify best practices and propose policy tools to achieve the 
job distribution in the Preferred Scenario.  

 The Preferred Scenario should not exacerbate the existing concentration of  
affordable housing in the Big 3 cities. As noted above, collectively, the cities of  Oakland, 
San Francisco, and San Jose have 50% of  the region’s current affordable housing, and we will 
continue to strive to produce as much affordable housing as possible, regardless of  the 
RHNA allocations we may be assigned. We believe aggressive development and preservation 
of  affordable housing is critical for the success of  our Cities, just as it is critical for the 
success of  our region.  However, historically, the largest cities have been assigned unfeasibly 
large low-income housing allocations; as a result, other cities with good transit access that 
could produce additional affordable housing have received lower allocations, preventing 
them from providing additional capacity. While the 175% weighting formula that was 
introduced with the 2007-2014 RHNA was a positive step toward addressing the statutory 
mandate to adjust allocations to account for existing concentrations of  lower income 
households, it did not go far enough. As we have seen, reducing the Big Cities’ very low and 
low income proportions had unintended consequences when combined with increases in 
those cities’ total allocation.   The result was to give those cities an even larger number of  
affordable units than in previous rounds.  We request that the formula be modified in a way 
that ensures a more equitable distribution of  very low and low income units.  We believe it is 
important for all communities, PDAs, and non-PDAs alike, to include housing for a mix of  
income levels. 

 We are looking forward to a productive process to develop the Preferred Land Use 
Scenario. While we appreciate the detailed documentation prepared by ABAG on the 
Alternative Scenarios, the rationale that guided the growth distributions remains unclear. We 
encourage more accessible and user-friendly tools and formats to guide the development of  
the Preferred Scenario. We are excited by the potential for the UrbanSim and UrbanVision 
model/tool to serve this role.  
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One Bay Area Block Grant 

 We strongly support this effort to considerably link land use with transportation 
investment in a deliberate manner. We are hopeful that the OBAG framework could 
result in positive regional changes by incentivizing jurisdictions throughout the region to 
adopt sustainable growth policies. We also recognize that there will be an opportunity to 
revisit and revise program policies in future cycles to improve on what we might not get 
100% right during the first round of  funding. 

 Production of  affordable housing (very low and low income) should receive greater 
weight within the 25% of  the formula tied to historical housing production. Market 
rate housing production is primarily a function of  market forces, rather than public sector 
intervention. Additionally, while we understand the need to administer grant funds at the 
county-level, we recommend including a mechanism to ensure that grant funding reaches the 
specific cities that have performed well in meeting their affordable housing share, while 
recognizing potential constraints due to programming needs like project-readiness. 

 The policy condition related to preventing displacement and promoting affordable 
housing should be mandatory. This is particularly important given one of  the two 
statutory goals under Senate Bill 375 is that the region should strive to house 100% of  the 
region’s housing need, and given the adopted SCS performance target that calls for 
accommodating such growth “without displacing current low-income residents.” As 
described in the July 2010 proposal, the definition of  this policy condition is not sufficient. 
The recently released draft Equity performance analysis also points to the need to take 
decisive action to stem troubling trends in affordability. We have developed a preliminary set 
of  policies that could be used to meet this criterion (see Attachment 1) and would like to 
work with other jurisdictions, housing advocates, and MTC/ABAG to come up with a good 
standard, while creating a condition that is realistic and attainable for a sufficiently large 
number of  jurisdictions. 

 We support expanding the requirement that 70% of  funding must be spent in PDAs 
to include projects not just within a PDA, but projects supportive of  a PDA. This 
provides additional flexibility, while allowing counties with small or limited PDAs to deliver 
projects that accommodate transit-oriented growth (e.g. funding a bike lane connecting to a 
PDA). 

Transportation Investment Policy 

 Linkages between land use and transportation investment such as those introduced 
in the OBAG proposal should be carried forward into the rest of  the transportation 
investment policy. This is particularly important given that OBAG represents only about 
3% of  the regional discretionary funds. Transportation investment is the only “carrot” 
controlled by the regional agencies to guide good land use policy and we must use it wisely. 
That said, we look forward to working on identifying and helping to support new revenue 
sources, particularly for transit, to help meet the region’s SCS/RTP goals. 

 We would like to partner with the regional agencies and key CMAs to develop a 
Transit Performance Initiative which can identify strategic investments that provide 
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operational efficiency savings and passenger travel time and reliability benefits. These 
range from lower-cost measures to larger spot or segment infrastructure projects and are 
intended to reduce bottlenecks and conflicts, while increasing operational flexibility (e.g. 
passing tracks, grade-separations, turn-backs, bus rapid transit projects). We propose to 
partner with the region (MTC, key CMAs, and transit operators) to explore these ideas, in 
conjunction with MTC's Transit Sustainability Project initiative, as a means to generate 
operating cost savings that can be re-invested in the transit system. We note that several TPI-
like projects (BART Metro, Caltrain frequency improvements, the SFMTA Transit 
Effectiveness Project) performed quite while in the project-level performance assessment 
results. We also look forward to shaping the MTC’s Freeway Performance Initiative to 
support these transit performance goals. 

 We request additional information on the process by which investment policy 
decisions will be made. We have seen very little information about this process or policies 
that may be considered. We are concerned that this discussion—the heart of  the RTP—will 
not receive enough time within the larger process. 

Thank you for considering our comments and requests. We look forward to discussing these items at 
future Regional Advisory Working Group meetings, and other forums.  

 

Sincerely, 
 
Fred Blackwell, Assistant City Administrator 
City of  Oakland 
 
Jose Campos, Chief  of  Citywide Planning 
City and County of  San Francisco 
 
Laurel Prevetti, Assistant Planning Director 
City of  San Jose 
 
Carter Mau, Executive Manager of  Budget and Planning 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
 
Timothy Papandreou, Deputy Director for Sustainable Streets 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
 
Tina Spencer, Director of  Service Development and Planning 
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
 
Tilly Chang, Deputy Director for Planning 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
 
cc:   Big 3 Cities ABAG and MTC Representatives 

SCS/RTP Regional Advisory Working Group 
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Attachment 1: Detailed Suggestions on Anti-Displacement and Preservation Measures for 
One Bay Area Block Grant 

 
We agree that criteria that link affordable housing opportunities to transit are critical for success of  the 
PDA strategy. This includes 1) policies to ensure that existing residents are not displaced from the 
community through development pressures and 2) policies that foster new affordable housing 
opportunities.  We suggest that anti-displacement policies and policies that further access to future 
housing opportunities especially in transit-rich/areas of  opportunity are a mandatory requirement for 
grant receipt. 
 
Every neighborhood is different, so OBAG affordable housing policy requirements should build in 
flexibility for varied circumstances.  For instance, very low-income communities that are unlikely to 
experience displacement pressures may not need enhanced tenant protections, but may especially benefit 
from rehabilitation activities to improve the quality and longevity of  existing housing. 
 
While maintaining flexibility, the OBAG affordable housing policy requirements must be specific and 
measurable.  Toward this end, we have provided a list of  policies we believe are some of  the most 
effective at preventing displacement and encouraging affordable housing development.  
 
Only jurisdictions that adopt multiple policies like those below (perhaps at least 3 of  the 8 suggested) 
should be rewarded with OBAG funds. However, merely adopting a weak policy is not sufficient.  Every 
policy must be based on the industry standard or best practices and the jurisdiction must be able to 
demonstrate results or a good faith effort to receive any credit for an adopted policy. 

Anti-Displacement and Preservation Measures 

1. Just Cause Eviction policies that support stability and prevent displacement of  very low and low-
income households.  

2. Condo conversion ordinances that support stability and prevent displacement of  very low and 
low-income households. (policies including “right of  first refusal” should receive additional credit) 

3. Policies or investments that preserve existing deed-restricted or “naturally” affordable housing 
through acquisition and rehabilitation activities. 

Affordable Housing Development Strategies: 

4. Strong Citywide Inclusionary Housing requirements. 
5. Substantial local housing funding resources that are not required by state or federal law and are not 

the result of  formula-driven allocations from State or Federal programs.  Evidence that these 
resources have been used for predevelopment or gap financing of  affordable housing 
development or preservation. (In-lieu fees associated with Inclusionary Housing Requirements 
shall not qualify, as they earn points under the Inclusionary Housing policy option.) 

6. 15% minimum affordable housing requirement within all PDAs and GOAs.  May be achieved with 
a number of  strategies including inclusionary requirements, setting aside sites, and devoting public 
funding to affordable. 

7. Legislation enabling developer agreements or other value capture mechanisms that create 
resources for affordable housing. 

8. Land banking/acquisition strategies for affordable housing production.   
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