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The Alameda Countywide Travel Demand 
Model is typically used to determine traffic 
volumes, transit ridership, and other 
information for future years. Jurisdictions are 
required to use the most current version of the 
Alameda Countywide Travel Demand Model 
for the CMP Land Use Analysis Program. 
Alameda CTC amended the CMP 
requirements in 1998, so that local jurisdictions 
are responsible for applying the travel model. 
All local jurisdictions have signed Master Use 
Agreements with Alameda CTC that outline 
the procedure for requesting the model for a 
specific application.  

Other LUAP Activities: The Regional Transit 
Expansion Program, originally adopted by 
MTC in 2001 as Resolution 3434 and updated 
as part of Plan Bay Area in 2013 and again in 
2017 as part of Plan Bay Area 2040, identified 
the regional commitment to transit 
investments in the Bay Area. Resolution 3434 
identified $18 billion in transit expansion 
investment projects and included a TOD 
policy to condition transit expansion projects 
funded under Resolution 3434 on supportive 
land use policies. Alameda CTC has worked 
with local jurisdictions, transit providers, 
congestion management agencies in 
adjoining counties, ABAG, and MTC to 
address the TOD policy in regional corridors.  

MTC is currently updating the TOD Policy and 
Alameda CTC is an active stakeholder in this 
process and participates on the technical 
advisory committee.  

Since the 2019 CMP Update, Alameda CTC 
made minor updates the Land Use Analysis 
Program to provide guidance for cities to 
meet the requirements of both the CMP and 
SB 743. Current CEQA guidelines do not allow 
environmental documents to use a delay-
based metric to make decisions on a project, 
or to require mitigation measures. However, to 
demonstrate conformity with the CMP cities 
must require an analysis of impacts to all 
modes, including autos, using a delay-based 
metric to calculate project impacts. This 
analysis may be provided in an appendix, or 
separate from the CEQA process. Alameda 
CTC will continue to use the Priority 
Development Area Investment and Growth 
Strategy to encourage development in the 
county’s PDAs and support alternative 
transportation modes. 

 

Capital Improvement 
Program 

The Capital Improvement Program reflects 
Alameda CTC’s efforts to maintain or improve 
the performance of the multimodal 
transportation system for the movement of 
people and goods and to mitigate regional 
transportation impacts identified through the 
Land Use Analysis Program. 

Per federal requirements, Alameda CTC 
considers various multimodal methods to 
improve the existing system, such as traffic 

5 
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operations systems, arterial signal timing, 
parking management, transit transfer 
coordination, and transit marketing programs.  

Projects selected for the Capital Improvement 
Program are consistent with the assumptions, 
goals, policies, actions, and projects identified 
in the latest adopted RTP, Plan Bay Area 2040. 
As the Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency for the Bay Area, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) is 
responsible for developing regional project 
priorities for the Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (RTIP) for the nine 
counties of the Bay Area. As part of the CMP, 
Alameda CTC must also include in the Capital 
Improvement Program the list of projects 
proposed for Alameda County’s share of 
State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) funding. MTC incorporates the list of 
Alameda County’s proposed STIP projects into 
the RTIP. MTC then submits the RTIP to the 
California Transportation Commission for 
inclusion in the STIP. 

Starting in 2013, Alameda CTC adopted a 
Strategic Planning and Programming Policy 
that consolidates existing planning and 
programming processes to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of future policy 
decisions on transportation investments. This 
policy resulted in the Comprehensive 
Investment Plan (CIP).  

Alameda CTC's CIP serves three purposes: 

• Translate long-range plans into short-range 
implementation by focusing on 
project/program delivery over a five-year 
programming window with a two-year 
allocation plan; 

• Serve as Alameda CTC’s strategic plan for 
voter-approved transportation funding 
(such as 1986 Measure B, 2000 Measure B, 
2010 Vehicle Registration Fee, and 2014 
Measure BB) as required by the respective 
legislation for each funding program; and 

• Establish a comprehensive and 
consolidated programming and allocation 
plan for fund sources under Alameda 
CTC’s authority for capital improvements, 
operations, and maintenance projects and 
programs. 

Each year, Alameda CTC’s CIP financial 
assumptions are updated to include the latest 
revenue projections. New projects and 
programs are considered through updates of 
the CIP, generally occurring every two years. 

Through the next CMP update, Alameda CTC 
will continue its coordination of long-range 
planning documents with short-range 
implementation via the Alameda CTC CIP. 
The next CIP will continue to reflect a 
combination of near-term transportation 
investments to achieve the vision and goals of 
Alameda CTC’s modal plans and the CTP. 
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Consistency and 
Conformance 
Local Conformance: Alameda CTC is 
responsible for ensuring local government 
conformance with the CMP.  Almeda CTC 
annually monitors jurisdictions to ensure 
conformance with the implementation of four 
elements: LOS standards on the CMP network, 
travel demand management including the 
required TDM program, the Land Use Analysis 
Program, and the Capital Improvement 
Program.  

Regional Consistency: MTC adopts CMP 
consistency guidelines that require an 
evaluation of the CMP for consistency with 
the RTP and compatibility of programs within 
the region. Once MTC finds consistency with 
the RTP, it will incorporate Alameda CTC’s CIP, 
which is its CMP Capital Improvement 
Program, into the RTIP. The most recent CMP 
Guidance (Resolution 3000) for consistency 
was updated by MTC in December 2020.  

Based on the 2021 CMP updates, the CMP 
fulfills the spirit, purpose, and intent of the 
CMP legislation because it: 

1. Contributes to maintaining or improving 
transportation system service levels. 
 
The projects and programs contained in 
the CMP are a subset of the transportation 
investments adopted in the Alameda 
County Countywide Transportation Plan. 

The CMP can be viewed as the short-range 
implementation program for the CTP. 
 

2. Conforms to MTC’s criteria for consistency 
with Plan Bay Area. 
 
Table 1 lists MTC’s 2021 consistency 
requirements for CMPs in the Bay Area 
region. The CMP has met all these 
requirements. 
 

3. Provides a travel model consistent with 
MTC’s regional model. 
 
The Alameda Countywide Travel Demand 
Model was updated to include the land 
uses and projects and programs in the 
most recently adopted RTP, Plan Bay Area 
2040, for which MTC approved the model 
conformance. 
 

4. Is consistent with MTC’s adopted 
Transportation Control Measures. 
 
The transportation control measures in the 
RTP for the Bay Area based on the federal 
and state air quality plans are shown in 
Appendix H of the 2019 CMP and have not 
changed in the 2021 CMP. The CMP 
includes many project types and programs 
identified in regional plans. 
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5. Specifies a method for estimating 
roadway level of service consistent with 
state law. 
 
State legislation permits two approaches 
for assessing LOS, either  The Alameda 
County CMP specifies using the 1985 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM1985) for 
LOS monitoring and conformity purposes 
and the HCM2000 for the Land Use Analysis 
Program. 
 

6. Identifies candidate projects for the RTIP. 
 
The RTIP candidates listed in the CMP’s 
Capital Improvement Program meet 
MTC’s requirements for inclusion in the STIP 
program. 
 

7. Was developed in cooperation with 
jurisdictions and other interested parties. 
 
Prior updates of the CMP included working 
with interested parties through meetings 
and regular mailings, and updates and 
notifications on the Alameda CTC website. 
The 2021 update will be reviewed by the 
Alameda County Technical Advisory 
Committee; the Planning, Policy and 
Legislation Committee; and the Alameda 
County Transportation Commission before 
being sent to MTC for review. 
 

8. Provides a forward-looking approach to 
the impact of local land use decisions on 
transportation. 

 

The Land Use Analysis Program allows 
consultation with Alameda CTC early in 
the land development process. Early input 
will help ensure a better linkage between 
land use decisions and transportation 
investment. The 2021 CMP update 
retained the expanded discussion of 
Alameda CTC’s activities identified during 
the two prior updates to fulfill the 
legislative requirements of Senate Bill 375 
and Assembly Bill 32 to better integrate 
transportation and land use and to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by curtailing 
VMT.  
 

9. Considers the benefit of greenhouse gas 
reductions in developing the CIP.  
 

The CMP considers the benefits of 
greenhouse gas reductions in the Land 
Use Analysis Program and in developing 
the CIP. The 2021 CMP continues to 
include the Alameda County Priority 
Development Area Investment and 
Growth Strategy recommendations and 
options for alternative trip-generation rates 
to promote infill development in the Land 
Use Analysis Program that will help support 
the reduction of VMT and greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
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Table 1. Regional Consistency Requirements 

RTP Consistency 

Have the RTP goals and objectives been included in the CMP? 

Does the CMP include references to Resolution 3434? 

CMP System 

Have all state highways and principal arterials been included? 

Are all state highways identified? 

Has the CMA developed a clear, reasonable definition for "principal arterials” as part of its submittal 
plan? 

Has this definition been consistently applied in the selection of arterials to include in the designated 
system?  
If not, why? 

Does the CMP system connect to the CMP systems in adjacent counties? 

Air Quality Requirements 

Does the CMP include locally implementable federal and state TCMs, as previously documented and 
included in MTC’s Plan Bay Area, MTC Resolution 2131, and the BAAQMD’s Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan 
Control Strategy?  

Modeling Consistency (on completion of the current update to the countywide model) 

Are the regional “core” assumptions for auto operating costs, transit fares and bridge tolls being used, or 
are reasons to the contrary documented? 

Does the forecasting model include transit and carpool use (through either a person trip generation 
model or a “borrowed share” approach)? 

Does the model produce trip distribution results that are reasonably consistent with those of MTC? 

Is the modeling methodology documented? 

LOS Consistency 

Is LOS assessed using a methodology agreeable to MTC? 

RTIP Requirements 

Are the proposed RTIP projects consistent with the Plan Bay Area? 

Process 

Has the CMP been developed in cooperation with all concerned agencies (i.e., transit agencies, 
applicable air quality district(s), MTC, adjacent counties, etc.?) 

Has the CMP been formally adopted according to the requirements of the legislation? 
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Memorandum  5.4 

DATE: September 30, 2021 

TO: Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee 

FROM: Vivek Bhat, Director of Programming and Project Controls 
Jacki Taylor, Senior Program Analyst 

SUBJECT: FFY 2021-22 Annual Obligation Plan and Funding Delivery  
Requirements Update  

 
Recommendation  

This item is to provide the Alameda County Technical Advisory Committee (ACTAC) 
with an update on the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) final Federal 
Fiscal Year (FFY) 2021-22 Obligation Plan and receive information on the associated 
funding delivery requirements and deadlines for the projects included in the final Plans. 
This item is for information only. 
 
Summary 

MTC’s Regional Project Delivery Policy, Resolution 3606, requires MTC to develop an 
Annual Obligation Plan (AOP) by October 1st of each year in coordination with 
County Transportation Agencies (CTAs), Local Agencies and Caltrans. The purpose 
of the Plan is to prioritize delivery of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funded 
projects and assist Caltrans Local Assistance in managing its workload for the federal 
fiscal year. To help inform the development of an annual Obligation Plan, MTC has 
also developed a companion AOP Requirements document (Attachment A) which 
contains additional conditions and requirements that need to be met in order for 
projects to be included in a final Obligation Plan. Additionally, MTC takes an active 
role in monitoring the various State Senate Bill 1 (SB1) funding sources administered 
by the California Transportation Commission and Caltrans Local Assistance and also 
annually develops a CTC Allocation Plan for the region. Lastly, Caltrans and MTC 
require local agencies to assign and maintain a Local Agency Single Point of 
Contact (SPOC) for all federal and state-funded projects administered by Caltrans 
Local Assistance.  
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MTC and Alameda CTC staff coordinated with Local Agency SPOCs to develop the 
FFY 2021-22 Obligation and CTC Allocation Plans (Attachments B and C). Over the 
last few months, Local Agency SPOCs confirmed the status of each project 
proposed for the FFY 2021-22 Obligation Plan and only the projects that were 
confirmed to be on track to meet MTC’s regional delivery deadlines were included 
in the Final FFY 2021-22 Plan. Projects with delayed schedules had the federal funds 
moved out in the TIP to FFY 2022-23. For a few sponsors with reoccurring invoicing 
delays MTC has marked their OBAG 2 projects in the FFY 2021-22 Plan as having 
lower priority for funding. For projects with funding administered by the CTC and 
programmed in FY 2021-22, sponsors were requested to provide estimated allocation 
and award dates for MTC’s CTC Allocation Plan. 

ACTAC is requested to review the attached information and coordinate with your 
respective Local Agency SPOCs to ensure MTC’s regional delivery deadlines are 
met. The material provided for your reference/review includes: MTC’s Resolution 
3606 and AOP Requirements, MTC’s FFY 2021-22 Obligation and CTC Allocation 
Plans, and a current listing of Alameda County’s Local Agency SPOCs (Attachments 
A-D).  Local Agency SPOCs will be requested to provide periodic status updates on 
the delivery of the FFY 2021-22 Obligation and FY 2021-22 CTC Allocation Plans.  

Background 

MTC’s Regional Project Delivery Policy, Resolution 3606 (Attachment A), requires MTC 
to develop an AOP by October 1st of each year in coordination with CTAs, Local 
Agencies and Caltrans. The AOP is to include the projects with discretionary federal 
funding requiring a federal authorization by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), including One Bay Area Grant (OBAG), Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) and Active Transportation Program (ATP). Once an AOP is provided 
to Caltrans, MTC continues to monitor the status of individual projects against the 
project delivery deadlines established in Resolution 3606, including, Field Review, 
Request for Authorization (RFA), FHWA Authorization (E-76), Contract Award and 
Invoicing deadlines. In recent years, MTC has developed an AOP Requirements 
document to bring together the requirements of Resolution 3606 along with 
additional guidance and FY-specific timelines for local agencies delivering federal 
and state-funded projects in the MTC region.  

MTC Resolution 3606 has traditionally required local agencies to submit a request for 
authorization (RFA) to Caltrans Local Assistance by November 1st of the federal fiscal 
year in which federal funds are programmed.  Once the funds are obligated by 
Caltrans and FHWA (an E-76 authorization to proceed has been issued), sponsors are 
then to submit the first invoice within 6 months and receive a reimbursement from 
Caltrans within 9 months.  In order to reduce the number of inactive obligations, 
which are often caused by projects missing the deadline to award a contract within 
6 months of an FHWA authorization or CTC allocation, for FY 2021-22 MTC is delaying 
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the regional RFA submittal deadline by one-month to December 1, 2021and will 
continue to focus on projects meeting the regional January 31st obligation deadline.  
To assist with monitoring the delivery deadlines of Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) funding, MTC 
also develops an annual CTC Allocation Plan, a list of projects with a CTC allocation, 
award or expenditure deadline in the current fiscal year. A final FY 2021-22 CTC 
Allocation Plan is included as Attachment C. Projects with SB 1 funding sources that 
use a mix of federal and state funding will appear in both plans. 

Development of the Annual Obligation and CTC Allocation Plans  

MTC released Draft FY 2021-22 AOP Requirements document and a Draft FFY 2021-22 
Plan in late-June). The draft FY 2021-22 Plan initially included all projects 
programmed with federal One Bay Area Grant Cycle 2 (OBAG 2), Active 
Transportation Program (ATP), State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), and Highway Bridge Program (HPB) 
sources and the accompanying AOP Requirements document outlines the 
conditions that must be met in order for projects to remain in the FY 2021-22 Plan. A 
Final FFY 2021-22 Plan has been developed over the last two months with input from 
MTC, CTAs and Local Agency SPOCs. SPOCs provided project delivery schedules for 
each project proposed for inclusion, including the status and timing for the Field 
Review, RFA submittal, Contract Award and First Invoice milestones. Responses were 
due to Alameda CTC by late-August.  
 
MTC’s focus for monitoring Caltrans-administered federal funding sources has 
recently shifted from the RFA submittal date to ensuring timely contract award and 
invoicing (within 6 months of a federal funding obligation or a CTC allocation). MTC 
encourages quarterly invoicing as a best practice to avoid inactive projects (see 
agenda item 4.2 for the latest Caltrans Inactive Project List).  
 
For agencies with Inactive projects, MTC may take all or some of the following 
actions until all invoicing issues are resolved: : (1) Require monthly reporting to MTC 
on the status of all FHWA-administered funds, (2) designate an agency’s 
unobligated OBAG 2 funds as a lower priority in the FFY 2021-22 Obligation Plan, and 
(3) delay the processing of an agency’s TIP amendment requests. (  
 
For projects included in the Final FFY 2021-22 Plan, once FFY 2021-22 funds are 
obligated and an E-76/authorization to proceed is issued, project sponsors will be 
requested to reconfirm that the award and first invoice will occur ahead of the 6-
month deadline to complete these project milestones.  
 
During the development of the FFY 2021-22 Obligation Plan, SPOCs could request 
programmed federal funds to be moved out to a later program year, with a few 
restrictions. For HSIP funding, requests to change the program year need to be 
approved by Caltrans and so projects will remain in the 21-22 Plan until Caltrans 
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approval is received. For OBAG 2 funding FFY 2022-23 is the final program year and 
all OBAG 2 funding must be obligated no later than January 31, 2023.  At this point 
many OBAG 2 projects have funds programmed in FFY 2022-23, so during FFY 2021-
22, Alameda CTC will also monitor the readiness of these projects to ensure the 
projects can meet the program’s ultimate/final obligation deadline of  
January 31, 2023.  
 
For projects with state funding administered by the CTC, the FY 2021-22 CTC 
Allocation Plan is intended to reduce the number of CTC extension requests for 
various SB1 programs, including STIP and ATP.  Note that MTC is likely to consider an 
agency’s project delivery history before approving any CTC extension requests and 
programming future discretionary funds.  This includes past requests for CTC time 
extensions which MTC will consider to be a failure to deliver per the original funding 
delivery schedule. 

Annual Project Delivery Monitoring – Key Dates 

Below are the final FFY 2021-22 delivery deadlines: 

• September 30, 2021 All inactive project status issues resolved for agencies  
  with projects in the 2021-22 Plans: 
• October 1, 2021   MTC submits Obligation Plan to Caltrans 
• December 1, 2021  Requests for Authorization due to Caltrans 
• January 31, 2022   Obligation/Authorization deadline  
• January 31, 2022   Request deadline for CTC Allocation  
• February 1, 2022   Unused FHWA Obligation Authority made available to 

 projects not in FFY 2021-22 Obligation Plan 
• March 31, 2022   CTC Allocation deadline 

 
Local Agency Single Point of Contact (SPOC) Requirements 

Caltrans and MTC require local agencies to assign and maintain a Local Agency 
SPOC for all federal and state-funded projects administered by Caltrans Local 
Assistance. In addition to being an agency’s primary contact for MTC and Caltrans 
Local Assistance, Alameda County SPOCs (Attachment D) are tasked with ensuring 
certain requirements are met in order for agencies to qualify for the various regional 
discretionary funding sources awarded by MTC. These requirements are identified in 
the signed “SPOC Checklists” on file with MTC and include, but are not limited to:  

• Tracking the status of major delivery milestones for all programmed and 
active FHWA-administered projects implemented by the agency and 
provide quarterly status updates to CMA/CTA. 
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• Maintaining all active FHWA-administered projects in good standing with 
respect to regional, state and federal delivery deadlines, and federal-aid 
requirements. This includes ensuring timely invoices for all projects.  

• Maintaining consultant and/or staff resources with the knowledge and 
expertise to deliver federal-aid projects within the funding timeframe and 
meet all federal-aid project requirements. 

• Attending SPOC trainings and a minimum of 50% of MTC’s Partnership 
Working Group meetings annually, i.e., the Transit Finance (TFWG), Local 
Streets and Roads (LSRWG) and/or Programming and Delivery (PDWG) 
meetings. 

 
Additional information regarding SPOC roles and responsibilities can be found on 
MTC’s website at: http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/project-
delivery. 

Next Steps 

ACTAC members, in conjunction with Local Agency SPOCs, are requested to review 
MTC Resolution 3606 and AOP Requirements, and monitor the projects in the FFY 
2021-22 Obligation and FY 2021-22 CTC Allocation Plans throughout the year to 
ensure projects meet the established project delivery requirements.  

Fiscal Impact:  There is no fiscal impact. This is an information item only. 

Attachments: 

A. MTC FFY 2021-22 Annual Obligation Plan Requirements 

B. MTC FFY 2021-22 Obligation Plan, September 2021 

C. MTC FY 2021-22 CTC Allocation Plan, September 2021 

D. Alameda County Single Point of Contact (SPOC) List, September 2021 
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 Annual Obligation Plan Requirements FY 2021-22 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 1 October 1, 2021 

Background 
The regional project delivery policy (MTC Resolution 3606) establishes certain deadlines and 
requirements for agencies accepting Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funding and 
including these funds in the federal Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The intent of 
the regional funding delivery policy is to ensure implementing agencies do not lose any funds 
due to missing a federal or state funding deadline, while providing maximum flexibility in 
delivering transportation projects. It is also intended to assist the region in managing Obligation 
Authority (OA) and meeting federal financial constraint requirements. MTC has purposefully 
established regional deadlines in advance of state and federal funding deadlines to provide the 
opportunity for implementing agencies, Bay Area County Transportation Agencies (BACTAs), 
Caltrans, and MTC to solve potential project delivery issues and bring projects back in-line in 
advance of losing funds due to a missed funding deadline. The policy is also intended to assist 
in project delivery, and ensure funds are used in a timely manner. 

As the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and the agency serving 
as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the nine-counties of the San 
Francisco Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is responsible for 
various funding and programming requirements, including, but not limited to: development and 
submittal of the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP); managing and 
administering the federal Transportation Improvement Program (TIP); and project selection for 
designated federal funds (referred collectively as ‘Regional Discretionary Funding’); As a result of 
the responsibility to administer these funding programs, the region has established various 
deadlines for the delivery of regional discretionary funds including the regional Surface 
Transportation Program (STP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) 
Program, regional Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) and Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (RTIP) to ensure timely project delivery against state and federal funding 
deadlines. MTC Resolution 3606 establishes standard guidance and policy for enforcing project 
funding deadlines for these and other FHWA-administered federal funds. 

One of the most important features of the delivery policy, and a key to the success of on-time 
delivery, is the obligation deadline. Regional discretionary funding, as well as other FHWA funds 
in the TIP, must meet the Obligation/E-76/Authorization deadline established in the Policy. This 
ensures federal funds are being used in a timely manner, and funds are not lost to the region. 

FY 2015-16 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
In 2014, the regional obligation deadline was changed from March 31 to January 31 for projects 
listed in the FY 2015-16 annual obligation plan.  Although FY 2015-16 was a transition year 
(meaning unobligated funds will not be redirected to other projects until after March 31) it was 
still expected that project sponsors would meet the new obligation deadline.  However, the 
delivery rate was not as good as hoped. As of January 31 less than 30% of the targeted 
STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated.  In examining the low delivery rate, MTC staff noticed many 
projects were not ready to proceed when placed in the FY 2015-16 Annual Obligation Plan, and 
therefore many project sponsors were unable to meet the November 1 Request for 
Authorization (RFA) deadline, even though the annual obligation plan was made final only a 
month earlier. 

5.4A
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 Annual Obligation Plan Requirements FY 2021-22   

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2 October 1, 2021   

FY 2016-17 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
The delivery rate for FY 2016-17 improved over FY 2015-16. As of January 31, 2017 45% of the 
targeted STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated, compared with 30% in 2016.  By March 31, 2017 
115% of the STP/CMAQ OA had been delivered. However, the goal is still to have 100% OA 
delivery by January 31, so that projects may capture favorable bids and proceed to construction 
over the summer construction season. 
 
FY 2017-18 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
The delivery rate for FY 2017-18 improved over FY 2015-16 and FY 2016-17. As of January 31, 2018, 
75% of the targeted STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated, compared with 30% in 2016 and 45% in 
2017.  By March 31, 2018 112% of the STP/CMAQ OA had been delivered. However, the goal is still 
to have 100% OA delivery by January 31 so that projects may capture favorable bids and proceed to 
construction over the summer construction season. 
 
FY 2018-19 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
The delivery rate for FY 2018-19 slipped a little from FY 2017-18. As of January 31, 2019, 63% of the 
targeted STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated, compared with 30% in 2016, 45% in 2017 and 75% in 
2018.  By March 31, 2019, 74% of the STP/CMAQ OA had been delivered. The goal is still to have 
100% OA delivery by January 31 so that projects may capture favorable bids and proceed to 
construction over the summer construction season. 
 
FY 2019-20 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
The delivery rate for FY 2019-20 dropped drastically from FY 2018-19. As of January 31, 2020, 17% 
of the targeted STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated, compared with 30% in 2016, 45% in 2017, 75% 
in 2018, and 63% in 2019.  By March 31, 2020, 59% of the STP/CMAQ OA had been delivered. The 
goal is still to have 100% OA delivery by January 31 so that projects may capture favorable bids and 
proceed to construction over the summer construction season. 
 
FY 2020-21 STP/CMAQ Delivery Status 
The delivery rate for FY 2020-21 slipped a little from FY 2019-20. As of January 31, 2021, 15% 
of the targeted STP/CMAQ OA had been obligated, compared with 30% in 2016, 45% in 2017, 
75% in 2018, 63% in 2019, and 17% in 2020.  By March 31, 2021, 30% of the STP/CMAQ OA 
had been delivered. The goal is still to have 100% OA delivery by January 31 so that projects 
may capture favorable bids and proceed to construction over the summer construction 
season. 
 
Increased Importance of Annual Obligation Plan 
In recent years other regions and the state-managed local programs have improved upon their 
own annual delivery rate, and the region is once again hitting apportionment limits prior to the 
end of the fiscal year. These factors are reducing the flexibility the region has in advancing funds 
and allowing projects to move forward when ready. As a result, the annual obligation plan is 
becoming increasingly important to prioritize the funding available for projects to be delivered in 
a given year. It is anticipated that moving forward, the obligation plan will become a more vital 
tool in managing the delivery of FHWA-funded projects each year. 
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 Annual Obligation Plan Requirements FY 2021-22   

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 3 October 1, 2021   

Proposed Annual Obligation Plan Conditions and Requirements 
To address the issues of projects being included in the annual obligation plan that are not yet 
ready to proceed, and to better manage the availability of funds (primarily STP/CMAQ) for 
projects that are ready for delivery, and to facilitate timely project delivery within the region, 
MTC staff is proposing certain conditions and requirements for projects to be included the 
Annual Obligation Plan as outlined in Attachment 1. The obligation plan will serve to prioritize 
delivery of FHWA-funded projects, and assist Caltrans Local Assistance in managing its workload 
for the federal fiscal year. 
 
FY 2021-22 Annual Obligation Plan Schedule 
The schedule for development and implementation of the FY 2021-22 Annual Obligation Plan is 
as follows: 
 
May/June 2021 Projects with known delivery deadlines in next fiscal year released for review 
June/July 2021 Draft Plan reviewed by partnership working groups 
June/July/Aug 2021 SPOCs submit requests to include STP/CMAQ projects in Obligation Plan  
September 2021 Proposed Final Plan reviewed by partnership working groups 
October 1, 2021 Obligation Plan finalized and submitted to Caltrans 
December 1, 2021* Request for Authorization (RFA) submitted to Caltrans 
January 31, 2022 Obligation deadline for funds in Annual Obligation Plan 
January 31, 2022 CTC Allocation request deadline 
February 1, 2022 Unused Obligation Authority available first-come first-served 
March 31, 2022 CTC Allocation deadline for CTC-administered state and federally-

funded projects 
 
Annual Obligation Plan Conditions and Requirements 
To facilitate timely project delivery within the region, the following proposed conditions and 
requirements must be met for projects to be included in the Annual Obligation. The obligation 
plan will serve to prioritize delivery of FHWA-funded projects for the federal fiscal year. 
 
 Projects automatically included in Obligation Plan 

To the extent known, projects with required federal funding delivery deadlines within the 
fiscal year will be added to the annual obligation plan. These include but are not limited 
to STIP, ATP, HSIP and Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program (LBSRP) projects. In 
addition to the annual obligation plan, a “CTC Allocation Plan” will be developed 
specifically for CTC-allocated state and federally-funded projects. It is the responsibility 
of the Single Point of Contact (SPOC) to ensure the Plans include all projects from their 
agency that have delivery deadlines within the applicable fiscal year. 
 

*Requires a complete, funding obligation/FTA Transfer Request For Authorization (RFA) 
package and applicable documentation to Caltrans Local Assistance by December 1 
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 SPOC Involvement 
Requests for OBAG STP/CMAQ projects to be included in the annual obligation plan must 
come from the Single Point of Contact (SPOC) for that agency.  This ensures the SPOC is 
aware of the federal-aid projects to be delivered that year, and to be available to assist the 
Project Manager(s) through the federal-aid delivery process.  In addition, subsequent 
communication to MTC or applicable BACTA regarding potential delays or missed deadlines 
of any project in the annual obligation plan must include the SPOC. To add a project to the 
plan, email the request to the applicable Bay Area County Transportation Agency staff and to 
John Saelee of MTC at jsaelee@bayareametro.gov 

 
 Missed Past Delivery Deadlines 

For project sponsors that have missed delivery deadlines within the past year, including 
CTC-administered program deadlines, the agency must prepare and submit a delivery 
status report on major delivery milestones for all federally active projects with FHWA-
administered funds, and all projects with FHWA-administered funds programmed in the 
current TIP, before their OBAG 2 project(s) are added to the annual obligation plan. 
Furthermore, once projects for such agencies are accepted in the final obligation Plan, the 
Single Point of Contact (SPOC) for the agency must report monthly to the applicable 
BACTA and MTC staff on the status of all agency project(s) in the annual obligation plan, 
until the funds are obligated/authorized. The FHWA-Funded Projects Status report 
template is located at: 
http://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/Template_FHWA_Funded_Projects_Status.xlsx 
 

 Field Review 
For the PE phase of a STP/CMAQ project to be included in the draft plan, a field review must 
be scheduled to occur by June 30. To remain in the final plan the field review and 
related/required documentation, including the Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) if 
applicable, must be completed and accepted/signed off by Caltrans by September 30. 
 
For the Right Of Way or Construction phase of a project to be included in the draft 
Annual Obligation Plan, the project must have undergone a field review with Caltrans 
AND all field review related/required documentation, including the Preliminary 
Environmental Study (PES) if applicable, submitted, signed and accepted by Caltrans by 
June 30. 
This does not apply to projects for which Caltrans does not conduct a field review, such 
as FTA transfers, planning activities and most non-infrastructure projects.  
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 HSIP Delivery Requirements 
Because of the importance of timely delivery of safety projects, the following applies to 
agencies with Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) projects programmed in the 
federal TIP. 

 
For project sponsors with HSIP funds in the PE phase of a project: A complete 
and accurate Request for Authorization (RFA) must be submitted to Caltrans for the 
PE phase of all of the agency’s HSIP project(s) prior to any OBAG 2 STP/CMAQ 
project being added to the Annual Obligation Plan for that agency. The Caltrans-
managed HSIP program has an obligation deadline for the PE phase of September 
30. To meet this deadline, sponsors must have a field review (with all required 
documentation including the Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) if applicable, 
accepted by Caltrans) and submit the RFA for PE by June 30. 
 
For project sponsors with HSIP funds in the CON phase of a project: A complete 
and accurate Request for Authorization (RFA) must be submitted to Caltrans for the 
CON phase of all of the agency’s HSIP project(s) subject to the delivery deadlines 
noted below, prior to any OBAG 2 STP/CMAQ project for that agency being included 
in the Annual Obligation Plan. 
 
HSIP Deadlines for purposes of the Annual Obligation plan are outlined below: 
Unless a later date is identified in the Caltrans HSIP Project Listing at the following 
link: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/HSIP/delivery_status.htm) 
 

Cycle 7 HSIP program: 
PE Authorization: All PE phases have been submitted and authorized 
CON Authorization: All CON phases should have been authorized, unless 

extended by Caltrans 
 
Cycle 8 HSIP program: 
PE Authorization: All PE phases have been submitted and authorized 
CON Authorization: All CON phases should have been authorized, unless 

extended by Caltrans 
 
Cycle 9 HSIP program: 
PE Authorization: All PE phases have been submitted and authorized 
CON Authorization: December 31, 2021 (RFA due September 30, 2021), 

unless extended by Caltrans 
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Waiver request for unforeseen project delays: 
A jurisdiction that has been proceeding with a project in good faith and has 
encountered unforeseen delays may request special consideration. A sponsor may be 
allowed to add projects into the annual obligation plan even if it has an outstanding 
project delay if Caltrans Local Assistance, MTC and the applicable BACTA reach 
consensus that the delay was unforeseen, beyond the control of the project sponsor, 
and not a repeated occurrence for the agency.  
NOTE: Poor project management is not considered an unforeseen delay. 
 

 OBAG 2 Requirements 
Projects funded in the One Bay Area Grant 2 Program (OBAG 2) will not be included in 
the annual obligation plan until the project sponsor has met applicable OBAG 2 
requirements, such as submittal of the annual housing element reports to HCD by April 1 
of each year or fully participating in the statewide local streets and roads needs 
assessment survey or providing updated information to the Highway Performance 
Monitoring System (HPMS).  
 

 Request for Authorization Review Period 
For purposes of delivery of projects within the annual obligation plan, it is expected that 
sponsors schedule at least sixty to ninety days for Caltrans/FHWA review and approval of 
the Request for Authorization (RFA). This is to ensure delivery schedules adequately 
account for federal-aid process review. 
 

 SPOC Checklist 
Starting in 2017, jurisdictions must have the SPOC checklist filled out and on file prior to 
projects being included in the annual obligation plan. A new checklist must be filled out 
whenever a new SPOC is assigned for that agency. 
 

 Inactive Obligations 
Because inactive obligations continue to be a significant issue in this region, until the 
region develops a process that substantially addresses inactive obligations for FHWA 
projects, any project sponsor with a project on the inactive list (all projects marked as 
“inactive”, and projects marked as “Past Due” and not under review by Caltrans) need to 
address the items listed below before MTC will make any programming requests from 
that agency in the federal TIP, or make any changes to STP/CMAQ (OBAG) funding. 
 

• Provide a status of all outstanding invoices for projects on the Inactive list 
• Provide an explanation for not meeting the invoice deadline(s) for each invoice 
• Provide an overview of their agency’s internal process for monitoring timely 

submittals of invoices for FHWA federal-aid projects. 
• Provide the contact information of their Finance/Accounting Manager that 

handles invoicing of federal funds. 
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• Have the applicable County Transportation Agency (CTA) staff send an email to 
MTC Funding Policy and Programs (FPP) staff with a statement of assurances that 
1) the CTA is adequately communicating federal invoicing and reimbursement 
requirements to applicable agencies; 2) The CTC is adequately tracking and 
monitoring inactive obligations within the County; 3) The project sponsor has an 
internal process in place for monitoring timely submittals of invoices for FHWA 
federal-aid projects. 

• Set up and conduct a meeting with the Project Sponsor SPOC, Project Sponsor 
Project Manager, Project Sponsor Finance/Accounting Manager, Applicable CTA 
Programming staff and applicable MTC Funding Policy and Programs (FPP) staff 
to go over each inactive project. 

• Inform MTC whether or not a request should be made to FHWA to de-obligate 
the inactive funds. 

 
Caltrans updates the inactive project obligation status reports weekly on the Local 
Assistance Inactive Project Information web page: 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/projects/inactive-projects 
 

 CTC-allocated state and federal funds 
In response to CTC concerns regarding delivery of CTC-administered projects, starting in 
2018 many of the regional delivery requirements for federal funds will also apply to CTC 
allocated state and federally-funded projects. 

 
 CTC Allocation Plan 

Expanding on the success of the development and implementation of the regional 
annual obligation plan, MTC, working with the County Transportation Authorities (CTA’s) 
and project sponsors, will develop and maintain a regional “CTC Allocation Plan” 
identifying the CTC-administered programs and projects, such as STIP, ATP and RRRA 
(SB1) with CTC-allocation deadlines within the state fiscal year. It is the responsibility of 
the Single Point of Contact (SPOC) to ensure the Plan includes all projects from their 
agency that have applicable delivery deadlines within the fiscal year. 

 
 ATP and SB1 Reporting and Accountability 

Agencies receiving RRRA (SB1) and ATP funds are required to report on the status of the 
projects on a regular basis. To ensure agencies meet the deadline, MTC expects reports 
to be submitted at least 15 days in advance of the CTC deadline. This helps ensure any 
errors or omissions can be corrected before the reports are due to the CTC/Caltrans. 
Agencies that miss the reporting/accountability deadline(s) will have OBAG funds subject 
to re-programming. 
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 CTC Allocations 
Projects with funds requiring a CTC allocation, including STIP, ATP and RRRA (SB1) must 
submit the CTC allocation request by January 31 and receive the CTC allocation by March 
31 of the year programmed unless there is a special circumstance (such as coordinating 
the delivery timeline with other fund sources or project schedules) agreed to by the 
respective Bay Area County Transportation Agency and MTC staff. Sponsors missing the 
regional CTC allocation deadline are subject to OBAG projects being removed from the 
Annual Obligation plan and reprogrammed to a later year in the federal TIP, and will 
have low-priority for including their OBAG 2 projects in the following annual obligation 
plan, until the sponsor can demonstrate the ability to meet regional and state delivery 
deadlines. 

 
 CTC Extensions 

Sponsors with projects requiring a CTC extension are subject to OBAG projects being 
removed from the Annual Obligation plan and reprogrammed to a later year in the 
federal TIP, and will have low-priority for including their OBAG 2 projects in the following 
annual obligation plan, until the sponsor can demonstrate the ability to meet regional 
and state delivery deadlines. 

 
 
 Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program (LBSRP) Delivery Requirements 

The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 
(Prop 1B) includes $125 million of state matching funds to complete LBSRP.  These funds 
provide the required local match for right of way and construction phases of the 
remaining seismic retrofit work on local bridges. Several projects within the program 
have not yet proceeded to construction – 12 years after voters approved funding for the 
program and 24 years after the Northridge Earthquake and 29 years after the Loma 
Prieta Earthquake. 

 
Each project in the LBSRP is monitored by Caltrans at the component level for potential 
scope, cost, and schedule changes to ensure timely delivery of the full scope as approved 
and adopted. Project delivery milestones are determined by agreement between Caltrans 
and the local agency. Local agencies are not allowed to change the schedules once the 
agreements are signed. Projects programmed in the current FFY, for which federal funds 
are not obligated by the end of the FFY, may be removed from the fundable element of 
the TIP at the discretion of the Caltrans. 

 
Because of the interest of the California Transportation Commission (CTC) with delivery 
of the remaining projects in the Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program, project sponsors 
with remaining seismic bridge projects will need to provide MTC and the respective Bay 
Area County Transportation Agency with updated status reports at least twice a year. 
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Sponsors with seismic retrofit bridge projects in the current FFY that do not deliver by 
the agreement date, will have low-priority for including their OBAG 2 projects in the next 
Annual Obligation plan. OBAG 2 funds will only be included if capacity is available after 
all other requests have been considered, and the agency has demonstrated the ability to 
meet regional and state delivery deadlines.  

 
NOTE: Per CTC guidelines, project sponsors of LBSRP projects that miss the milestone 
delivery deadline identified in the LBRP bridge agreement are ineligible to receive future 
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) program funding from the CTC until the offending 
delivery milestone is met. 

 
 RFA Submittal Deadline - December 1 

The Regional Funding delivery policy, MTC Resolution 3606 requires a complete, funding 
obligation/FTA Transfer Request For Authorization (RFA) package to Caltrans Local 
Assistance by December 1 of the fiscal year the funds are listed in the TIP. 

 
 Construction Advertisement / Award Deadline 
 The Regional Funding delivery policy, MTC Resolution 3606 states that for the 

Construction (CON) phase, the construction/equipment purchase contract must be 
advertised within 3 months and awarded within 6 months of obligation / E-76 
Authorization (or awarded within 6 months of allocation by the CTC for funds 
administered by the CTC).  However, regardless of the award deadline, agencies must 
still meet the invoicing deadline for construction funds.  Failure to advertise and award a 
contract in a timely manner could result in missing the subsequent invoicing and 
reimbursement deadline, resulting in the loss of funding. Agencies must submit the 
complete award package immediately after contract award and prior to submitting the 
first invoice to Caltrans in accordance with Caltrans Local Assistance procedures.  
Agencies with projects that do not meet these award deadlines will have future 
programming and OA restricted until their projects are brought into compliance (CTC -
administered construction funds lapse if not awarded within 6 months). 

 
Until the Bay Area partnership working group develops procedures to address inactive 
obligations, the project award provision of MTC Resolution 3606 will be expanded to 
include the encumbrance of non-construction funds within 6 months, and require the 
agency to notify the respective County Transportation Agency (CTA) and MTC staff if funds 
are not awarded/encumbered within 6 months of obligation. 
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 Advance Construction Authorization (ACA) 
The regional funding delivery policy, MTC Resolution 3606 states that agencies that cannot 
meet the regional, state or federal deadlines subsequent to the obligation deadline (such 
as award and invoicing deadlines) have the option to use Advance Construction 
Authorization (ACA) rather than seeking an obligation of funds and risk losing the funds 
due to missing these subsequent deadlines. For example if the expenditure of project 
development funds or award of a construction contract, or project invoicing cannot easily 
be met within the required deadlines, the agency may consider using ACA until the project 
phase is underway and the agency is able to meet the deadlines. 

 
 MTC Resolution 3606 also states that Advance Construction Authorization does not 

satisfy the regional obligation deadline requirement. 
 

In response to FHWA’s concern regarding timely obligations, agencies may want to 
consider the use of Advance Construction Authorization (ACA) if they are unable to 
encumber funds within 6 months of obligation. Furthermore, until the Bay Area 
partnership working group develops procedures to address timely obligations, the use of 
ACA will satisfy the regional obligation deadline requirement. 

 
 Regional Invoicing and Reimbursement Deadlines – Inactive Projects 

The regional funding delivery policy, MTC Resolution 3606 states that project sponsors 
must submit a valid invoice to Caltrans Local Assistance at least once every 6 months and 
receive a reimbursement at least once every 9 months, but should not submit an invoice 
more than quarterly. Agencies with projects that have not been invoiced against at least 
once in the previous 6 months or have not received a reimbursement within the previous 
9 months have missed the invoicing/reimbursement deadlines and are subject to 
restrictions placed on future regional discretionary funds and the programming of 
additional federal funds in the federal TIP until the project receives a reimbursement. 
 
Until the Bay Area partnership working group develops procedures to address inactive 
obligations, the project invoicing provision of MTC Resolution 3606 are modified to require 
agencies to invoice federal funds 6 months following federal authorization (obligation) and 
receive a federal reimbursement within 9 months of authorization and must invoice 
quarterly thereafter. Agencies must notify the respective County Transportation Agency 
(CTA) and MTC staff if federal funds are not awarded/encumbered within 6 months of 
obligation. Projects sponsors should consider including funds in the Construction 
Engineering (CE) phase, so that staff costs may be charges should award, and expenditure 
of eligible costs be delayed. 

 
For clarification, within MTC Resolution 3606, reference to reimbursement refers to the 
reimbursement of federal funds. Federal funds are not considered reimbursed until the 
expenditure shows up in the federal Fiscal Management Information System (FMIS) and 
subsequently removed from any inactive obligation listing. 
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MTC FFY 2021‐22 Annual Obligation Plan

Alameda County Project List ‐ 9/8/2021
TIP ID Unique ID FPN Phase Project Title Planned Planned or Planned Oblig/Alloc Remaining

Award Field Review Oblig Deadline Balance

Alameda ALA170049 6539 ATP‐ST‐T5‐3‐FED ‐5014(047) PSE Central Avenue Safety Improvements 1‐Sep‐2022 4/2020 (PID) 31‐Dec‐2021 31‐Dec‐2021 $300,000

Alameda ALA170074 6760 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐CO STPL‐5014(048) CON Alameda City‐Wide Pavement Rehabilitation 30‐Jun‐2022 22‐Jul‐2021 1‐Mar‐2022 31‐Jan‐2022 $827,000

Alameda County VAR170002 6989 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5933(152) CON Alameda Co Unsignalized Intersection ImpsH9‐04‐001 1‐Dec‐2022 21‐Mar‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 30‐Jun‐2022 $1,750,000

Alameda County VAR170002 6990 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5933(153) CON Alameda Co‐Signalized Intersection Imps H9‐04‐002 1‐Dec‐2022 21‐Mar‐2021 1‐Dec‐2022 30‐Jun‐2022 $2,293,900

Alameda County VAR170002 6988 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5933(154) CON H9‐04‐003 Alameda County Rural Roads Safety Imps 1‐May‐2023 10‐Jun‐2021 1‐Nov‐2022 30‐Jun‐2022 $1,330,000

Alameda County VAR170002 6987 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5933(155) CON H9‐04‐004 Tesla Road Safety Improvements 1‐Apr‐2022 22‐Dec‐2020 15‐Nov‐2021 30‐Jun‐2022 $384,300

Alameda County ALA190019 7084 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐5933(143) Alameda County Complete Street Improvements 21‐May‐2022 17‐Sep‐2021 1‐Dec‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $2,000,000

ACTC ALA110033 5013 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐6480() CON Alameda County Safe Routes to School 1‐Oct‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,500,000

AC Transit ALA210017 7250 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐6002() CON Tempo Quick Build Transit Lane Delineation 1‐Oct‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $300,000

AC Transit ALA210018 7251 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐6002() CON AC Transit Quick Build Transit Lanes 1‐Oct‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $954,000

BART ALA090065 4721 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6000() CON BART: Fare Collection Equipment 27‐Aug‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,000,000

BART ALA090065 4721 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6000() CON BART: Fare Collection Equipment 27‐Aug‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,825,000

BART ALA090065 4721 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6000() CON BART: Fare Collection Equipment 27‐Aug‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,510,000

Dublin ALA170062 6721 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐CO ‐5432(021) CON Dublin Blvd Rehabilitation 1‐Apr‐2022 21‐May‐2021 31‐Dec‐2021 31‐Jan‐2022 $661,000

Fremont ALA210014 7246 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐5322() CON Fremont Blvd/Walnut Ave Protected Intersection 1‐Oct‐2022 30‐Sep‐2021 30‐Jun‐2022 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,271,000

Fremont ALA210015 7247 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐REG‐SSM ‐5322() CON Fremont Blvd‐ Grimmer Blvd Protected Intersection 1‐Oct‐2022 30‐Sep‐2021 30‐Jun‐2022 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,415,000

Hayward ALA170066 6737 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐CO STPL‐5050(047) CON Winton Ave Complete Street 28‐Dec‐2021 23‐Jun‐2020 28‐Feb‐2022 31‐Jan‐2021 $1,662,000

LAVTA ALA210016 7248 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6193() PE LAVTA Passenger Facilities Enhancements 1‐Oct‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $182,000

LAVTA ALA210016 7248 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6193() CON LAVTA Passenger Facilities Enhancements 1‐Oct‐2021 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,818,000

MTC ALA190018 6963 STP‐CRRSAA ‐6084() CON Bay Bridge Forward: Alameda I‐580 WB HOV Lane Ext 30‐Sep‐2022 $7,000,000

Oakland ALA170064 6726 STP‐T5‐OBAG2‐CO ‐5012(157) CON Oakland Various Streets Improvements 30‐Jun‐2022 31‐Jan‐2022 $4,895,000

Oakland VAR170002 6976 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5012(159) ROW Foothill Blvd & MacArthur Blvd Pedestrian Safety 14‐Jun‐2019 31‐Dec‐2021 $37,800

Oakland VAR170002 6976 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5012(159) CON Foothill Blvd & MacArthur Blvd Pedestrian Safety 30‐Jun‐2022 14‐Jun‐2019 31‐Dec‐2021 $869,130

Oakland VAR170002 6977 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5012(158) CON Oakland ‐ Various Intersection Imprvmnts H9‐04‐022 31‐Jan‐2022 18‐Jun‐2019 31‐Dec‐2021 $250,000

Oakland ALA170043 6531 ATP‐ST‐T5‐3‐FED ATPL‐5012(154) CON 14th Street: Safe Routes in the City 31‐Aug‐2022 30‐Jun‐2018 31‐Aug‐2022 $9,343,000

Oakland ALA170043 6531 STP‐CRRSAA ‐5012(154) CON 14th Street: Safe Routes in the City 31‐Aug‐2022 30‐Jun‐2018 30‐Sep‐2022 $1,000,000

Oakland VAR170012 5221 33C0215 STPLZ‐5012(124) CON Leimert Blvd over Sausal Creek 31‐Mar‐2022 1‐Jun‐2017 30‐Sep‐2021 30‐Apr‐2021 $7,500,000

San Leandro VAR170002 7009 HSIP‐T5‐9 HSIPL‐5041(049) CON Wicks Blvd / Manor Blvd Intersection Improvements 31‐May‐2022 8‐Nov‐2019 31‐Dec‐2021 30‐Jun‐2022 $286,560

FMS ID
Local 

Agency

5.4B
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MTC FY 2021‐22 CTC Allocation Plan

MTC FY 2021‐22 CTC Allocation Plan

Project List Total 

Programmed

County Sponsor TIP ID Program
Fund 

Source
PPNO Phase Project Title

Upcoming

Deadline

Latest 

Action

Latest Action

Date

CTC 

Allocation

Date

Planned 

Allocation 

Date

Allocation 

Deadline

Award 

Deadline Total 

Alameda AC Transit LPP‐F LPP‐ST 2320C CON Division 2 Maintenance Roof Replacement Award Allocation 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/30/2022 12/31/2021 $480,000

Alameda AC Transit RTIP RTIP‐FED 2113B CON Transbay Bus Replacement Allocation ??? 12/31/2022 $13,125,000

Alameda ACTC ATP‐REG ATP‐ST 2323 CON I‐80 Gilman I/C Bike/Ped Over‐crossing & Access Imps Award Allocation 8/13/2020 8/13/2020 8/13/2020 8/31/2020 8/31/2021 $4,152,000

Alameda ACTC RTIP RTIP‐FED 2323B CON I‐80 Gilman I/C Bike/Ped Over‐crossing & Access Imps. Phase 2 Award Allocation 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/30/2021 12/31/2021 $21,968,000

Alameda ACTC ALA150001 RTIP RTIP‐ST 0080D CON Rte 84 Widening, south of Ruby Hill Dr to I‐680 Award Allocation 10/22/2020 6/24/2021 6/30/2021 10/31/2021 $11,114,000

Alameda Alameda ATP‐ST ATP‐FED 2300 PSE Central Avenue Complete Street Project Allocation CTC Ext. to FY22 5/13/2021 12/8/2021 12/31/2021 $300,000

Alameda Albany ATP‐REG ATP‐ST 2334 CON Ohlone Greenway Trail Safety Improvements Award Allocation 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/24/2021 6/30/2021 12/31/2021 $410,000

Alameda Berkeley ATP‐ST ATP‐ST 2330A CON Martin Luther King (MLK) Jr. Way Vision Zero Phase 1 Quick‐Build Allocation 5/18/2022 6/30/2022 $470,000

Alameda Caltrans LPP‐C LPP‐ST CON Route 680 Southbound Express Lane from Route 84 to Alcosta Blvd Allocation 12/8/2021 6/30/2022 $25,000,000

Alameda EBRPD ATP‐ST ATP‐ST 2320 CON Doolittle Drive Bay Trail, Martin Luther King Jr. Shoreline, Oakland Award Allocation 1/28/2021 1/28/2021 1/28/2021 2/28/2021 1/31/2022 $4,000,000

Alameda Emeryville ATP‐REG ATP‐ST 2348 PS&E 40th Street Protected Bikeway and Pedestrian Improvements Allocation 1/26/2022 1/31/2022 $1,374,000

Alameda Emeryville TCEP TCEP‐ST T0004 CON Quiet Zone Safety Engineering Measures Award Allocation 3/25/2021 3/25/2021 3/25/2021 2/28/2021 9/30/2021 $4,200,000

Alameda Oakland ALA170043 ATP‐ST ATP‐FED 2307 CON 14th Street: Safe Routes in the City Allocation CTC Ext. to FY22 10/22/2020 6/30/2021 2/28/2022 $9,343,000

Alameda Oakland ATP‐ST ATP‐ST 2308 CON Fruitvale Alive Gap Closure Project Award Allocation 1/28/2021 1/28/2021 1/28/2021 2/28/2021 1/31/2022 $5,000,000

Alameda Oakland ATP‐REG ATP‐FED 2190V CON Telegraph Ave Complete Streets Award CTC Award Ext. 8/13/2020 8/13/2020 8/13/2020 9/30/2020 3/31/2023 $3,677,000

Ala/CC/ SF BART LPP‐F LPP‐ST PS&E Bay Area Rapid Transit District Fire Suppression System Upgrade Expenditure Allocation 8/19/2021 8/19/2021 8/19/2021 6/30/2021 $85,000

Ala/CC/ SF BART LPP‐F LPP‐ST CON Bay Area Rapid Transit District Fire Suppression System Upgrade Allocation ??? 8/31/2022 $1,724,000

$363,889,000

September 28, 2021 CTC Allocation
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LSRPDWG Item 3C 

TO: Joint Partnership Working Group DATE: September 9, 2021 

FR: Karl Anderson and John Saelee 

RE: Single Point of Contact (SPOC) Certification Status 

Annual Obligation Plan Conditions and Requirements 
To facilitate timely project delivery within the region, the following conditions and requirements must 
be met for projects to be included in the Annual Obligation Plan. The obligation plan serves to prioritize 
delivery of FHWA-funded projects for the federal fiscal year. 

SPOC Involvement 
Requests for OBAG 2 projects to be included in the annual obligation plan must come from the Single 
Point of Contact (SPOC) for that agency. This ensures the SPOC is aware of the federal-aid projects to be 
delivered that year, and to be available to assist the Project Manager(s) through the federal-aid delivery 
process. In addition, subsequent communication to MTC or applicable CTA regarding potential delays or 
missed deadlines of any project in the annual obligation plan must include the SPOC. 

SPOC Checklist 
Starting in 2017, jurisdictions must have the SPOC checklist filled out and on file prior to projects being 
included in the annual obligation plan. A new checklist must be filled out whenever a new SPOC is 
assigned for that agency.  

Attached is the current Single Point of Contact (SPOC) Certification Status Listing. This listing reflects 
those agencies that have submitted a valid SPOC checklist. The list is updated monthly, and is also 
available online at: 
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/project-delivery 

Any jurisdiction who receives federal FHWA funding (E-76) and has not submitted a signed checklist is 
reflected in red.  

Agencies are required to maintain SPOC certification status. In the event of staffing changes, the SPOC 
checklist is available online at:  
http://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/FORM_SPOC_REVISED_Checklist_083017.pdf  

For further information, contact Karl Anderson at kanderson@bayareametro.gov. 

J:\COMMITTE\Partnership\Partnership Joint LSRPDWG\2021 Joint LSRPDWG\2021 Memo\03 Sep 9 2021 Packet\03C_SPOC Certification 
Memo.docx 
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03C_SPOC Certification Status Listing.xlsx LSRPDWG Item 3C

SPOC Certification Not Certified
September 2, 2021 No Federal FHWA funds

Certified

County Jurisdiction Effective Certified SPOC First SPOC Last SPOC Email
Alameda Alameda 1/10/2019 Yes Gail Payne gpayne@alamedaca.gov
Alameda Alameda County 4/30/2021 Yes Amber Lo amberl@acpwa.org
Alameda Alameda CTC 9/20/2017 Yes Vivek Bhat vbhat@alamedactc.org
Alameda Albany 6/22/2021 Yes Allison Carrillo acarrillo@albanyca.org
Alameda Berkeley 9/22/2017 Yes Beth Thomas bathomas@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Alameda Dublin 6/11/2020 Yes Sai Midididdi sai.midididdi@dublin.ca.gov
Alameda Emeryville 9/22/2017 Yes Amber Evans aevans@emeryville.org
Alameda Fremont 9/18/2017 Yes Connie Wong cwong@fremont.gov
Alameda Hayward 3/31/2021 Yes Charmine Solla charmine.solla@hayward-ca.gov
Alameda Livermore 10/5/2017 Yes Roberto Escobar rjescobar@cityoflivermore.net
Alameda Newark 9/26/2017 Yes Jayson Imai jayson.imai@newark.org
Alameda Oakland 8/24/2020 Yes Craig Raphael craphael@oaklandca.gov
Alameda Piedmont 9/25/2017 Yes John Wanger jwanger@piedmont.ca.gov
Alameda Pleasanton 10/16/2017 Yes Mike Tassano mtassano@cityofpleasantonca.gov
Alameda Port of Oakland 3/7/2018 Yes Radiah Victor rvictor@portoakland.com
Alameda San Leandro 9/22/2017 Yes Kirsten "Kurry" Foley kfoley@sanleandro.org
Alameda Union City 11/19/2020 Yes Trieu Tran trieut@unioncity.org

Contra Costa Antioch 4/9/2021 Yes Scott Buenting sbuenting@antiochca.gov
Contra Costa Brentwood 9/18/2017 Yes Steve Kersevan skersevan@brentwoodca.gov
Contra Costa CCTA 9/20/2017 Yes Hisham Noeimi hnoeimi@ccta.net
Contra Costa Central CCTA N/A
Contra Costa Clayton 3/19/2021
Contra Costa Concord 2/26/2019 Yes Bernard Enrile bernard.enrile@cityofconcord.org
Contra Costa Contra Costa County 9/20/2017 Yes Nancy Wein nancy.wein@pw.cccounty.us
Contra Costa Danville 9/18/2017 Yes Steven Jones sjones@danville.ca.gov
Contra Costa East CCTA 9/12/2018 Yes Agustin Diaz adiaz@eccta.org
Contra Costa El Cerrito 9/20/2017 Yes Yvetteh Ortiz yortiz@ci.el-cerrito.ca.us
Contra Costa Hercules 9/21/2017 Yes Michael Roberts mikeroberts@ci.hercules.ca.us
Contra Costa Lafayette 2/6/2018 Yes Mike Moran mmoran@ci.lafayette.ca.us
Contra Costa Martinez 3/16/2021 Yes Randy Leptien rleptien@cityofmartinez.org
Contra Costa Moraga 9/19/2017 Yes Shawn Knapp sknapp@moraga.ca.us
Contra Costa Oakley 9/19/2017 Yes Jason Kabalin kabalin@ci.oakley.ca.us
Contra Costa Orinda 9/19/2017 Yes Jason Chen jchen@cityoforinda.org
Contra Costa Pinole 9/19/2017 Yes Misha Kaur mkaur@ci.pinole.ca.us
Contra Costa Pittsburg 6/13/2019 Yes Gina Haynes ghaynes@ci.pittsburg.ca.us
Contra Costa Pleasant Hill 12/18/2020 Yes Mario Moreno mmoreno@pleasanthillca.org
Contra Costa Richmond 6/8/2021 Yes Tawfic Halaby tawfic_halaby@ci.richmond.ca.us
Contra Costa San Pablo 3/16/2021 Yes Allan Panganiban allanp@sanpabloca.gov
Contra Costa San Ramon 9/19/2017 Yes Brian Bornstein bbornstein@sanramon.ca.gov
Contra Costa WestCat N/A
Contra Costa Walnut Creek 9/18/2017 Yes Alex Wong wong@walnut-creek.org

Marin Belvedere 1/17/2019 Yes Amber Johnson ajohnson@cityofbelvedere.org
Marin Corte Madera 10/3/2019 Yes R.J. Suokko rsuokko@tcmmail.org
Marin Fairfax 10/6/2017

Regional GGBHTD 8/16/2017 Yes Amy Frye afrye@goldengate.org
Marin Larkspur 9/28/2017 Yes Julian Skinner jskinner@cityoflarkspur.org
Marin Marin County 2/7/2018 Yes Eric Miller emiller@marincounty.org
Marin Mill Valley 2/20/2020 Yes Ahmed Aly aaaly@cityofmillvalley.org
Marin Novato 9/21/2017 Yes Christopher Blunk cblunk@novato.org
Marin Ross 10/6/2017 Yes Richard Simonitch rsimonitch@townofross.org
Marin San Anselmo 1/15/2019 Yes Sean Condry scondry@townofsananselmo.org
Marin San Rafael 4/27/2021 Yes April Miller april.miller@cityofsanrafael.org
Marin Sausalito 5/12/2020 Yes Kevin McGowan kmcgowan@sausalito.gov
Marin TAM 1/30/2019 Yes David Chan dchan@tam.ca.gov
Marin Tiburon 3/29/2019 Yes David Eshoo deshoo@townoftiburon.org
Napa American Canyon 12/16/2019 Yes Ron Ronada rranada@cityofamericancanyon.org
Napa Calistoga 10/19/2017 Yes Derek Rayner drayner@ci.calistoga.ca.us
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based upon building permits submitted by each jurisdiction in Annual Progress Reports 
(APR) to Housing and Community Development (HCD). Summaries below reflect initial 
draft findings and revisions received from jurisdictions as of September 24th.   

In Alameda County, the vast majority (76%) of the approximately 37,000 units permitted 
between 2014 and 2019 have been located in PDAs. Almost half of these units were within 
PDAs in Oakland. During this time period, a very small share of units was affordable to low-
income households – only 11% of all permitted units countywide were affordable to 
households earning less than 120% of the Area Median Income (AMI).1 This is a consistent 
finding across the region. In Alameda County, of the small share of units that were 
affordable to moderate, low, and very-low households,2 the majority were located within 
PDAs (3,380 units in PDAs out of 4,136 total units).  

Table 1 presents a jurisdiction summary of permitted units within PDAs by affordability 
level. A breakdown of units per PDA by affordability level is included in Attachment C.  

Table 1. DRAFT Summary of Permitted Units Inside PDAs by Affordability Level (2014-2019) 

Jurisdiction Affordable to  
<120% AMI 

Affordable to  
>120% AMI Total 

Alameda 17% 83% 1,140 
Alameda Co. Unincorporated 87% 13% 215 

Albany 0% 100% 182 
Berkeley 9% 91% 1,373 

Dublin 5% 95% 2,263 
Emeryville 11% 89% 143 
Fremont 14% 86% 5,062 
Hayward 15% 85% 1,439 
Livermore 32% 68% 1,201 
Newark 8% 92% 968 
Oakland 7% 93% 13,040 

Pleasanton 14% 86% 600 
San Leandro 98% 2% 201 

Union City 100% 0% 243 
Countywide 
(Within PDAs) 12% 88% 28,070 

Countywide 
(Outside of PDAs) 9% 91% 8,869 

Countywide Total 
(Within & Outside PDAs) 11% 89% 36,939 

 
 

 

                                                           
1 In Alameda County in 2019, the AMI was $111,700 for a 4-person household. 
2 Household income brackets are based on the 4‐person household Area Median Income (AMI) for each respective county and 
year. Extremely Low = < 30% AMI, Very Low = 30% ‐ 50% AMI; Low = 50% ‐ 80% AMI; Moderate = 80% ‐ 120% AMI; Above Moderate 
= < 120% AMI 
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Mobility Trends in PDAs – Discussion for ACTAC 

As stated earlier in this memo, the intent of the PDA framework is to reduce automobile 
travel and its associated greenhouse gas emissions. With this PDA IGS, MTC would like 
input on mobility trends in PDAs as a way to assess mobility outcomes due to the better 
integration of transportation and land use. To support county agencies in the PDA IGS, 
MTC conducted an analysis of VMT per household and commute mode shares within 
PDAs. Attachment D details the overall estimates of commute mode shares in PDAs put 
together by MTC. Please note that there is a large margin of error in the data set used for 
this analysis, but it may still inform trends and needs. There are challenges with reporting 
VMT estimates so we are requesting ACTAC input on transportation metrics to consider 
that could include VMT if such estimates are available for the PDAs. This will be a 
discussion topic at the meeting.  

Commute Mode Share in PDAs 

According to MTC analysis of commute mode share3 and PDAs, the drive alone or single-
occupant vehicle (SOV) mode share is significantly higher outside of PDAs than inside of 
PDAs. In 2018, the Bay Area’s SOV mode share was 69% outside of PDAs and 51% inside of 
PDAs. Across Alameda County PDAs, their analysis suggests that between 2013 and 2018, 
there was a larger decrease in SOV mode share within PDAs compared to outside PDAs 
with a correspondingly larger increase in transit mode share. 

Next Steps 

Staff will present these initial draft findings at the October meeting of ACTAC and seek 
input on mobility outcomes and housing trends. In November, staff will return to ACTAC 
with additional updates and will communicate in the meantime with project sponsors on 
transportation projects, if needed. All feedback will be incorporated into a final draft PDA 
IGS Update that is due to MTC by December 15th. ACTAC and the Alameda CTC will be 
requested to approve the final 2021 PDA IGS in January 2022. 

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact. This is an information item only. 

Attachments: 

A. 2021 PDA IGS Guidelines from MTC 
B. Alameda County PDAs (PBA 2050) 
C. Permitted Units by Affordability Level within PDAs 2014-2019 
D. Commute Mode Share by PDA (2013 and 2018) 

                                                           
3 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates and 2018 ACS 5 Year Estimates; Table 
ID: B08301 – Means of Transportation to Work 
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July 29, 2021 

TO:  CTA Executive Directors 

RE: Priority Development Area (PDA) Investment and Growth Strategies – CTA 
Guidance for 2021 Updates 

Dear CTA Executive Directors: 

The One Bay Area Grant (OBAG 2) policy and project selection framework, MTC 
Resolution No. 4202, requires CTAs to develop a PDA Investment & Growth Strategy 
for their county every four years, with interim status reports provided two years after 
each update. The Strategies are intended to facilitate coordination between CTAs and 
local jurisdictions with Priority Development Areas (PDAs), strengthening the 
alignment of transportation investments and local planning in each county. The current 
PDA Investment and Growth Strategies were adopted in May 2017. In 2019, the 
Commission waived the requirement for CTAs to develop an interim progress report, as 
MTC staff would satisfy the requirement through the PDA and OBAG Assessment 
project.    

A new PDA Investment and Growth Strategy is required to be adopted in 2021, in 
advance of the adoption of the OBAG 3 program framework. Each Strategy will help 
shape OBAG 3 by identifying the challenges, opportunities, and needs unique to the 
County’s PDAs.  The purpose of this memo is to provide guidance to assist CTAs in the 
development of a PDA Investment and Growth Strategy for each county.  

To fulfill the OBAG 2 requirements to develop a 2021 PDA Investment and Growth 
Strategy, CTAs will address the following: 

1. Recent Housing and Mobility Trends
MTC/ABAG staff will provide housing production and vehicle miles traveled
data for each PDA by county, relying on data compiled through the PDA & One
Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Assessment project. CTA staff will review the housing
production and mobility trends of PDAs within their county. CTA staff may
wish to include this data in their PDA Investment and Growth Strategy to
provide context for the information gathered in items 2 and 3, below. If desired,
CTA staff may also update or supplement the data that is provided or add
anecdotal examples to reflect trends in development activity and mobility shifts
within PDAs.

5.5A
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2021 PDA Investment and Growth Strategy Guidance 
Page 2 

 
2. Planned Transportation Projects  

CTA staff will consult with each local jurisdiction with an adopted PDA, as well as transit 
agencies providing service in the county, to produce a list of planned transportation 
investments in PDAs. Consultation can take the form of a survey, one-on-one conversations, 
or a workshop. MTC/ABAG staff will provide a template to CTA staff to collect this 
information and can also provide points of contact at individual jurisdictions. Project lists by 
PDA should include: 

 Multimodal transportation projects that have been identified in an adopted Specific, 
Community Plan, Capital Improvement Program (CIP), County Transportation Plan 
(CTP), or transit agency plan. This list should exclude improvements that add lane 
capacity or are otherwise associated with increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

 Planned travel demand management (TDM), parking management, or transit ridership 
promotion programs. 

 If possible, each project should include the total estimated cost, committed funding, 
and the remaining funding gap.  
 

CTAs are also encouraged to request and report information about non-transportation 
infrastructure projects that have been identified as necessary to implement PDA plans. 

 
3. Affordable Housing Pipeline 

MTC/ABAG staff will provide each CTA with a list of potential and permitted affordable 
housing projects in its jurisdictions. CTAs will identify which projects identified in #2 above 
will serve these potential developments. CTAs will also develop a list of additional major 
transportation investments (included in the Countywide Transportation Plan or CIP) that will 
serve potential affordable housing sites located outside of PDAs.  
 
MTC/ABAG will convene a workshop with CTA staff, affordable housing developers, 
Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFIs), and transit agencies. Following a 
presentation on the role of transportation investments in advancing affordable housing 
production, CTAs and transit agencies will be paired in facilitated breakout groups with 
affordable housing developers and CDFIs active in their county to discuss the affordable 
housing pipeline within the county, the planned or future transportation investments capable 
of serving those sites, and the existing challenges and future opportunities for CTAs, transit 
agencies, and local jurisdictions to support affordable housing projects through coordination, 
prioritization, and other potential measures. 

 
In summary, CTAs are asked to submit a PDA Investment and Growth Strategy document to 
MTC/ABAG staff by December 15, 2021, that addresses each of the three items described 
above.  
 

 Sincerely,  

 
 Theresa Romell 
 Funding Policy and Programs  
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Attachment B. Alameda County PDAs (PBA 2050)

What is a Priority Development Area (PDA)?
PDAs are locally nominated areas for new development near high quality transit. PDAs are intended to accommodate the majority of future housing 
in the county and region in order to reduce the amount of automobile travel associated with new development and associated greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Bay Area local governments have established over 200 PDAs since 2008, 48 of which are located within Alameda County.

PDA Eligibility Criteria
All PDAs must meet the following criteria:

There are two types of PDAs:
• Transit-Rich PDAs have high-quality transportation infrastructure already in place to support additional growth in their communities
• Connected Community PDAs offer basic transit services and have committed to policies that increase mobility options and reduce

automobile travel

• Nominated by a local government with land use authority
• Infill location is fully contained within an existing urban area

PDA Designations

• Plan for significant housing and/or employment growth is reflected by the local jurisdiction’s general plan or zoning ordinance and
must be completed by 2025

• Area has been identified as a Transit-Rich or Connected Community

The entire area is within 1/2 mile of a bus stop with peak service of 30 minutes or less and is beyond 1/2 mile of transit service that meets the “high 
quality transit” criteria as defined above for Transit-Rich PDAs; and meets at least one of the following:

• At least 50% of the area is defined as a High Resource or Highest Resource on the most recent Opportunity Map adopted by the
California Department of Housing and Community Development

• Adopted at least 2 policies to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled, such as prioritization of bicycle and pedestrian planning projects

At least 50% of the area is within 1/2 mile of any of the following:
• An existing rail station or ferry terminal (with bus or rail service)
• A bus stop with peak service frequency of 15 minutes or less
• A planned rail station or planned ferry terminal (with bus or rail service) in the most recently adopted fiscally-constrained Regional

Transportation Plan

Connected Community PDA Criteria

Eligibility Criteria for PDA Designations
Transit-Rich PDA Criteria

5.5B
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Alameda County PDAs by Designation
Source: MTC Priority Development Areas (Plan Bay Area 2050)

Jurisdiction PDA Designation
Alameda Naval Air Station Transit-Rich
Alameda Northern Waterfront Transit-Rich
Albany San Pablo & Solano Mixed Use Neighborhood Transit-Rich
Berkeley North Berkeley BART Transit-Rich
Berkeley Adeline Street Transit-Rich
Berkeley Downtown Transit-Rich
Berkeley San Pablo Avenue Transit-Rich
Berkeley South Shattuck Transit-Rich
Berkeley Southside/Telegraph Avenue Transit-Rich
Berkeley University Avenue Transit-Rich
Dublin Downtown Specific Plan Area Transit-Rich
Dublin Transit Center/Dublin Crossings Transit-Rich
Dublin Town Center Transit-Rich
Emeryville Mixed-Use Core Transit-Rich
Fremont Irvington Transit PDA Transit-Rich
Fremont Centerville Transit PDA Transit-Rich
Fremont Downtown/City CenterTransit PDA Transit-Rich
Fremont Warm Springs Innovation District Transit PDA Transit-Rich
Fremont Osgood Rd Connected Community PDA Connected Community Within HRA
Fremont Warm Springs Connected Community PDA Connected Community Within HRA
Fremont North Fremont Blvd Connected Community PDA Connected Community Within HRA
Hayward The Cannery Transit-Rich
Hayward Downtown Transit-Rich
Hayward South Hayward BART Transit-Rich
Hayward Mission Boulevard Corridor Connected Community Outside HRA
Livermore Downtown Transit-Rich
Livermore Isabel Neighborhood Specific Plan Transit-Rich
Livermore Southfront PDA Connected Community Outside HRA
Newark Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development Connected Community Within HRA
Newark Old Town Mixed Use Area Connected Community Outside HRA
Oakland West Oakland Transit-Rich
Oakland Fruitvale and Dimond Areas Transit-Rich
Oakland Coliseum Bay Area Rapid Transit Station Area Transit-Rich
Oakland Eastmont Town Center / International Blvd TOD Transit-Rich
Oakland Downtown & Jack London Square Transit-Rich
Oakland MacArthur Transit Village Transit-Rich
Oakland MacArthur Blvd Corridor Transit-Rich
Oakland San Antonio Transit-Rich
Oakland North Oakland / Golden Gate Transit-Rich
Pleasanton Hacienda Connected Community Within HRA
San Leandro BayFair TOD Transit-Rich
San Leandro East 14th Street Transit-Rich
San Leandro Downtown Transit Oriented Development Transit-Rich
Unincorporated Alameda Castro Valley BART Transit-Rich
Unincorporated Alameda East 14th Street and Mission Boulevard Transit-Rich
Unincorporated Alameda Hesperian Boulevard Connected Community Outside HRA
Unincorporated Alameda Meekland Avenue Corridor Transit-Rich
Union City Greater Station District Area Transit-Rich
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Initial Draft 2021 Alameda County PDA Housing Trends

ISSUED HOUSING PERMITS: OVERVIEW

Total Issued Permits 

Very Low
Low

Moderate
Above Moderate

Source
Counts provided by MTC are based upon building permits submitted in Annual Progress Reports (APR); does 
not include permits without geographic information. Data reflects revisions received from ACTAC members by 
September 24th.

Description This data reflects the total number of housing units permitted between 2014-2019 by PDA area. 

Number of housing units that were issued permits within Priority Development 
Areas as defined by Plan Bay Area 2050.

Housing Affordability 
Legend

Affordability levels are based on a percentage of a county’s Area Median Income 
(AMI) as defined by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD).

equal to or less than 50% of the Area Median Income
between 50 - 80% of the Area Median Income
between 80 - 120% of the Area Median Income
equal to or greater than 120% of the Area Median Income

Affordable to households with incomes:

5.5C
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Alameda County: Issued Housing Permits 2014-2019

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total
Alameda Naval Air Station 47 43 14 552 656
Alameda Northern Waterfront 36 18 31 399 484
Albany San Pablo & Solano Mixed Use Neighborhood 0 0 0 182 182
Berkeley Adeline Street 31 10 1 0 42
Berkeley Downtown 14 0 0 567 581
Berkeley North Berkeley BART 0 0 0 0 0
Berkeley San Pablo Avenue 0 0 0 0 0
Berkeley South Shattuck 14 19 0 172 205
Berkeley Southside/Telegraph Avenue 22 0 0 337 359
Berkeley University Avenue 15 0 0 171 186
Dublin Downtown Specific Plan Area 26 39 1 408 474
Dublin Town Center 0 0 0 680 680
Dublin Transit Center/Dublin Crossings 0 0 55 1,054 1,109
Emeryville Mixed-Use Core 5 0 11 127 143
Fremont Centerville Transit PDA 0 0 11 401 412
Fremont Downtown/City CenterTransit PDA 0 0 0 1,061 1,061
Fremont Irvington Transit PDA 64 0 1 269 334
Fremont North Fremont Blvd Connected Community PDA 0 0 0 80 80
Fremont Osgood Rd Connected Community PDA 0 0 0 1 1
Fremont Warm Springs Connected Community PDA 89 0 0 306 395
Fremont Warm Springs Innovation District Transit PDA 205 314 2 2,258 2,779
Hayward Downtown 0 0 0 477 477
Hayward Mission Boulevard Corridor 40 19 2 181 242
Hayward South Hayward BART 150 0 7 328 485
Hayward The Cannery 0 0 0 235 235
Livermore Downtown 0 0 12 278 290
Livermore Isabel Neighborhood Specific Plan 0 0 204 226 430
Livermore Southfront PDA 0 4 165 312 481
Newark Dumbarton Transit Oriented Development 77 0 0 891 968
Newark Old Town Mixed Use Area 0 0 0 0 0
Oakland Coliseum Bay Area Rapid Transit Station Area 22 33 0 143 198
Oakland Downtown & Jack London Square 223 54 21 7,305 7,603
Oakland Eastmont Town Center / International Blvd TOD 58 0 0 531 589
Oakland Fruitvale and Dimond Areas 108 20 1 300 429
Oakland MacArthur Blvd Corridor 0 0 0 43 43
Oakland MacArthur Transit Village 87 18 45 1,901 2,051
Oakland North Oakland / Golden Gate 0 0 0 251 251
Oakland San Antonio 124 0 2 380 506
Oakland West Oakland 33 0 1 1,336 1,370
Pleasanton Hacienda 76 10 0 514 600
San Leandro BayFair TOD 0 0 0 0 0
San Leandro Downtown Transit Oriented Development 109 88 0 4 201
San Leandro East 14th Street 0 0 0 0 0
Unincorporated Alameda Castro Valley BART 0 0 0 8 8
Unincorporated Alameda East 14th Street and Mission Boulevard 85 0 0 16 101
Unincorporated Alameda Hesperian Boulevard 34 61 3 1 99
Unincorporated Alameda Meekland Avenue Corridor 1 0 2 4 7
Union City Greater Station District Area 0 0 243 0 243

Countywide (Within PDAs) 1,795 750 835 24,690 28,070
Countywide (Outside of PDAs) 320 146 290 8,113 8,869

County Summary Countywide Total (Within & Outside PDAs) 2,115 896 1,125 32,803 36,939
Alameda 83 61 45 951 1,140

Alameda Unincorporated 120 61 5 29 215
Albany 0 0 0 182 182

Berkeley 96 29 1 1,247 1,373
Dublin 26 39 56 2,142 2,263

Emeryville 5 0 11 127 143
Fremont 358 314 14 4,376 5,062
Hayward 190 19 9 1,221 1,439

Livermore 0 4 381 816 1,201
Newark 77 0 0 891 968

Oakland 655 125 70 12,190 13,040
Pleasanton 76 10 0 514 600

San Leandro 109 88 0 4 201
Union City 0 0 243 0 243

CITY SUMMARY 
(INSIDE PDA)

*Based upon building permits submitted in Annual Progress Reports (APR). Does not include entitled units.

Jurisdiction PDA Name
Housing Permits Issued by Income Level: 2014-2019*

PDA Summary
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Bay Area PDAs Commute Mode Choice (2013 – 2018) 
SOV Carpool Transit Bike Walk Home Other 

PDA County City ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff 

Naval Air Station Alameda Alameda 50.5 59.3 8.8 18.5 7.4 -11.1 14.1 11.9 -2.2 0.4 3.5 3.1 1.9 3.7 1.8 11.3 9.8 -1.5 3.4 4.5 1.1 

Northern 
Waterfront 

Alameda Alameda 65.4 57.8 -7.6 6.8 6.1 -0.8 13.1 14.9 1.8 2.9 2.4 -0.5 7.0 6.6 -0.5 3.1 10.6 7.6 1.6 1.6 0.0 

San Pablo & 
Solano Mixed 
Use 
Neighborhood 

Alameda Albany 48.8 44.1 -4.8 7.8 8.3 0.4 23.2 23.0 -0.2 5.9 6.9 1.0 5.0 8.8 3.7 7.5 7.7 0.1 1.6 1.3 -0.3 

East 14th Street 
and Mission 
Boulevard 

Alameda Ashland 74.4 72.8 -1.6 8.9 9.9 1.0 10.9 8.3 -2.7 0.2 1.0 0.7 1.5 2.1 0.6 2.7 3.9 1.3 1.3 1.9 0.6 

Adeline Street Alameda Berkeley 36.2 29.3 -6.9 7.4 8.6 1.3 26.7 30.8 4.1 12.1 10.9 -1.2 6.8 7.8 1.0 9.6 9.3 -0.3 1.2 3.2 2.0 

Downtown Alameda Berkeley 18.4 16.0 -2.4 2.0 5.8 3.8 28.0 21.4 -6.6 8.0 9.5 1.5 33.1 38.0 4.8 8.5 8.2 -0.3 1.9 1.1 -0.8 

San Pablo 
Avenue 

Alameda Berkeley 44.0 40.8 -3.2 9.4 5.9 -3.4 19.5 25.1 5.7 9.4 10.6 1.2 7.3 7.2 -0.1 9.1 8.5 -0.6 1.4 1.8 0.4 

South Shattuck Alameda Berkeley 34.6 20.7 -13.9 2.5 7.0 4.5 17.3 28.1 10.8 7.3 8.2 0.9 21.3 24.2 2.9 17.0 8.2 -8.8 0.0 3.5 3.5 

Southside/Telegr
aph Avenue 

Alameda Berkeley 20.3 16.3 -4.0 2.5 3.6 1.1 17.4 18.0 0.6 3.9 4.7 0.8 48.0 47.7 -0.3 7.0 7.6 0.6 0.9 2.0 1.1 

University 
Avenue 

Alameda Berkeley 36.3 28.1 -8.2 6.1 6.7 0.7 25.3 36.6 11.3 11.5 5.8 -5.7 11.5 13.9 2.4 7.6 7.4 -0.2 1.6 1.4 -0.3 

Castro Valley 
BART 

Alameda Castro 
Valley 

71.0 69.7 -1.2 7.5 7.4 -0.1 11.3 14.6 3.4 0.2 0.9 0.7 4.1 2.4 -1.7 5.0 3.7 -1.3 0.9 1.2 0.3 

Meekland 
Avenue Corridor 

Alameda Cherryland 65.0 67.8 2.8 12.8 23.4 10.6 6.0 3.3 -2.7 1.5 0.0 -1.5 10.1 0.0 -10.1 2.7 3.8 1.1 1.9 1.6 -0.3 

Downtown 
Specific Plan 
Area 

Alameda Dublin 74.5 69.9 -4.7 8.2 11.4 3.2 4.0 10.8 6.8 0.5 0.1 -0.5 5.3 1.0 -4.3 5.4 5.7 0.3 2.1 1.2 -1.0 

Town Center Alameda Dublin 69.6 68.0 -1.6 7.0 8.0 1.0 13.8 17.4 3.6 0.0 0.3 0.3 3.2 1.9 -1.4 5.2 3.6 -1.7 1.1 0.9 -0.2 

Transit 
Center/Dublin 
Crossings 

Alameda Dublin 71.7 62.4 -9.3 6.3 5.1 -1.2 13.9 20.2 6.3 0.0 1.5 1.5 1.7 4.3 2.5 5.3 4.8 -0.5 1.1 1.7 0.6 

Mixed-Use Core Alameda Emeryville 52.3 42.4 -10.0 8.5 11.8 3.3 18.9 29.7 10.8 3.7 2.4 -1.3 8.9 5.3 -3.6 6.6 6.5 -0.1 1.0 2.0 1.0 

Data sources: 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates and 2018 ACS 5 Year Estimates; Table ID: B08301 – Means of Transportation to Work 
Note these estimates do not include Margins of Error. Small differences in mode share are likely not significant at this level. 

5.5D
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SOV Carpool Transit Bike Walk Home Other 

PDA County City ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff 

Centerville Alameda Fremont 75.3 71.8 -3.5 11.3 10.4 -0.9 7.4 10.3 3.0 0.5 0.2 -0.2 1.3 0.8 -0.5 3.1 5.6 2.5 1.2 0.9 -0.3 

City Center Alameda Fremont 64.2 57.9 -6.3 11.4 5.0 -6.4 18.1 27.4 9.3 1.1 0.3 -0.8 1.8 2.3 0.5 3.1 6.2 3.1 0.3 0.9 0.6 

Irvington District Alameda Fremont 74.2 69.9 -4.3 10.5 11.4 0.9 7.5 9.7 2.2 0.6 0.4 -0.2 3.7 2.6 -1.0 2.3 4.7 2.4 1.3 1.2 -0.1 

Warm Springs Alameda Fremont 84.2 77.1 -7.1 8.3 11.7 3.3 1.1 3.6 2.5 0.7 0.1 -0.6 1.7 1.4 -0.3 3.7 5.8 2.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 

Downtown Alameda Hayward 67.2 64.9 -2.3 5.3 9.7 4.5 16.3 16.8 0.4 0.1 1.0 1.0 3.4 0.9 -2.6 7.7 5.1 -2.6 0.0 1.6 1.5 

Mission 
Boulevard 
Corridor 

Alameda Hayward 63.9 69.9 6.1 19.5 13.2 -6.3 12.3 9.2 -3.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.9 3.3 2.4 3.0 3.3 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.6 

South Hayward 
BART 

Alameda Hayward 74.0 71.3 -2.7 12.1 19.4 7.3 9.0 1.5 -7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 1.1 -2.0 1.8 3.9 2.1 0.0 2.8 2.8 

South Hayward 
BART 

Alameda Hayward 64.6 79.7 15.0 18.2 7.1 -11.0 14.1 9.7 -4.4 0.0 0.8 0.8 1.7 0.1 -1.6 1.0 1.6 0.6 0.5 1.0 0.5 

The Cannery Alameda Hayward 74.0 69.5 -4.5 13.8 9.2 -4.5 10.7 16.8 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 -0.3 1.1 3.0 1.9 0.0 1.4 1.4 

Downtown Alameda Livermore 79.1 78.6 -0.5 12.1 8.3 -3.8 3.8 4.3 0.5 1.3 0.1 -1.3 0.8 3.5 2.8 3.0 4.6 1.6 0.0 0.7 0.6 

East Side Alameda Livermore 79.6 74.1 -5.5 5.2 11.5 6.3 7.4 4.1 -3.4 0.7 0.6 -0.1 0.6 0.3 -0.3 4.8 9.2 4.4 1.6 0.2 -1.4 

Isabel 
Avenue/BART 
Station Planning 
Area 

Alameda Livermore 74.9 72.9 -2.0 7.9 7.6 -0.3 4.0 6.2 2.2 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.7 2.5 0.8 10.7 6.5 -4.2 0.7 3.7 3.0 

Dumbarton 
Transit Oriented 
Development 

Alameda Newark 62.8 79.5 16.8 20.0 9.4 -10.6 6.6 4.1 -2.5 1.6 0.0 -1.6 1.8 3.6 1.8 6.3 1.4 -4.9 0.9 1.9 1.0 

Old Town Mixed 
Use Area 

Alameda Newark 73.6 67.2 -6.4 13.9 16.5 2.6 3.4 8.9 5.5 0.0 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.0 -0.2 6.4 5.0 -1.4 1.4 0.3 -1.1 

Coliseum BART 
Station Area 

Alameda Oakland 51.3 56.4 5.1 22.0 14.2 -7.8 12.6 14.3 1.7 0.7 4.1 3.4 5.1 5.0 -0.1 2.7 3.2 0.5 5.5 2.8 -2.7 

Downtown & 
Jack London 
Square 

Alameda Oakland 36.0 32.5 -3.5 7.5 4.7 -2.8 29.8 38.7 8.8 3.3 3.0 -0.3 17.5 13.3 -4.2 4.8 5.6 0.8 0.9 2.2 1.2 

Eastmont Town 
Center 

Alameda Oakland 61.8 62.9 1.1 11.9 15.3 3.4 18.0 14.7 -3.3 0.7 0.4 -0.3 1.1 1.3 0.3 3.5 3.2 -0.3 3.0 2.2 -0.9 

Fruitvale and 
Dimond Areas 

Alameda Oakland 51.1 52.6 1.5 15.1 14.3 -0.9 20.9 22.0 1.1 1.9 0.8 -1.2 4.8 4.4 -0.4 3.5 3.9 0.5 2.7 2.0 -0.6 
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SOV Carpool Transit Bike Walk Home Other 

PDA County City ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff ‘13 ‘18 Diff 

Golden 
Gate/North 
Oakland 

Alameda Oakland 46.8 41.8 -5.0 6.7 8.6 1.9 24.4 27.3 3.0 7.7 8.5 0.8 4.0 3.3 -0.7 9.5 8.6 -0.9 1.1 2.0 0.9 

MacArthur 
Transit Village 

Alameda Oakland 46.7 32.7 -14.1 11.5 7.1 -4.4 22.5 37.6 15.1 5.5 5.7 0.2 4.5 5.8 1.3 7.3 9.7 2.4 1.9 1.4 -0.5 

TOD Corridors Alameda Oakland 57.4 53.5 -3.9 11.6 12.1 0.5 16.4 20.4 3.9 2.3 2.5 0.2 3.6 3.2 -0.4 6.9 6.3 -0.6 1.8 2.1 0.3 

TOD Corridors - 
International 
Boulevard 

Alameda Oakland 61.8 64.0 2.1 17.6 15.7 -1.9 12.7 11.3 -1.3 0.2 1.0 0.8 1.6 1.6 0.0 3.0 2.6 -0.4 3.2 3.8 0.7 

TOD Corridors - 
San 
Antonio/Central 
Estuary 

Alameda Oakland 49.7 48.8 -0.9 14.4 12.8 -1.6 22.1 22.5 0.4 3.2 4.2 0.9 3.0 5.2 2.2 5.3 4.0 -1.3 2.4 2.5 0.2 

West Oakland Alameda Oakland 45.1 41.8 -3.3 8.3 8.3 0.0 27.5 28.6 1.1 5.2 5.8 0.6 4.7 4.8 0.1 8.1 6.8 -1.3 1.0 3.9 2.9 

Hacienda Alameda Pleasanton 65.1 67.4 2.3 4.3 3.9 -0.4 15.8 17.2 1.4 0.0 1.2 1.2 10.3 6.7 -3.6 3.8 3.3 -0.4 0.8 0.3 -0.5 

Bay Fair BART 
Village 

Alameda San 
Leandro 

73.2 67.8 -5.5 6.3 11.1 4.9 13.0 12.6 -0.4 0.6 0.5 -0.1 0.6 1.9 1.3 3.5 3.1 -0.4 2.8 3.1 0.3 

Downtown 
Transit Oriented 
Development 

Alameda San 
Leandro 

71.7 66.7 -5.0 10.1 7.0 -3.1 11.5 19.2 7.7 1.0 0.8 -0.2 2.2 3.1 0.8 2.4 2.5 0.1 1.0 0.8 -0.2 

East 14th Street Alameda San 
Leandro 

70.1 66.8 -3.3 6.1 9.5 3.4 12.7 13.7 1.0 2.7 0.1 -2.6 1.9 3.6 1.7 5.0 6.1 1.0 1.6 0.3 -1.3 

Hesperian 
Boulevard 

Alameda San 
Lorenzo 

72.6 71.4 -1.2 14.6 9.1 -5.4 7.6 9.6 2.0 0.5 0.9 0.4 1.8 1.6 -0.2 2.1 3.1 1.1 0.9 4.3 3.4 

Intermodal 
Station District 

Alameda Union City 69.5 49.3 -20.2 9.6 8.3 -1.3 16.2 29.5 13.3 0.9 0.0 -0.9 0.6 5.8 5.3 1.2 7.0 5.8 2.1 0.1 -2.0 

Hillcrest eBART 
Station 

Contra 
Costa 

Antioch 71.5 63.0 -8.5 13.9 20.3 6.5 7.4 9.0 1.6 1.4 0.0 -1.4 0.1 1.0 0.9 4.7 6.6 1.9 1.1 0.0 -1.1 

Rivertown 
Waterfront 

Contra 
Costa 

Antioch 72.3 65.2 -7.2 16.2 17.7 1.5 1.7 4.0 2.3 5.1 0.0 -5.1 1.1 6.9 5.7 1.5 6.3 4.8 2.1 0.0 -2.1 

Pittsburg/Bay 
Point BART 
Station 

Contra 
Costa 

Bay Point 62.0 69.9 7.9 21.4 21.9 0.5 10.7 5.5 -5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.1 -0.4 3.9 0.8 -3.1 0.5 0.9 0.3 
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